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FOR A PROPOSED AREA PLAN AND ASSOCIATED REZONING OF 145 ACRES ROUGHLY BOUNDED BY
MARKET STREET, STEUART STREET, FOLSOM STREET, AND A LINE EAST OF THIRD STREET, AND FOR
CONSTRUCTION OF AN OFFICE TOWER UP TO 1,070 FEET TALL ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF MISSION
STREET BETWEEN FREMONT STREET AND FIRST STREET.

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) hereby CERTIFIES the
Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E, Transit Center
District Plan and Transit Tower (hereinafter “Project”) (State Clearinghouse No. 2008072073), based upon
the following findings:

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”) fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 ef seq., hereinafter “CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seg., (hereinafter “CEQA Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter “Chapter 317).

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR”) was
required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of
general circulation on July 20, 2008.

B. On September 28, 2011, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(hereinafter “DEIR”) and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning
Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department’s list of
persons requesting such notice.

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted in
the project area by Department staff on September 28, 2011.
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D. On September 28, 2011, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and
to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse.

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse
on September 28, 2011.

N

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on November 3, 2011 at which
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The
period for acceptance of written comments ended on November 28, 2011.

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public
hearing and in writing during the 61-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to
the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that
became available during the public review period, addressed changes to the proposed project, and
corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in a Draft Comments and Responses
document, published on May 10, 2012, distributed to the Commission and all parties who
commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the Department.

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FEIR”) has been prepared by the Department,
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that became available, and the Comments and Responses document all as
required by law.

5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files
are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the
record before the Commission.

6. On May 24, 2012, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does find that the
contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and
reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San
Francisco Administrative Code.

7. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2007.0558E and
2008.0789E, Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower, reflects the independent judgment and
analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the
Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, and hereby does
CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project
described in the EIR, including both the Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower:

A. Will have a significant project-specific effect on the environment by altering public views of the
Plan area from key long-range vantage points (visual); changing zoning controls in the Plan area
in a manner that could result in adverse impacts to historic resources through demolition or
substantial alteration (cultural resources); resulting in traffic growth that would adversely affect
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local intersection operation (transportation); causing a substantial increase in transit demand that
could not be accommodated by adjacent capacity (transportation); resulting in a substantial
increase in transit delays (transportation); creating a volume of pedestrian activity that would
cause pedestrian level of service to deteriorate (transportation); resulting in development that
would create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists (transportation);
resulting in a loading demand that could not be accommodated within on-site or on-street loading
areas (transportation); resulting in construction activity that would result in disruption of
circulation (transportation); creating noise levels in excess of standards and introducing sensitive
receptors in areas with high noise levels (noise); exposing sensitive receptors to high levels of
particulate matter and toxic air contaminants (air quality); resulting in construction-period
emissions of criteria air pollutants and dust (air quality); creating shadow that could adversely
affect the use of various parks and open spaces (shadow); and

Will have a significant cumulative effect on the environment in that it would, in combination with
other reasonably foreseeable probable future projects, alter the visual character of greater
Downtown and alter public views of and through Downtown (visual resources); adversely affect
historical resources (cultural resources); contribute to congested conditions at the Fourth/Harrison
and First/Harrison freeway on-ramps (transportation); result in cumulative noise impacts (noise);
result in cumulative air quality impacts (air quality); and create new shadow that would adversely
affect the use of various parks and open spaces (shadow).

9. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to

approving the Project.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular
meeting of May 24, 2012.

Linda Avery

Commission Secretary

AYES: ANTONINI, BORDEN, FONG, WU
NOES: MOORE
ABSENT: MIGUEL

RECUSED: SUGAYA

ADOPTED: May 24, 2012
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SUMMARY

A. Project Description

This environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes potential environmental effects associated with the
November 2009 draft Transit Center District Plan (draft Plan) project at a program level, and analyzes
impacts of the proposed Transit Tower at a project-specific level.

Transit Center District Plan

The Plan area comprises approximately 145 acres in the southern portion of the downtown Financial
District, roughly bounded by Market Street, Steuart Street, Folsom Street, and a line to the east of Third
Street. The Plan area is surrounded by the Financial District, Rincon Hill, the waterfront, and the Yerba
Buena Center area; it is centered on the site of the former Transbay Terminal, which was demolished in
2010, to be replaced by the new Transbay Transit Center now under construction. The Plan area includes
Zone 2 of the adopted Transbay Redevelopment Area and a portion of Zone 1 (only for streetscape and

roadway modifications consistent with that plan).

Existing Land Use and Height Controls

The principal land use in the Plan area is office, although the Plan area also contains retail and mixed-
used developments, as well as a limited number of residential buildings, two hotels, and a limited
amount of institutional and light industrial or Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses. Use
districts in the Plan area include Downtown Office (C-3-O), Downtown Office (Special Development)
(C-3-O (SD)), Downtown Support (C-3-S), Transbay Downtown Residential (TB-DTR), and Public (P), the
last one primarily encompassing the site of the former Transbay Terminal and its ramps. Areas zoned

TB-DTR comprise Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Area.

The C-3-O and C-3-O (SD) districts, which make up the majority of the Plan area, permit office as a
principal use and include controls that generally encourage concentrated, high density office
development. Residential uses and some related retail and service uses are also permitted. The C-3-O
(SD) district permits a lower floor area ratio (FAR) as of right but also permits transferrable development
rights (TDR) from other sites to be used to increase FAR. Both districts have a maximum FAR of 18:1.

The Plan area contains a mixture of height and bulk districts, with height limits that range from 30 feet to
550 feet. Consistent with the Downtown Plan’s direction to expand the traditional downtown to the
“South Financial District” around the site of the former Transbay Terminal, the Plan area’s 550-foot
height limits are the greatest heights currently permitted anywhere in San Francisco, with the exception

of a single parcel on Rincon Hill and a single parcel on Folsom Street in Redevelopment Plan Zone 1.

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E S-1 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
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Proposed Policies and Land Use Controls

The draft Plan proposes to rezone the Plan area (except most P Districts, with the exception of the Transit
Tower site, and Redevelopment Plan Zone 1) to C-3-O (SD). The Plan also sets forth policies and land use
controls in six major categories: Land Use, Urban Form, Public Realm, Moving About, Historic

Preservation, and District Sustainability.

The draft Plan also discusses a variety of financing mechanisms for improvements within the Plan area.
These mechanisms would not in themselves result in physical impacts, but the physical changes that
could occur with the additional financing, such as implementation of the public realm plan, are
addressed throughout this EIR.

Land Use

In advance of drafting the Plan, the Planning Department commissioned a study to evaluate future job
and housing growth in San Francisco. The study concluded that, particularly with the implementation of
“smart growth” policies that encourage jobs near transit, downtown San Francisco would not meet the
future demand for office space under existing zoning. On the other hand, downtown has sufficient
capacity for future residential development. Accordingly, one of the major goals of the draft Plan is to
ensure a sufficient supply of high-density office space in the downtown core, proximate to the region’s
best transit service. Thus, the Plan proposes to limit the amount of non-office space in major new
construction within a portion of the Plan area, to attain an overall ratio of no less than 70 percent office
space in the Plan area, as well as elimination of limits on floor area ratio (FAR) in the C-3-O (SD) use
district. The limit on non-commercial development would occur within a sub-district of the Plan area,
bounded generally by Market, Main, Second-New Montgomery, and Tehama Streets and Zone 1 of the
Redevelopment Plan. The Plan proposes that the existing maximum FAR of 18:1 be eliminated within the
Plan area and also proposes a minimum level of development—a FAR of at least 9:1 —on sites larger than
15,000 square feet. In addition, the draft Plan seeks to encourage continuous consumer retail uses on key

street frontages.

Urban Form: Building Heights and Design

The draft Plan seeks to build upon the Downtown Plan and the Urban Design Element of the General
Plan, which set forth policies by which Downtown has become “a compact, human-scaled, walkable and
dynamic urban center and a dramatic concentrated skyline set against the natural backdrop of the city’s
hills,” according to the draft Plan. The Plan further seeks to create an “elegant skyline ... with its apex at
the Transit Center, and tapering in all directions” so that the Transit Center becomes “the center of
downtown, reinforcing the primacy of public transit in organizing the City’s development pattern”
(November 2009 Draft Plan, Objectives 2.2 and 2.3).

The greatest proposed height limit is a 1,000-foot height district at a site on the south side of Mission

Street between First and Fremont Streets, adjacent to the new Transit Center. The site is the location of the
proposed Transit Tower, which the Plan envisions as the City’s tallest structure, at 1,000 feet to the height
to the highest enclosed space. The Plan also calls for a sculptural element atop the tower, provided it does

Case No. 2007.0558E S-2 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
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not cast “significant” shadows (Draft Plan, Policy 2.2). The current proposed height for the Transit Tower
is 920 feet to the roof and 1,070 feet in total, including sculptural element. Other height districts that
exceed the current maximum of 550 feet would allow for approximately six very tall buildings nearby
whose height—up to a maximum of 850 feet—would be less than that of the Transit Tower.

While the Plan proposes the elimination of maximum limits on floor area ratio, existing tower separation
rules would remain and be extended to taller buildings, so that a 1,000-foot building would have to be set
back 70 feet from the center of a typical major street. Also, where multiple towers are developed on the
same property, setbacks of up to 70 feet would apply to these towers, as well to towers on separate lots.
The upper portions of tall towers (generally the top one-third, or “upper tower”) would be required to
have an average floor plate that is at least 25 percent smaller than, and an average diagonal dimension at
least 14 percent less than, that of the “lower tower” (the remainder of the building above the base). This is
similar to, although less restrictive than, the volume reduction currently required by the Planning Code.
The draft Plan also proposes to strengthen the Downtown Plan’s controls that call for the base of a tower
to be differentiated from the tower above, with the intent of enhancing the pedestrian scale of
development, and proposes limiting the width of building lobbies, requiring ground-level changes in
building plane, and prohibiting parking and loading access from key streets, also to enhance the

pedestrian environment.

Public Realm

The draft Plan would build on the Downtown Streetscape Plan of 1995, as well as the 2006 Streetscape
and Open Space Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Area and the citywide Better Streets Plan, adopted
in 2010, to improve the public realm, including its streets, alleys, sidewalks, parks, and plazas.
Envisioning a sizable increase in pedestrian activity due to both new development and increased transit
service to and from the new Transit Center (including the potential future Caltrain extension and high-
speed rail service), the draft Plan emphasizes improving the pedestrian environment by widening and
making improvements to sidewalks, including landscaping and street furniture installation; eliminating
some on-street parking; adding sidewalk bulb-outs; creating “linear plazas” along Beale, Main, and Spear
Streets; restricting curb cuts on some streets; and improving mid-block pedestrian access, including the
addition of several signalized mid-block pedestrian crossings. The draft Plan proposes a new public open
space at the northeast corner of Howard and Second Streets, which would include a connection to the
new 5-acre “City Park” that will be built atop the new Transit Center as part of that project. The draft
Plan also proposes public access to view stations in the upper stories of the tallest high-rise building(s) in
the Plan area.

Moving About

The draft Plan seeks to manage vehicular traffic and to enhance transit, pedestrian, and bicycle travel,
attempting, in particular, to discourage traffic—especially regional traffic that passes through the District
to and from the Bay Bridge. Vehicle parking would be further restricted, bicycle parking would be
increased, and car sharing would be encouraged. Walking between destinations in the District would be

made more feasible and attractive. The draft Plan calls for future analysis and consideration of a cap on
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the number of parking spaces in the Plan area (with an interim step to reduce the maximum amount of
floor area devoted to non-residential parking from the current 7 percent to 3.5 percent ), and study of a

potential transit-only zone on Mission Street, in front of the Transit Center and proposed Transit Tower.

The draft Plan would also reconfigure many of the existing rights-of-way throughout the Plan area,
including extending the two-way segments of Howard and Folsom Streets east to New Montgomery and
Second Streets, respectively; moving transit lanes to the center of Mission Street between First and Third
Streets; widening sidewalks; selectively removing traffic lanes and parking and loading from various
streets; and adding turn pockets. On Howard Street, casual carpool unloading would be moved from the
south to north side. Second Street would be reconfigured consistent with the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.
Shaw Alley would be closed to vehicle traffic, Minna Street would change to one-way eastbound between
First and Second Streets, and Natoma Street from Second Street east to midway between First and Second
Streets would be converted to pedestrian access and emergency vehicles only. A new multi-use pedestrian
and bicycle path is proposed between Howard and Folsom Streets, near Essex Street and beneath the
ramp that links the Transit Center to the Bay Bridge.

The public realm plan would also add signalized mid-block pedestrian crossings at a number of
intersections: New Montgomery/Natoma Streets; Second/Natoma Streets; Howard Street/Oscar Alley;
Mission Street / Shaw Alley; First/Minna Streets; First/Natoma Streets; First/Clementina Streets; Fremont
Street/Transit Center Bus Plaza; Fremont/Natoma Streets; Beale/Natoma Streets; Beale/Clementina
Streets; Main/Natoma Streets; Main/Tehama Streets; and, Main/Clementina Streets. Also proposed, as
previously approved under the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, are extensions of Clementina Street (First

Street to Spear Street) and Natoma and Tehama Streets (Beale Street to Main Street).

Historic Preservation

The Plan area contains two listed historic districts, the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation
District and the Second and Howard National Register District. The former, identified in Article 11 of the
Planning Code, extends southward from Market Street, generally encompassing both sides of Second and
New Montgomery Streets, as far as Howard Street. The draft Plan would expand and rename the “New
Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District,” along both sides of Mission Street between
New Montgomery and Third Streets, crossing Third Street to include the Aronson Building on the
northwest corner of Third and Mission Streets. The expansion would also extend westward on Natoma
Street to Hunt Street. Additionally, the Planning Department proposes additional individual resources
for Landmark designation under the Planning Code and revision of Article 11 ratings of several buildings.
The draft Plan also proposes policies and Planning Code revisions concerning transferrable development
rights (TDR) that would allow increased flexibility in the application of preservation incentives.

District Sustainability

The draft Plan would implement a number of district-wide policies and controls aimed at supporting
and, where possible, exceeding the City’s existing environmental, sustainability and climate change

objectives. The incorporation of sustainability-related objectives and policies into the draft Plan is
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intended to achieve lower impact and higher performance development within the Plan area than would
otherwise be achievable through project-by-project application of requirements. In the area of energy
efficiency, the Plan identifies for future consideration the creation of a shared district-wide energy and
heating system by establishing a centralized Combined Heat and Power (cogeneration) system within the
Plan boundaries that would capture waste heat from buildings and energy generators. In the area of
green building design, the draft Plan would encourage low environmental impact and high performance
(with regard to energy, water, materials, construction) for all proposed buildings. The draft Plan would
require that larger new buildings achieve LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design)
standards in the City’s Green Building Ordinance without benefit of credits for location, density, and
existing City parking controls. In the area of water conservation, one of the goals of the proposed Plan is
to capture, treat, and reuse, where feasible, stormwater runoff, while at the same time reducing the use of

potable water.

Transit Tower

The Transit Tower is proposed by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) as a 61-story,
approximately 1,070-foot-tall office building proposed for approximately the northern third of the block
bounded by First, Mission, Fremont, and Howard Streets. The Tower would occupy approximately the
northern half of Lot 1 on Block 3720, adjacent to the new Transit Center, on the south side of Mission
Street between Fremont and First Streets. The project site is approximately 50,000 square feet in size and
was most recently used as the passenger waiting and loading and Muni drop-off/layover area for the old
Transbay Terminal, which was demolished beginning in August 2010. The TJPA intends to sell the
Transit Tower site to a private entity, which would develop the tower, and use the proceeds from the sale

to help fund the Transit Center project.

The Transit Tower would encompass approximately 1.3 million square feet of office space and about
16,500 square feet of retail space and would be built on a roughly square footprint of about 26,000 square
feet. The building would have retail space and a lobby on the ground floor, additional retail space on a
portion of the fourth floor (connected by a footbridge to the planned City Park atop the new Transit
Center), and 58 floors of office space, along with two mechanical floors. The Tower would have three
basement levels beneath the entire footprint of the building as well as the Mission Square open space
along Fremont Street, and a partial fourth basement; excavation would be to a depth of approximately
60 feet below grade, and would involve removal of approximately 110,000 cubic yards of soil. The
building would have a concrete slab foundation supported by driven piles anticipated to be founded on
bedrock more than 200 feet below grade. The tower’s structural system is anticipated to employ the
concept of “megacolumns,” which are very large structural columns that would be supported by large
diameter piles approximately 10 feet in diameter, with additional piles driven to support the building’s

foundation slab.

The Transit Tower is proposed to have concave curved exterior walls on all four sides, which would taper
as the building rises, beginning at a height of about 380 feet. The 172-foot horizontal dimension along
each side of the ground floor would be reduced to about 138 feet at the building roof (920 feet). Atop the
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building would be a lattice-like steel sculptural element 150 feet tall, which would continue the building’s
tapering shape up to a total height of about 1,070 feet. The horizontal dimension at the top of this element
would be approximately 89 feet.

The current design of the Transit Tower would be consistent with the proposed bulk requirements of the
draft Plan, which would amend Planning Code Section 132.1 to require a 35-foot setback from the center
line of the adjacent street—Mission Street, in this case—and a setback increasing to 70 feet from the center
line at a height of 1,000 feet. The draft Plan’s streetscape and public realm improvements plan would also
require that the base of the Transit Tower be set back at least 10 feet from the property line on Mission
Street, to permit widening of the street right-of-way to accommodate transit activity on Mission Street.

Up to approximately 302 independently accessible parking spaces would be provided in the basement,
and a total parking supply of about 480 vehicles could be provided with valet operations. Based on the
preliminary design of the Transit Tower, the area devoted to parking would exceed 7 percent of gross
floor area (and the draft Plan’s 3.5 percent maximum), which is the maximum amount of floor area that
can be devoted to parking in the C-3-O use districts, and the area in excess of 3.5 percent, if the Plan is
adopted (7 percent otherwise) would require Conditional Use authorization as a major parking garage, in
accordance with Sections 158 and 223(p) of the Planning Code. Bicycle parking (approximately 225 spaces,
based on proposed Planning Code revisions under the draft Plan) would also be provided. Six off-street
freight loading spaces would be provided on the first basement level. Access to the parking garage and
loading dock would be from a single, two-way ramp on First Street, near the southwest corner of the
building. Pedestrian entrances to the tower lobby would be from both the west and east sides of the
building; the latter entrance would open onto Mission Square, a public open space that would be

developed with the Tower at the southwest corner of Mission and Fremont Streets.

The TJPA is developing plans to substantially decrease the use of potable water for non-potable use at
both the Transit Center and the proposed Transit Tower, including potential collection and reuse,
following treatment, of greywater. The proposed Transit Tower is designed to receive a LEED
(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Gold rating from the U.S. Green Building Council. The
TJPA would require the Transit Tower developer to adopt safety and security measures to maximize the
protection of the public from injury due to events including earthquake, flood, wind, precipitation,

building movement, terrorist attack, sabotage, civil unrest or civil disturbances, accidents, and crime.
Construction of the Transit Tower would require approximately three years.

The Transit Tower site is in a P (Public) use district. The project’s office and retail uses would not be
permitted in the P zoning district and an amendment to the zoning map (rezoning) to a Downtown Office
(C-3-O (SD)) zoning district would be required as part of the project approval; this change is proposed as
part of the draft Plan. The Transit Tower project site is also within a 30-X height and bulk district, which
limits height to 30 feet but has no bulk limit. Amendment of the height and bulk districts (rezoning) would

also be required for the Transit Tower site as part of the project approval, and is proposed as part of the
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draft Plan. Because the draft Plan proposes to eliminate the existing FAR restrictions and to rezone the
Transit Tower site to C-3-O (SD), no conflict would exist with respect to the building’s proposed 26:1 FAR.

Plan Area Applications on File

This EIR also analyzes a Developer-Proposed Scenario for the Transit Center District Plan to reflect
several applications that have been submitted to the Planning Department by private project sponsors
proposing individual buildings in the area, some of them deviating from Plan parameters with regard to

height or other characteristics. This scenario is primarily addressed in Chapter VI, Alternatives.

Approvals Required

Approval and implementation of the Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower (tower approvals

noted explicitly) would require the following actions, with acting bodies shown in italics:

. Amendment of the General Plan [various elements and Downtown area plan] to conform to the
concepts of the Transit Center District Plan rezoning program (the project), as outlined above.
Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval

. Determination of consistency of the proposed General Plan amendments and rezoning with the
General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1 Priority Policies. Planning Commission

. Amendment of the Planning Code to create new height and bulk districts greater than the current
maximum of 550 feet; establish building setback and separation of towers requirements for
buildings taller than 550 feet; eliminate the 18:1 limit on floor area ratio; adopt additional controls
on building bulk, massing, and setbacks and fagade articulation; modify controls for the use of
transferrable development rights; establish a downtown preservation fund; increase bicycle
parking and car-share parking requirements; prohibit off-street parking and loading access from
Mission, Second, Ecker and portions of Folsom and Natoma Streets in the Plan area, and permit
such access on portions of First, Fremont, and Beale streets only with Conditional Use
Authorization; prohibit surface parking in the Plan area; allow for greater horizontal projections
that emphasize ground floors; and require transportation demand management programs of all
projects 25,000 square feet and larger.

o Amendment of the Planning Code Zoning Maps to change mapped use districts and height limits
throughout the Plan area. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval

. Modification of Absolute Cumulative Limit for new shadow on certain City parks and a Section 295
shadow finding (Transit Tower).! San Francisco Planning Commission and San Francisco Recreation and
Park Commission

o Permit for boilers and generators (Transit Tower). Bay Area Air Quality Management District
J General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit (Transit Tower). Regional Water Quality Control
Board

Other buildings that would cast shadow on Recreation and Park Department properties would also require
modification of the Absolute Cumulative Limit for one or more parks. However, those subsequent projects
would require their own project-specific CEQA analysis and would be considered for approval —including
consideration of shadow limits —separately from the Transit Center District Plan and the Transit Tower.
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. Approval of Transit Tower under Planning Code Section 309 (Permit Review in C-3 Districts) and
Section 321 (Office Development: Annual Limit), as well as approval of a Conditional Use under
Sections 304, 158, and 223(p) for a Major Parking Garage, for the portion of the Tower’s proposed
parking in excess of permitted accessory parking. San Francisco Planning Commission

. Execution of a purchase and sale agreement with the developer of the Transit Tower, including
design approval of tower and pedestrian connection(s) to City Park. Transbay Joint Powers Authority

o Building Permits (Transit Tower). San Francisco Department of Building Inspection

o Approval for new water, sewer, and street light utility connections (Transit Tower). San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission

. Approval of stormwater management system and submittal by project sponsor of a Stormwater
Control Plan (Transit Tower). San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

J Approval of alterations to street rights-of-way, including, for example, the configuration of travel
lanes, sidewalks widths, and addition of crosswalks that are part of the draft Plan’s modifications
to the public realm. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Department of Public Works

J Approval for any proposed curb or street modifications (Transit Tower). San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency; Department of Public Works; Board of Supervisors

B. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This EIR analyzes the potential effects of the draft Transit Center District Plan (November 2009) and
Transit Tower project, as identified in the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(NOP), issued July 20, 2008 (Appendix A of this EIR).

This EIR contains detailed analyses of topics including land use, aesthetics, population and housing,
cultural (historical and archeological resources), transportation, noise, air quality, wind, and shadow.
Table S-1 presents a summary of the significant adverse environmental effects (“significant impacts” or
“significant effects”) and mitigation measures identified in the EIR for the draft Plan, along with
mitigation measures identified to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level, where applicable.

Table S-2 provides the same information for the proposed Transit Tower.

There are several items required by law that would serve to avoid potential significant impacts; they are
summarized here for informational purposes. These measures include: no use of mirrored glass on the
building to reduce glare, as per City Planning Commission Resolution 9212; limitation of construction-
related noise levels, pursuant to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco Police
Code, 1972); Planning Code Section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings; compliance with Section 3424
of the San Francisco Building Code, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel
Structures; and observance of state and federal OSHA safety requirements related to handling and
disposal of other hazardous materials, such as asbestos. Because compliance with existing law would
obviate any potential impacts related to the above issues, neither significant impacts nor mitigation

measures are identified in connection with these issues.
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

Level of Level of Significance
Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation

B. Aesthetics

AE-3: The draft Plan would alter public SuU None available. SuU
views of the Plan area from key long-range
vantage points.

C-AE-1: The draft Plan, in combination SuU None available. SuU
with the Transit Tower and other
foreseeable projects nearby, would alter
the visual character of the greater
Downtown and would alter public views of
and through the greater Downtown, but
would not adversely affect scenic
resources or substantially increase light
and glare.

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

CP-3: Changes to the zoning controls in SuU M-CP-3a: HABS/HAER Documentation. Prior to demolition or substantial SuU
the Plan area could result in adverse adverse alteration of historical resource(s), the project sponsor of a development
impacts to historic architectural resources project in the Plan area shall contract with a qualified preservation architect,
through demolition or substantial historic preservation expert, or other qualified individual to fully document the
alteration. structure(s) to be demolished or altered. Documentation shall be undertaken
following consultation with Planning Department preservation staff and the
Historic Preservation Commission, and shall at a minimum be performed to
HABS Level Il documentation standards. According to HABS Standards, Level Il
documentation consists of the following tasks:

e  Written data: A brief report documenting the existing conditions and history
of the building shall be prepared, focusing on the building’s architectural and
contextual relationship with the greater Western SoMa neighborhood.

e  Photographs: Photographs with large-format (4x5-inch) negatives shall be
shot of exterior and interior views of all three project site buildings. Historic
photos of the buildings, where available, shall be photographically
reproduced. All photos shall be printed on archival fiber paper.

e  Drawings: Existing architectural drawings (elevations and plans) of all three
the project site buildings, where available, shall be photographed with large
format negatives or photographically reproduced on Mylar.

The completed documentation package shall be submitted to local and
regional archives, including but not limited to, the San Francisco Public
Library History Room, the California Historical Society and the Northwest
Information Center at Sonoma State University in Rohnert Park.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

Significant Unavoidable Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (

cont.)

CP-3 (cont.)

M-CP-3b: Public Interpretative Displays. Prior to demolition or substantial
adverse alteration of historical resource(s) that are significant due to event(s) that
occurred in the building at the development site, the project sponsor of a
development project in the Plan area shall develop, in consultation with Planning
Department preservation staff, a permanent interpretative program/and or display
that would commemorate such event(s). The program/display would be installed
at a publicly accessible location, either at or near the project site or in another
appropriate location (such as a library or other depository). The content and
location of the display shall be presented to the Historic Preservation
Commission for review and comment.

M-CP-3c: Relocation of Historical Resources. Prior to demolition or substantial
alteration of historical resource(s), the project sponsor of a development project
in the Plan area shall make any historical resources that would otherwise be
demolished or substantially altered in an adverse manner available for relocation
by qualified parties.

M-CP-3d: Salvage of Historical Resources. Prior to demolition of historical
resource(s) that are significant due to architecture (resource(s) that embody the
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values), the project
sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall consult with a Planning
Department Preservation Technical Specialist and/or other qualified parties
regarding salvage of materials from the affected resource(s) for public
information or reuse in other locations.

C-CP: Development pursuant to the draft SuU Implement Mitigation Measures M-CP-3a, HABS/HAER Documentation, and M- SuU
Plan, along with cumulative development, CP-3b, Public Interpretive Displays, M-CP-3c, Relocation of Historical

including the Transit Tower, could Resources, and M-CP-3d, Salvage of Historical Resources.

adversely affect historical resources.

. Transportation

TR-1: Traffic growth related to the draft SuU M-TR-1a: Signal Timing Optimization. The Municipal Transportation Agency SuU

Plan, including the street changes, would
adversely affect local intersection
operation, and therefore would conflict with
established measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system.

(MTA) could optimize signal timing at the following intersections to reduce
impacts on intersection LOS to a less-than-significant level, by either improving
conditions to LOS D or better or by avoiding the draft Plan’s contribution to
increased vehicle delay (mitigated LOS in parentheses):

Stockton / Geary Streets (LOS F, p.m.)

Kearny / Sutter Streets (LOS F, p.m.)

Battery and California Streets (LOS D, a.m. and p.m.)

Embarcadero / Washington Streets (LOS F, p.m.)

Third / Folsom Streets (LOS F, p.m. peak)

Beale / Folsom Streets (LOS F, p.m. peak)

Embarcadero / Folsom Streets (LOS F, a.m. and p.m. peak)

SU - Significant and Unavoidable

LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation

LTS — Less than Significant

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E

S-10
207439

Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower



SUMMARY

TABLE S-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

Significant Unavoidable Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-1 (cont.)

M-TR-1b: Taxi Left-Turn Prohibition. At the intersection of Third / Mission
Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could expand existing
prohibitions on peak-hour left turn to include taxis, thereby permitting only buses
to make left turns.

SuU

M-TR-1c: Beale / Mission Streets Bulbs and Optimization. At the intersection
of Beale and Mission Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and
Department of Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-outs on the north and south
crosswalks to reduce pedestrian crossing distances and times and optimize the
signal timing plan at this intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour by
reallocating green time from the less-congested eastbound / westbound Mission
Street approaches to the southbound Beale Street approach.

SuU

M-TR-1d: Steuart / Howard Streets Restriping. At the intersection of Steuart
and Howard Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could remove
two on-street parking spaces on the south side of Howard Street immediately
west of the intersection and stripe the eastbound approach as one through lane
and one shared through-right lane. The proposed design for eastbound Howard
Street after extension of the westbound Howard Street bicycle lane to The
Embarcadero calls for one wide curb lane and one parking lane, but a second
eastbound travel lane at the intersection could be provided by removing up to two
on-street parking spaces.

SuU

M-TR-1e: Beale / Folsom Streets Left-Turn Prohibition and Signal
Optimization. At the intersection of Beale and Folsom Streets, the Municipal
Transportation Agency (MTA) could prohibit eastbound right turns from Folsom
Street in the p.m. peak hour and optimize the signal timing by reallocating green
time from the eastbound / westbound Folsom Street approaches to the
northbound / southbound Beale Street approaches.

SuU

M-TR-1f: Third / Harrison Streets Restriping. At the intersection of Third and
Harrison Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could convert one
of the two eastbound lanes leaving the intersection into an additional westbound
through lane by restriping the east (Harrison Street) leg of the intersection. In
order to allow sulfficient turning radius and clearance for heavy vehicles such as
buses and trucks, two on-street parking spaces on the south side of Harrison
Street east of the intersection would be removed.

SuU

M-TR-1g: Hawthorne / Harrison Streets Restriping. At the intersection of
Hawthorne and Harrison Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA)
could stripe an additional westbound through lane approaching the intersection
by converting one of the two eastbound lanes.

SuU

SU - Significant and Unavoidable

LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

Level of Level of Significance
Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation
E. Transportation (cont.)
TR-1 (cont.) M-TR-1h: Second / Harrison Streets Turn Prohibition and Optimization. At SuU

the intersection of Second and Harrison Streets, the Municipal Transportation
Agency could prohibit eastbound left turns during the p.m. peak hour.

M-TR-1i: Third / Bryant Streets Bulbs and Optimization. At the intersection of SuU
Third and Bryant Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and
Department of Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-outs on the south
crosswalk to reduce pedestrian crossing distances and times and optimize the
signal timing plan at this intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour by
reallocating green time from the eastbound Bryant Street approach to the
northbound Third Street approach.

M-TR-1j: Second / Bryant Streets Bulbs and Optimization. At the intersection SuU
of Second and Bryant Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and
Department of Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-outs on the east and west
crosswalks to reduce pedestrian crossing distances and times and optimize the
signal timing plan at this intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour by
reallocating green time from the northbound / southbound Second Street
approaches to the eastbound Bryant Street approach.

M-TR-1k: Second / Tehama Streets Restriping and Optimization. At the SuU
intersection of Second and Tehama Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency
(MTA) could prohibit eastbound and westbound left turns (from Tehama Street)
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

M-TR-1l: Mid-Block Signalized Intersection Improvements. At the signalized SuU
intersections proposed in the public realm plan at Second / Natoma Streets;

First / Minna Streets; First / Natoma Streets; Fremont / Tehama Streets; and
Fremont Street / Transit Center Bus Plaza, the following improvements could
improve traffic operations:

At Second / Natoma Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could SuU
install bulb-outs on the north and south crosswalks to reduce pedestrian crossing
distances and times, allowing more green time for through traffic along Second
Street. The traffic signal could also be designed to give priority to transit vehicles.
However, due to two-way traffic along Second Street and the close proximity of the
proposed crossing to the Second / Howard Streets intersection, this measure may
not be sufficient to reduce the proposed mid-block crossing’s impacts to traffic and
transit operations. In addition, while bulb-outs would reduce crossing distance, a
sufficiently high volume of pedestrians heading to and from the Transit Center may
warrant retaining longer pedestrian phases to ensure adequate crossing times and
throughput, so as not to introduce substantial queuing or congestion at the
crosswalk or surrounding sidewalk. Accordingly, the feasibility of this measure is
uncertain, and this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

Level of
Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-1 (cont.)

At First / Minna Streets and First / Natoma Streets, reducing impacts would
require additional lane capacity on First Street, although that would result in
increased pedestrian crossing distances that would require longer pedestrian
signal phases. This would also preclude the public realm plan’'s proposed
sidewalk widening on First Street adjacent to the Transit Center. Moreover,
additional lanes would not alleviate downstream congestion on First Street
leading to the Bay Bridge. Eliminating one or both of the mid-block crossings
might result in congested sidewalks on First Street. In addition, traffic signals at
these two locations may be necessary for freight and passenger loading-related
traffic circulation to and from Minna and Natoma Streets, regardless of whether
pedestrian crossings are provided. Accordingly, no feasible mitigation was
identified and this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

SuU

At Fremont / Natoma Streets and Fremont Street at the Transit Center Bus
Plaza, the signal could be designed with two signal phases instead of three. One
phase would be for northbound Fremont Street, and the second, for all five bus
bays to exit the Bus Plaza, as well as pedestrians crossing Fremont Street at
both Natoma Street and at the Bus Plaza. This would increase traffic capacity on
Fremont Street and reduce the potential for queues on Fremont Street and the
Bay Bridge. However, the Municipal Transportation Agency has determined that
a two-phase signal would create operational and safety concerns for transit and
pedestrians. Accordingly, no feasible mitigation was identified and this impact is
considered significant and unavoidable.

SuU

M-TR-1m: Downtown Traffic Signal Study. As part of a Regional Traffic
Signalization and Operations Program project, the Municipal Transportation
Agency (MTA) could conduct a study of Downtown-area traffic signal systems,
with the aim of recalibrating cycle lengths, offsets, and splits at Downtown-area
intersections to optimize traffic flow and minimize unnecessary delays (without
impacting other modes of travel).

SuU

Mitigation (indicated in parentheses) could reduce average vehicle delay at the
following intersections, but not to a less-than-significant level because further
mitigation would require increased lane capacity that would preclude one or more
proposed sidewalk improvements under the draft Plan’s public realm plan, and
because further signal timing optimization would require coordination with other
signals that could increase overall vehicle delay. Therefore, impacts at the
following intersections would be significant and unavoidable:

= New Montgomery / Mission Streets (Optimize signal timing)

= Third / Howard Streets (Optimize signal timing)

= New Montgomery / Howard Streets (Optimize signal timing)

SuU

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

Level of Level of Significance
Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation
E. Transportation (cont.)
TR-1 (cont.) = Fremont / Howard Streets (Prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and

optimize signal)
= Main / Howard Streets (Prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and optimize
signal)

= Spear / Howard Streets (Add northbound and southbound left-turn pockets,
prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and optimize signal)

No mitigation is feasible to reduce impacts at the following intersections to a less- | SU
than-significant level because, while increased lane capacity and/or signal timing
optimization and, in some cases, installation of corner pedestrian bulbs to allow
for less green time for pedestrian crossing could improve level of service for one
or more approaches, the applicable mitigation strategy would increase delays for
transit vehicles on Market and Mission Streets and also cause increased
pedestrian delays or, in some instances, precluding proposed sidewalk or transit
improvements under the draft Plan’s public realm plan. Therefore, impacts at the
following intersections would be significant and unavoidable:

= Third / Kearny / Market / Geary Streets

= Montgomery / Market / New Montgomery Streets
= First / Market Streets

= Fremont / Market / Front Streets

= Beale / Market / Davis / Pine Streets

= Second / Mission Streets

= First / Mission Streets

= Fremont / Mission Streets

= Second / Howard Streets

= First/ Howard Streets

= Beale / Howard Streets

= Hawthorne / Folsom Streets

= Second / Folsom Streets

= First / Folsom Streets

= Spear / Folsom Streets

= Fourth / Harrison Streets / I-80 WB On-Ramp
= First / Harrison Streets / 1-80 EB On-Ramp

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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Significant Unavoidable Impact
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with Mitigation

E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-1 (cont.) No mitigation is feasible to reduce impacts at the following intersection to a less- SuU
than-significant level because additional lane capacity is unavailable and/or
signal timing optimization would not improve level of service to an acceptable
level. Therefore, impacts at the following intersection would be significant and
unavoidable: Essex / Harrison Streets / I-80EB On-Ramp.
No mitigation is required for the following intersections, which would experience
significant impacts only in the absence of the public realm improvements that are
part of the draft Plan: Spear / Mission Streets (without the public realm
improvements, could be mitigated by changing signal phasing and optimizing
signal timing).
TR-2: Traffic growth related to the draft SuU None available. SuU
Plan, including the street changes, would
result in a considerable contribution to
congested operations at the
Fourth/Harrison Streets and First/Harrison
Streets freeway on-ramps, and therefore
would conflict with established measures
of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system.
TR-3: Transit ridership related to the draft SuU M-TR-3a: Installation and Operation of Transit-Only and Transit Queue- SuU

Plan, including the street changes, would
cause a substantial increase in transit
demand that could not be accommodated
by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in
unacceptable levels of transit service; and
would cause a substantial increase in
delays or operating costs such that
significant adverse impacts in transit
service levels could result.

Jump Lanes. To reduce or avoid the effects of traffic congestion on Muni
service, at such time as the transit-vehicle delay results in the need to add
additional vehicle(s) to one or more Muni lines, the Municipal Transportation
Agency (MTA) could stripe a portion of the approach lane at applicable
intersections to restrict traffic to buses only during the p.m. peak period, thereby
allowing Muni vehicles to avoid traffic queues at certain critical intersections and
minimizing transit delay. Each queue-jump lane would require the prohibition of
parking during the p.m. peak period for the distance of the special lane.

For the 41 Union, MTA could install a p.m. peak-hour transit-only lane along
Beale Street approaching and leaving the intersection of Beale/Mission Street, for
a distance of 150 to 200 feet. Five parking spaces on the west side of Beale
Street north of Mission Street could be eliminated when the transit lane is in
effect to allow for a right-turn pocket. MTA could also install a p.m. peak-hour
queue-jump lane on the eastbound Howard Street approach to the intersection of
Beale/Howard Streets, for a distance of 100 feet. If the foregoing were ineffective,
MTA could consider re-routing the 41 Union to less-congested streets, if
available, or implementing actions such as providing traffic signal priority to Muni
buses.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

Level of Level of Significance
Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation
E. Transportation (cont.)
TR-3 (cont.) For the 11-Downtown Connector and 12 Folsom Pacific, MTA could install a p.m.

peak-hour queue-jump lane on the southbound Second Street approach to the
intersection to the intersection of Second/Folsom Streets, for a distance of
approximately 150 feet. When the lane is in effect, five on-street parking spaces
on the west side of Second Street north of Folsom Street could be eliminated, as
well as a portion of the southbound bicycle lane approaching the intersection. If
the foregoing were ineffective, MTA could consider re-routing the 11-Downtown
Connector and 12 Folsom to less-congested streets, if available, or implementing
actions such as providing traffic signal priority to Muni buses.

The MTA could also evaluate the effectiveness and feasibility of installing an
eastbound transit-only lane along Folsom Street between Second and Third
Streets, which would minimize delays incurred at these intersections by transit
vehicles. The study would create a monitoring program to determine the
implementation extent and schedule, which may include conversion of one
eastbound travel lane into a transit-only lane.

M-TR-3b: Exclusive Muni Use of Mission Street Boarding Islands. To reduce SuU
or avoid conflicts between Muni buses and regional transit service (Golden Gate
Transit and SamTrans) using the relocated transit-only center lanes of Mission
Street between First and Third Streets, MTA could reserve use of the boarding
islands for Muni buses only and provide dedicated curbside bus stops for
regional transit operators. Regional transit vehicles would still be allowed to use
the transit-only center lanes between stops, but would change lanes to access
the curbside bus stops. This configuration would be similar to the existing Muni
stop configuration along Market Street, where two different stop patterns are
provided, with each route assigned to only one stop pattern.

M-TR-3c: Transit Improvements on Plan Area Streets. To reduce or avoid the SuU
effects of traffic congestion on regional transit service operating on surface
streets (primarily Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans), MTA, in coordination with
applicable regional operators, could conduct study the effectiveness and
feasibility of transit improvements along Mission Street, Howard Street, Folsom
Street, First Street, and Fremont Street to reduce delays incurred by transit
vehicles when passing through the Plan area. The study would examine a
solutions including, but not limited to the following:
= |nstallation of transit-only lanes along Howard Street and Folsom Street, which
could serve both Muni buses (e.g., 12 Folsom-Pacific) and Golden Gate
ganstit buses heading to / from Golden Gate’s yard at Eighth and Harrison
reets.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-3 (cont.)

= Extension of a transit-only lane on Fremont Street south to Howard Street and
installation of transit-actuated queue-jump phasing at the Fremont Street /
Mission Street intersection to allow Golden Gate Transit buses to make use of
the Fremont Street transit lane (currently only used by Muni vehicles); and

= Transit signal priority treatments along Mission, Howard, and Folsom Streets
to extend major-street traffic phases or preempt side-street traffic phases to
reduce signal delay incurred by SamTrans and Golden Gate Transit vehicles.

Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans could consider rerouting their lines onto less-
congested streets, if available, in order to improve travel times and reliability. A
comprehensive evaluation would need to be conducted before determining
candidate alternative streets, considering various operational and service issues
such as the cost of any required capital investments, the availability of layover
space, and proximity to ridership origins and destinations.

M-TR-3d: Increased Funding to Offset Transit Delays. Sponsors of
development projects within the Plan area could be subject to a fair share fee
that would allow for the purchase of additional transit vehicle(s) to mitigate the
impacts on transit travel time. In the case of Muni operations, one additional
vehicle would be required. For regional operators, the analysis also determined
that on-street delays could require the deployment of additional buses on some
Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans routes.

Funds for the implementation of this measure are expected to be generated from
a delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with
implementation of the draft Plan, and are projected to be adequate and sufficient
to provide for the capital cost to purchase the additional vehicle and facility costs
to store and maintain the vehicle.

SuU

M-TR-3e: Increased Funding of Regional Transit. Sponsors of development
projects within the Plan area could be subject to one or more fair share fees to
assist in service improvements, such as through the purchase of additional transit
vehicles and vessels or contributions to operating costs, as necessary to mitigate
Plan impacts. These fee(s) could be dedicated to Golden Gate Transit, North Bay
ferry operators, AC Transit, BART, and/or additional North Bay and East Bay
transit operators. Depending on how the fee(s) were allocated, Caltrain and
SamTrans might also benefit, although lesser impacts were identified for these
South Bay operators.

Funds for the implementation of this measure are expected to be generated from
a delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with
implementation of the draft Plan, and are projected to be adequate and sufficient
to provide for the capital cost to purchase the additional vehicle and facility costs
to store and maintain the vehicle.

SuU

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-4: Pedestrian activity resulting from SuU M-TR-4a: Widen Crosswalks. To ensure satisfactory pedestrian level of service SuU
implementation of the draft Plan would at affected crosswalks, the Municipal Transportation Agency, Sustainable Streets
cause the level of service at sidewalks, Division, could conduct periodic counts of pedestrian conditions (annually, for
street corners, and crosswalks to example) and could widen existing crosswalk widths, generally by 1 to 3 feet, at
deteriorate. such times as pedestrian LOS is degraded to unacceptable levels.
TR-5: Development of large projects SuU M-TR-5 Garage/Loading Dock Attendant. If warranted by project-specific SuU
pursuant to the draft Plan would create conditions, the project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
potentially hazardous conditions for ensure that building management employs attendant(s) for the project’s parking
pedestrians and otherwise interfere with garage and/or loading dock, as applicable. The attendant would be stationed as
pedestrian accessibility. determined by the project-specific analysis, typically at the project’s driveway to
direct vehicles entering and exiting the building and avoid any safety-related
conflicts with pedestrians on the sidewalk during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods
of traffic and pedestrian activity, with extended hours as dictated by traffic and
pedestrian conditions and by activity in the project garage and loading dock. (See
also Mitigation Measure M-TR-4b, above.) Each project shall also install audible
and/or visible warning devices, or comparably effective warning devices as
approved by the Planning Department and/or the Sustainable Streets Division of
the Municipal Transportation Agency, to alert pedestrians of the outbound
vehicles from the parking garage and/or loading dock, as applicable.
TR-6: Implementation of the draft Plan SuU Implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-7 and M-TR-7b. SuU
would create potentially hazardous
conditions for bicyclists or otherwise
substantially interfere with bicycle
accessibility to the site and adjoining
areas.
TR-7: Implementation of the draft Plan SuU M-TR-7a: Loading Dock Management: To ensure that off-street loading SuU

would result in a loading demand during
the peak hour of loading activities that
could not be accommodated within
proposed on-site loading facilities or within
convenient on-street loading zones, and
create potentially hazardous conditions or
significant delays affecting traffic, transit,
bicycles, and pedestrians.

facilities are efficiently used and that trucks longer than can be safely
accommodated are not permitted to use a building’s loading dock, the project
sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall develop a plan for
management of the building’s loading dock and shall ensure that tenants in the
building are informed of limitations and conditions on loading schedules and truck
size. Such a management plan could include strategies such as the use of an
attendant to direct and guide trucks (see Mitigation Measure M-TR-5), installing a
“Full” sign at the garage/loading dock driveway, limiting activity during peak
hours, installation of audible and/or visual warning devices, and other features.
Additionally, as part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall
consult with the Municipal Transportation Agency concerning the design of
loading and parking facilities.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable

LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation

LTS — Less than Significant

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E

S-18
207439

Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower



SUMMARY

TABLE S-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

Level of Level of Significance
Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation
E. Transportation (cont.)
TR-7 (cont.) Typically, a building property manager dictates the maximum size of trucks that

can be accommodated by a building’s loading dock, and when trucks may access
the project site.

M-TR-7b: Augmentation of On-Street Loading Space Supply: To ensure the SuU
adequacy of the Plan area’s supply of on-street spaces, the Municipal
Transportation Agency (MTA) could convert existing on-street parking spaces
within the Plan Area to commercial loading use. Candidate streets might include the
north side of Mission Street between Second Street and First Street, both sides of
Howard Street between Third Street and Fremont Street, and both sides of Second
Street between Howard Street and Folsom Street. The MTA and Planning
Department could also increase the supply of on-street loading “pockets” that would
be created as part of the draft Plan’s public realm improvements.

Increasing the supply of on-street loading spaces would reduce the potential for
disruption of traffic and transit circulation in the Plan Area as a result of loading
activities. However, the feasibility of increasing the number of on-street loading
spaces is unknown. Locations for additional loading pockets have not been
identified, and the feasibility of adding spaces is uncertain, as any such spaces
would reduce pedestrian circulation area on adjacent sidewalks. Locations
adjacent to transit-only lanes would also not be ideal for loading spaces because
they may introduce new conflicts between trucks and transit vehicles. Given
these considerations, potential locations for additional on-street loading spaces
within the Plan area are limited, and it is unlikely that a sufficient amount of
spaces could be provided to completely offset the net loss in supply.

TR-9: Plan area construction, including SuU M-TR-9: Construction Coordination. To minimize potential disruptions to SuU
construction of individual projects and transit, traffic, and pedestrian and bicyclists, the project sponsor and/or

ongoing construction of the Transit Center, construction contractor for any individual development project in the Plan area

would result in disruption of nearby streets, shall develop a Construction Management Plan that could include, but not

transit service, and pedestrian and bicycle necessarily be limited to, the following:

circulation. = Limit construction truck movements to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00

p.m. (or other times, if approved by the Municipal Transportation Agency) to
minimize disruption of traffic, transit, and pedestrian flow on adjacent streets
and sidewalks during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.

= |dentify optimal truck routes to and from the site to minimize impacts to traffic,
transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists; and,

= Encourage construction workers to use transit when commuting to and from
the site, reducing the need for parking.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-9 (cont.)

The sponsor shall also coordinate with the Municipal Transportation
Agency/Sustainable Streets Division, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, and
construction manager(s)/contractor(s) for the Transit Center project, and with
Muni, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans, as applicable, to develop
construction phasing and operations plans that would result in the least amount
of disruption that is feasible to transit operations, pedestrian and bicycle activity,
and vehicular traffic.

F. Noise and Vibration

NO-1: Implementation of the draft Plan,
including the proposed Transit Tower,
would not result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise or vibration
levels, but Plan implementation could
result in exposure of persons to noise
levels in excess of standards in the

San Francisco General Plan and could
introduce new sensitive uses that would be
affected by existing noise levels.

SuU

M-NO-1a: Noise Survey and Measurements for Residential Uses. For new
residential development located along streets with noise levels above 70 dBA
Ldn, the Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that
includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise-generating uses
within two blocks of the project site, and including at least one 24-hour noise
measurement (with average and maximum noise level readings taken so as to be
able to accurately describe maximum levels reached during nighttime hours),
prior to completion of the environmental review for each subsequent residential
project in the Plan area. The analysis shall be completed by a person(s) qualified
in acoustical analysis and shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty that Title
24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and that there are no particular
circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened
concern about noise levels in the vicinity. Should such concerns be present, the
Department may require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by
person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first
project approval action, in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise
levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained.

M-NO-1b: Noise Minimization for Residential Open Space. To minimize
effects on residential development in the Plan area, the Planning Department,
through its building permit review process and in conjunction with the noise
analysis set forth in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, shall require that open space
required under the Planning Code for residential uses be protected, to the
maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels that could prove
annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation of this
measure could involve, among other things, site design that uses the building
itself to shield on-site open space from the greatest noise sources, construction
of noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and appropriate use of
both common and private open space in multi-family dwellings, and
implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of
urban design.

SuU

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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F. Noise and Vibration (cont.)

NO-1 (cont.)

M-NO-1c: Noise Minimization for Non-Residential Uses. To reduce potential
effects on new non-residential sensitive receptors such as child care centers,
schools, libraries, and the like, for new development including such noise-
sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall require, as part of its building
permit review process, the preparation of an acoustical analysis by person(s)
qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project
approval action, in order to demonstrate that daytime interior noise levels of

50 dBA, based on the General Plan Environmental Protection Element, can be
attained.

M-NO-1d: Mechanical Equipment Noise Standard. The Planning Department
shall require that, as part of required the noise survey and study for new
residential uses (Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a), all reasonable efforts be made to
identify the location of existing rooftop mechanical equipment, the predicted noise
generated by that equipment, and the elevation at which the predicted noise level
would be of potential concern for new residential uses, as well as the necessary
noise insulation for the new residential uses, where applicable.

M-NO-1e: Interior Mechanical Equipment. The Planning Department shall
require, as part of subsequent project-specific review under CEQA, that effects of
mechanical equipment noise on adjacent and nearby noise-sensitive uses be
evaluated by a qualified acoustical consultant and that control of mechanical
noise, as specified by the acoustical consultant, be incorporated into the final
project design of new buildings to achieve the maximum feasible reduction of
building equipment noise, consistent with Building Code and Noise Ordinance
requirements and CEQA thresholds, such as through the use of fully noise-
insulated enclosures around rooftop equipment and/or incorporation of
mechanical equipment into intermediate building floor(s).

NO-3: Construction activities in the Plan SuU

area could expose persons to temporary

increases in vibration levels sub
in excess of ambient levels.

stantially

Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a, Noise Control Measures During Pile
Driving.

Implement Mitigation Measure M-CP-5a, Construction Best Practices for
Historical Resources, and Mitigation Measure and M-CP-5b, Construction
Monitoring Program for Historical Resources.

SuU

C-NO: The draft Plan and proposed SuU

Transit Tower, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable

future projects, would result in ¢
noise impacts.

umulative

Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a, Noise Control Measures for Pile
Driving, and Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b, General Construction Noise Control
Measures.

M-C-NO: Cumulative Construction Noise Control Measures. In addition to
implementation of Mitigation Measure NO-2a and Mitigation Measure NO-2b (as
applicable), prior to the time that construction of the proposed project is
completed, the project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall

SuU

SU - Significant and Unavoidable

LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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F. Noise and Vibration (cont.)

C-NO (cont.)

cooperate with and participate in any City-sponsored construction noise control
program for the Transit Center District Plan area or other City-sponsored
areawide program developed to reduce potential effects of construction noise in
the project vicinity. Elements of such a program could include a community
liaison program to inform residents and building occupants of upcoming
construction activities, staggering of construction schedules so that particularly
noisy phases of work do not overlap at nearby project sites, and, potentially,
noise and/or vibration monitoring during construction activities that are
anticipated to be particularly disruptive.

G. Air Quality

AQ-2: The draft Plan would exp

sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of PM, s and toxic air

contaminants.

ose SuU

M-AQ-2: Implementation of Risk and Hazard Overlay Zone and Identification
of Health Risk Reduction Policies. To reduce the potential health risk resulting
from exposure of new sensitive receptors to health risks from roadways, and
stationary sources, and other non-permitted sources PM,s and TACs, the
Planning Department shall require analysis of potential site-specific health risks
for all projects that would include sensitive receptors, based on criteria as
established by the Planning Department, as such criteria may be amended from
time to time. For purposes of this measure, sensitive receptors are considered to
include dwelling units; child-care centers; schools (high school age and below);
and inpatient health care facilities, including nursing or retirement homes and
similar establishments. Parks and similar spaces are not considered sensitive
receptors for purposes of this measure unless it is reasonably shown that a
substantial number of persons are likely to spend three hours per day, on a daily
basis, at such facilities.

Development projects in the Plan area that would include sensitive receptors
shall undergo, during the environmental review process and no later than the first
project approval action, a screening-level health risk analysis, consistent with
methodology approved by the Planning Department, to determine if health risks
from pollutant concentrations would exceed BAAQMD thresholds or other
applicable criteria as determined by the Environmental Review Officer. If one or
more thresholds would be exceeded at the site of the subsequent project where
sensitive receptors would be located, the project (or portion of the project
containing sensitive receptors, in the case of a mixed-use project) shall be
equipped with filtration systems with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value
(MERV) rating of 13 or higher, as necessary to reduce the outdoor-to-indoor
infiltration of air pollutants by 80 percent. The ventilation system shall be

SuU

SU - Significant and Unavoidable
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G. Air Quality (cont.)

AQ-2 (cont.)

designed by an engineer certified by the American Society of Heating,
Refrigeration and Air-Conditioning Engineers, who shall provide a written report
documenting that the system offers the best available technology to minimize
outdoor to indoor transmission of air pollution. The project sponsor shall present
a plan to ensure ongoing maintenance of ventilation and filtration systems and
shall ensure the disclosure to buyers and/or renters regarding the findings of the
analysis and inform occupants as to proper use of any installed air filtration.

AQ-3: The draft Plan would expose
existing and future sensitive receptors to
substantial levels of PM, s and toxic air
contaminants from new vehicles and
equipment.

SuU

M-AQ-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM and Other TACs. To minimize potential
exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter (DPM), for new
development including warehousing and distribution centers, and for new
development including commercial, industrial or other uses that would be expected
to generate substantial levels of toxic air contaminants (TACs) as part of everyday
operations, whether from stationary or mobile sources, the Planning Department
shall require, during the environmental review process but no later than the first
project approval action, the preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum,
a site survey to identify residential or other sensitive uses within 1,000 feet of the
project site, and an assessment of the health risk from potential stationary and
mobile sources of TACs generated by the project. If risks to nearby receptors are
found to exceed applicable significance thresholds, then emissions controls would
be required prior to project approval to ensure that health risks would not be
significant.

SuU
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G. Air Quality (cont.)

AQ-4: Implementation of the draft Plan
would result in construction-period
emissions of criteria air pollutants,
including ozone precursors, that would
contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation or result in a cumulatively
considerable increase in criteria pollutants,
and could expose sensitive receptors to
substantial levels of construction dust.

SuU

M-AQ-4a Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization: To reduce
construction vehicle emissions, the project sponsor shall incorporate the following
into construction specifications:

= All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be
checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper
condition prior to operation.

M-AQ-4b Dust Control Plan: To reduce construction-related dust emissions, the
project sponsor of each development project in the Plan area and each public
infrastructure project (such as improvements to the public realm) in the Plan area
on a site of one-half acre or less but that would require more than 5,000 cubic
yards of excavation lasting four weeks or longer shall incorporate into
construction specifications the requirement for development and implementation
of a site-specific Dust Control Plan as set forth in Article 22B of the

San Francisco Health Code. The Dust Control Plan shall require the project
sponsor to: submit a map to the Director of Public Health showing all sensitive
receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas of soil at least three times
per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind
particulate dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an
independent, third party to conduct inspections and keep a record of those
inspections; establish shut-down conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.;
establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be potentially
affected by project-related dust; limit the area subject to construction activities at
any one time; install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as
necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed
and secure soils with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles
entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets with water
sweepers at the end of the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean truck
tires; terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 miles per hour;
apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and sweep adjacent streets to reduce
particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an
individual to monitor compliance with dust control requirements.

SU for criteria pollutants;
LTS for construction dust

AQ-5: Implementation of the draft Plan
could expose sensitive receptors to
substantial levels of toxic air contaminants
generated by construction equipment.

SuU

M-AQ-5 Construction Vehicle Emissions Evaluation and Minimization: To
reduce the potential health risk resulting from project construction activities, the
project sponsor of each development project in the Plan area shall undertake a
project-specific health risk analysis, or other appropriate analysis as determined
by the Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department, for diesel-
powered and other applicable construction equipment, using the methodology
recommended by the Planning Department. If the analysis determines that
construction emissions would exceed applicable health risk significance

SuU
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Significant Unavoidable Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

G. Air Quality (cont.)

AQ-5 (cont.)

threshold(s) identified by the Planning Department, the project sponsor shall
include in contract specifications a requirement that the contractor use the
cleanest possible construction equipment and exercise best practices for limiting
construction exhaust. Measures may include, but are not limited to the following:

Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in
use or reducing the maximum idling time to two minutes;

The project shall develop a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan
demonstrating that the off-road equipment (more than 50 horsepower) to be
used in the construction project (i.e., owned, leased, and subcontractor
vehicles) would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. Acceptable
options for reducing emissions include, as the primary option, use of Interim
Tier 4 equipment where such equipment is available and feasible for use, use
of equipment meeting Tier 2/Tier 3 or higher emissions standards, the use of
other late model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels,
engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, add-on devices such as
particulate filters, and/or other options as such become available;

All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped
with Best Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and
PM, including Tier 2/3 or alternative fuel engines where such equipment is
available and feasible for use;

All contractors shall use equipment that meets ARB’s most recent certification
standard for off-road heavy duty diesel engines; and

The project construction contractor shall not use diesel generators for
construction purposes where feasible alternative sources of power are
available.

During the environmental review process, the project sponsor shall submit a
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan demonstrating compliance with the
requirements of this mitigation measure.

C-AQ: The draft Plan and the proposed
Transit Tower would contribute
considerably to cumulative air quality
impacts.

SuU

Implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, M-AQ-4a, M-AQ-4b, M-AQ-5,
and M-AQ-7

SuU

J. Shadow

SH-1: The draft Plan would adversely affect
the use of various parks under the jurisdiction
of the Recreation and Park Department and,
potentially, other open spaces.

SuU

None available.

SuU
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Level of Level of Significance
Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation
J. Shadow (cont.)
C-SH: The draft Plan, including the SuU None available. SuU
proposed Transit Tower, would contribute
to cumulative new shadow that would
adversely affect the use of various parks
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation
and Park Department and, potentially,
other open spaces.
Level of Level of Significance
Significant but Mitigable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation
D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
CP-1: Development projects in the Plan LSM M-CP-1: Subsequent Archeological Testing Program. When a project is to be LTS
area could cause a substantial adverse developed within the Transit Center District Plan Area, it will be subject to
change in the significance of archeological preliminary archeological review by the Planning Department archeologist. This
resources. in-house review will assess whether there are gaps in the necessary background

information needed to make an informed archaeological sensitivity assessment.
This assessment will be based upon the information presented in the Transit
Center District Plan Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan (Far
Western Anthropological Research Group, Inc., Archaeological Research Design
and Treatment Plan for the Transit Center District Plan Area, San Francisco,
California, February 2010), as well as any more recent investigations that may be
relevant. If data gaps are identified, then additional investigations, such as
historic archival research or geoarchaeological coring, may be required to
provide sufficiently detailed information to make an archaeological sensitivity
assessment.

If the project site is considered to be archaeologically sensitive and based on a
reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the
project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially
significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged
historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of an
archeological consultant from the Planning Department (“Department”) pool of
qualified archaeological consultants as provided by the Department
archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological
testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available
to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required
pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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Level of Level of Significance
Significant but Mitigable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)

CP-1 (cont.) in accordance with this measure and with the requirements of the Transit Center
District Plan archeological research design and treatment plan at the direction of
the ERO. In instances of inconsistency between the requirement of the project
archaeological research design and treatment plan and of this archaeological
mitigation measure, the requirements of this archaeological mitigation measure
shall prevail. All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein
shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and
shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the
ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this
measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four
weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be
extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means
to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5 (a) (c).

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and
submit to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP).
The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the
approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected
archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the
proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended
for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine
to the extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and to
identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the
site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA.

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the
archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that significant
archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted.
Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeological
testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program.
If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and
that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at the
discretion of the project sponsor either:

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect
on the significant archeological resource; or

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines
that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible.
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D. Cultural and Paleontological

Resources (cont.)

CP-1 (cont.)

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant determines that an archeological monitoring program
shall be implemented, the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological
monitoring plan (AMP):

= The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and
consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils
disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, such
as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation,
foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation,
etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities
pose to potential archaeological resources and to their depositional context;

= Archeological monitoring shall conform to the requirements of the final AMP
reviewed and approved by the ERO;

= The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the
alert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to
identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate
protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource;

= The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to
a schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the
ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant, determined
that project construction activities could have no effects on significant
archeological deposits;

= The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

= |f an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities
in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be
empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile
driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in
the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an
archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the
ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the
encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a
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D. Cultural and Paleontological

Resources (cont.)

CP-1 (cont.)

reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the
encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this
assessment to the ERO.

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the
monitoring program to the ERO.

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program
shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP).
The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult
on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological
consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how
the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the
archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify
what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected
resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the
expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data
recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property
that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources
if nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

= Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies,
procedures, and operations.

= Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing
system and artifact analysis procedures.

= Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and
post-field discard and deaccession policies.

= |nterpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive
program during the course of the archeological data recovery program.

= Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally
damaging activities.

= Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.
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D. Cultural and Paleontological

Resources (cont.)

CP-1 (cont.)

= Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation
of any recovered data having potential research value, identification of
appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the
curation facilities.

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State
and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the
City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination
that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the
California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The
archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity,
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA
Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation,
and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects.

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit
a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates
the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and
describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a
separate removable insert within the final report.

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows:
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall
receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the
FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis division of the Planning
Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked,
searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to
the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical
Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value of
the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and
distribution than that presented above.
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D. Cultural and Paleontological

Resources (cont.)

CP-5. Construction activity in the Plan LSM

area could result in damage to historic

architectural resources.

M-CP-5a. Construction Best Practices for Historical Resources. The project
sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall incorporate into
construction specifications for the proposed project a requirement that the
construction contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent
and nearby historic buildings, including, but not necessarily limited to, staging of
equipment and materials as far as possible from historic buildings to avoid direct
impact damage; using techniques in demolition (of the parking lot), excavation,
shoring, and construction that create the minimum feasible vibration; maintaining
a buffer zone when possible between heavy equipment and historical resource(s)
within 125 feet, as identified by the Planning Department; appropriately shoring
excavation sidewalls to prevent movement of adjacent structures; design and
installation of the new foundation to minimize uplift of adjacent soils; ensuring
adequate drainage from adjacent sites; covering the roof of adjacent structures to
avoid damage from falling objects; and ensuring appropriate security to minimize
risks of vandalism and fire.

M-CP-5b. Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. The
project sponsor shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to
adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented
and repaired. The monitoring program would include the following components.
Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall
engage a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional to
undertake a preconstruction survey of historical resource(s) identified by the
Planning Department within 125 feet of planned construction to document and
photograph the buildings’ existing conditions. Based on the construction and
condition of the resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a maximum
vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on existing
condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated
construction practices (a common standard is 0.2 inches per second, peak
particle velocity). To ensure that vibration levels do not exceed the established
standard, the project sponsor shall monitor vibration levels at each structure and
shall prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration levels in
excess of the standard.

Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall
be halted and alternative techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible. The
consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each building during
ground-disturbing activity on the project site. Should damage to either building
occur, the building(s) shall be remediated to its preconstruction condition at the
conclusion of ground-disturbing activity on the site.

LTS
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F. Noise and Vibration
NO-2: Construction activities in the Plan LSM M-NO-2a: Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving. For individual projects | LTS
area could expose persons to temporary that require pile driving, a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures shall be
increases in noise levels substantially in completed under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. These
excess of ambient levels. attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control strategies,

and any other effective strategies, as feasible:

= The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require
the construction contractor to erect temporary plywood noise barriers along
the boundaries of the project site to shield potential sensitive receptors and
reduce noise levels;

= The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require
the construction contractor to implement “quiet” pile-driving technology (such
as pre-drilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, and the use of more than one pile
driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), where feasible, in
consideration of geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions;

= The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require
the construction contractor to monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation
measures by taking noise measurements; and

= The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require
that the construction contractor limit pile driving activity to result in the least
disturbance to neighboring uses.

M-NO-2b:General Construction Noise Control Measures. To ensure that
project noise from construction activities is minimized to the maximum extent
feasible, the project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
undertake the following:

= The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require
the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project
construction utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved
mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine
enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever
feasible).

= The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require
the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as
compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible,
to muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around such sources
and/or the construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as
much as five dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate
stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, if feasible.
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F. Noise and Vibration (cont.)

NO-2 (cont.)

= The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require
the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement
breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered
wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust
from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used,
along with external noise jackets on the tools, which could reduce noise levels
by as much as 10 dBA.

= The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall include
noise control requirements in specifications provided to construction
contractors. Such requirements could include, but not be limited to, performing
all work in a manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of
equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisy activities during
times of least disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants, as
feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid residential buildings inasmuch
as such routes are otherwise feasible.

= Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of
construction documents, the project sponsor of a development project in the
Plan area shall submit to the Planning Department and Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) a list of measures to respond to and track complaints
pertaining to construction noise. These measures shall include (1) a
procedure and phone numbers for notifying DBI, the Department of Public
Health, and the Police Department (during regular construction hours and off-
hours); (2) a sign posted on-site describing noise complaint procedures and a
complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all times during
construction; (3) designation of an on-site construction complaint and
enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification of neighboring
residents and non-residential building managers within 300 feet of the project
construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise generating
activities (defined as activities generating noise levels of 90 dBA or greater)
about the estimated duration of the activity.

I. Wind

WI-2: Implementation of the draft Plan
would not cause large increases in
pedestrian wind speeds or wind speeds in
publicly accessible open spaces over a
substantial portion of the Plan area.

LSM

M-WI-2: Tower Design to Minimize Pedestrian Wind Speeds: As part of the LTS
design development for buildings on Parcel F and at the 524 Howard Street,

50 First Street, 181 Fremont Street and Golden Gate University sites, the project
sponsor(s) shall consider the potential effect of these buildings on pedestrian-
level winds and on winds in the City Park atop the Transit Center. If wind-tunnel
testing identifies adverse impacts, the project sponsor(s) shall conduct additional
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I. Wind (cont.)

WI-2 (cont.)

mitigation testing to resolve impacts to the maximum degree possible and to the
satisfaction of Planning Department staff. Design features could include, but not
be limited to, setting a tower atop a podium, which can interfere with “downwash”
of winds from higher elevations toward the ground; the use of setbacks on tower
facades, particularly those facades facing into prevailing winds, which can have
similar results; using chamfered and/or rounded corners to minimize the
acceleration of upper-level winds as they round corners; fagade articulation; and
avoiding the placement of large, unbroken facades into prevailing winds.

C-WI: Implementation of the draft Plan and
the proposed Transit Tower, along with
cumulative development, would neither
cause large increases in ground-level wind
speeds over a substantial portion of the
Plan area, nor result in a new exceedance
of the wind hazard criterion.

LSM

Implement Mitigation Measure M-WI-2.

LTS

N. Biological Resources

Bl-1: Development under the draft Plan
has the potential to adversely impact
species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

LSM

M-Bl-1a: Pre-Construction Bird Surveys. Conditions of approval for building
permits issued for construction within the Plan area shall include a requirement
for pre-construction breeding bird surveys when trees or vegetation would be
removed or buildings demolished as part of an individual project. Pre-
construction nesting bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
between February 1st and August 15th if vegetation (trees or shrubs) removal or
building demolition is scheduled to take place during that period. If special-status
bird species are found to be nesting in or near any work area or, for compliance
with federal and state law concerning migratory birds, if birds protected under the
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the California Fish and Game Code are found
to be nesting in or near any work area, an appropriate no-work buffer zone (e.g.,
100 feet for songbirds) shall be designated by the biologist. Depending on the
species involved, input from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Division of Migratory Bird
Management may be warranted. As recommended by the biologist, no activities
shall be conducted within the no-work buffer zone that could disrupt bird
breeding. Outside of the breeding season (August 16 — January 31), or after
young birds have fledged, as determined by the biologist, work activities may
proceed. Birds that establish nests during the construction period are considered
habituated to such activity and no buffer shall be required, except as needed to
avoid direct destruction of the nest, which would still be prohibited.

LTS
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N. Biological Resources
BI-1 (cont.) M-BI-1b: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys. Conditions of approval for building

permits issued for construction within the Plan area shall include a requirement
for pre-construction special-status bat surveys when large trees are to be
removed or underutilized or vacant buildings are to be demolished. If active day
or night roosts are found, the bat biologist shall take actions to make such roosts
unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building demolition. A no disturbance
buffer shall be created around active bat roosts being used for maternity or
hibernation purposes at a distance to be determined in consultation with CDFG.
Bat roosts initiated during construction are presumed to be unaffected, and no
buffer would necessary.

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HZ-2: Excavation in the Transit Center LSM M-HZz-2a: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for Sites Located LTS
District Plan area would require the Bayward of Historic Tide Line. For any project located bayward of the historic

handling of potentially contaminated soil high tide line the project sponsor shall initiate compliance with, and ensure that

and groundwater, potentially exposing the project fully complies with, Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code. In

workers and the public to hazardous accordance with this article, a site history report shall be prepared, and if

materials, or resulting in a release to the appropriate, a soil investigation, soil analysis report, site mitigation plan, and
environment during construction. certification report shall also be prepared. If the presence of hazardous materials

is indicated, a site health and safety plan shall also be required. The soil analysis
report is submitted to DPH. If required on the basis of the soil analysis report, a
site mitigation plan shall be prepared to 1) assess potential environmental and
health and safety risks; 2) recommend cleanup levels and mitigation measures, if
any are necessary, that would be protective of workers and visitors to the
property; 3) recommend measures to mitigate the risks identified; 4) identify
appropriate waste disposal and handling requirements; and 5) present criteria for
on-site reuse of soil. The recommended measures would be completed during
construction. Upon completion, a certification report shall be prepared
documenting that all mitigation measures recommended in the site mitigation
report have been completed and that completion of the mitigation measures has
been verified through follow-up soil sampling and analysis, if required.

If the approved site mitigation plan includes leaving hazardous materials in soil or
the groundwater with containment measures such as landscaping or a cap to
prevent exposure to hazardous materials, the project sponsor shall ensure the
preparation of a risk management plan, health and safety plan, and possibly a
cap maintenance plan in accordance with DPH requirements. These plans shall
specify how unsafe exposure to hazardous materials left in place would be
prevented, as well as safe procedures for handling hazardous materials should
site disturbance be required. DPH could require a deed notice, for example,
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Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
HZ-2 (cont.) prohibiting or limiting certain future land uses, and the requirements of these

plans and the deed restriction would transfer to the new property owners in the
event that the property was sold.

M-HZ-2b: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for Projects Landward of LTS
the Historic High Tide Line. For any project that is not located bayward of the
historic high tide line, the project sponsor shall ensure that a site-specific Phase |
environmental site assessment is prepared prior to development. The site
assessment shall include visual inspection of the property; review of historical
documents; and review of environmental databases to assess the potential for
contamination from sources such as underground storage tanks, current and
historical site operations, and migration from off-site sources. The project
sponsor shall ensure that the Phase | assessment and any related
documentation is provided to the Planning Department’s Environmental Planning
(EP) division and, if required by EP, to DPH for review and consideration of
potential corrective action.

Where the Phase | site assessment indicates evidence of site contamination,
additional data shall be gathered during a Phase Il investigation, including
sampling and laboratory analysis of the soil and groundwater for the suspected
chemicals to identify the nature and extent of contamination. If the level(s) of
chemical(s) would create an unacceptable risk to human health or the
environment, appropriate cleanup levels for each chemical, based on current and
planned land use, shall be determined in accordance with accepted procedures
adopted by the lead regulatory agency providing oversight (e.g., the DTSC, the
RWQCB, or DPH). At sites where there are ecological receptors such as
sensitive plant or animal species that could be exposed, cleanup levels shall be
determined according to the accepted ecological risk assessment methodology of
the lead agency, and shall be protective of ecological receptors known to be
present at the site.

If agreed-upon cleanup levels were exceeded, a remedial action plan or similar
plan for remediation shall be prepared and submitted review and approval by the
appropriate regulatory agency. The plan shall include proposed methods to
remove or treat identified chemicals to the approved cleanup levels or
containment measures to prevent exposure to chemicals left in place at
concentrations greater than cleanup levels.

Upon determination that a site remediation has been successfully completed, the
regulatory agency shall issue a closure letter to the responsible party. For sites
that are cleaned to levels that do not allow unrestricted land use, or where
containment measures were used to prevent exposure to hazardous materials,
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Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
HZ-2 (cont.) the DTSC may require a limitation on the future use of the property. The types of

land use restriction include deed notice, deed restriction, or a land use restriction
that binds current and future owners. A risk management plan, health and safety
plan, and possibly a cap maintenance plan could be required. These plans would
specify procedures for preventing unsafe exposure to hazardous materials left in
place and safe procedures for handling hazardous materials should site
disturbance be required. The requirements of these plans and the land use
restriction shall transfer to the new property owners in the event that the property
is sold.

M-HZ-2c: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for All Sites. The project LTS
sponsor shall characterize the site, including subsurface features such as utility
corridors, and identify whether volatile chemicals are detected at or above risk
screening levels in the subsurface. If so, a screening evaluation shall be
conducted in accordance with guidance developed by the DTSC to estimate
worst case risks to building occupants from vapor intrusion using site specific
data and conservative assumptions specified in the guidance. If an unacceptable
risk were indicated by this conservative analysis, then additional site data shall
be collected and a site specific vapor intrusion evaluation, including fate and
transport modeling, shall be required to more accurately evaluate site risks.
Should the site specific evaluation identify substantial risks, then additional
measures shall be required to reduce risks to acceptable levels. These measures
could include remediation of site soil and/or groundwater to remove vapor
sources, or, should this be infeasible, use of engineering controls such as a
passive or active vent system and a membrane system to control vapor intrusion.
Where engineering controls are used, a deed restriction shall be required, and
shall include a description of the potential cause of vapors, a prohibition against
construction without removal or treatment of contamination to approved risk-
based levels, monitoring of the engineering controls to prevent vapor intrusion
until risk-based cleanup levels have been met, and notification requirements to
utility workers or contractors who may have contact with contaminated soil and
groundwater while installing utilities or undertaking construction activities. In
addition, if remediation is necessary, the project sponsor shall implement long-
term monitoring at the site as needed. The frequency of sampling and the
duration of monitoring will depend upon site-specific conditions and the degree of
volatile chemical contamination.

The screening level and site-specific evaluations shall be conducted under the
oversight of DPH and methods for compliance shall be specified in the site
mitigation plan prepared in accordance with this measure, and subject to review
and approval by the DPH. The deed restriction, if required, shall be recorded at
the San Francisco Office of the Assessor-Recorder after approval by the DPH
and DTSC.
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Significant but Mitigable Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)

HZ-3: Demolition and renovation of LSM M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement. The project sponsor of LTS
buildings in the Transit Center District Plan any development project in the Plan area shall ensure that any building planned
area could potentially expose workers and for demolition or renovation is surveyed for hazardous building materials
the public to hazardous building materials including PCB-containing electrical equipment, fluorescent light ballasts
including asbestos-containing materials, containing PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light tubes containing mercury
lead-based paint, PCBs, DEHP, and vapors. These materials shall be removed and properly disposed of prior to the
mercury, or result in a release of these start of demolition or renovation. Old light ballasts that are proposed to be
materials to the environment during removed during renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of PCBs and in
construction. the case where the presence of PCBs in the light ballast cannot be verified, they

shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and handled and disposed of as such,

according to applicable laws and regulations. Any other hazardous building

materials identified either before or during demolition or renovation shall be

abated according to federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

Level of Level of Significance

Less than Significant Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation

A. Land Use

LU-1: Implementation of the draft Plan LTS LTS
would not physically divide an existing

community.

None required.

LU-2: The draft Plan would not substantially LTS

alter the existing character of the Plan area.

None required. LTS

C-LU: The draft Plan, including the Transit
Tower, along with other cumulative
development, would neither divide an
existing community nor substantially alter
the existing character of the Plan area.

LTS None required. LTS

B. Aesthetics

AE-1: The draft Plan would alter the height
and bulk limits within the Plan area, allowing
for a number of high-rise buildings to be
constructed over time. This would alter the
visual character of the Plan area but would
not adversely affect scenic resources.

LTS None required. LTS

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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Less than Significant Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation
B. Aesthetics (cont.)

AE-2: The draft Plan would alter the public LTS None required. LTS

views of the Plan area from short-range

and mid-range vantage points as well as

alter views into the surrounding

neighborhoods from within the Plan area.

AE-4: The draft Plan would result in LTS None required. LTS

increased light and glare in the Plan area.

C. Population and Housing, Business Activity and Employment

PH-1: The new development allowed by LTS None required. LTS
the Plan’s proposed rezoning, including
the development of the proposed Transit
Tower, would induce growth in population
and employment, but the associated
physical impact would not be substantial.

PH-2: The new development allowed by LTS None required. LTS
the Plan’s proposed rezoning, including
the development of the proposed Transit
Tower, would not displace a large number
of people, involving either housing or
employment.

PH-3: Neither the draft Plan nor the LTS None required. LTS
proposed Transit Tower would create
substantial demand for additional housing
beyond projected increases in housing
supply in San Francisco, or substantially
reduce the housing supply.

C-PH: The draft Plan and proposed LTS None required. LTS
Transit Tower would not contribute
considerably to a substantial growth in
population or employment, to
displacement of a large number of people,
or to substantial demand for additional
housing in San Francisco, nor would they
reduce the housing supply.
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Less than Significant Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

CP-4: Changes to the height and bulk LTS None required. LTS
limits in the Plan area could result in
indirect impacts to historic architectural
resources.

E. Transportation

TR-8: Implementation of the draft Plan LTS None required. LTS
would not result in inadequate emergency
access.

G. Air Quality

AQ-1: The draft Plan would not conflict LTS None required. LTS
with or obstruct implementation of the
2010 Clean Air Plan or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in nonattainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard.

H. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GG-1: Implementation of the proposed LTS None required. LTS
Plan would not generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
would have a significant impact on the
environment, nor would the project conflict
with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases.

K. Recreation and Public Space

RE-1: The implementation of the draft Plan LTS None required. LTS
would result in an increased use of existing
neighborhood parks and recreational
facilities, but not to a degree that would lead
to or accelerate their physical deterioration
or require construction of new facilities.
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L. Utilities and Service Systems

UT-1: The draft Plan and Transit Tower LTS None required. LTS
would not require or result in the
construction or substantial new water
treatment facilities, and SFPUC would
have sufficient water supply available from
existing entitlements.

UT-2: The draft Plan and Transit Tower LTS None required. LTS
would increase sanitary wastewater flows,
but it would not require or result in the
construction or substantial new
wastewater treatment or stormwater
facilities, or exceed the wastewater
treatment requirements of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

UT-3: The draft Plan and Transit Tower LTS None required. LTS
would increase demand for electricity and
natural gas, but not to an extent that would
result in a significant impact.

UT-4: The draft Plan and Transit Tower LTS None required. LTS
would be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate solid
waste generated by projects constructed
pursuant to the plan. Individual building
owners and tenants would comply with
federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste.

C-UT: The draft Plan, including demand LTS None required. LTS
on public services from the proposed
Transit Tower, would not result in a
considerable contribution to any significant
impacts related to provision of utilities and
service systems.

M. Public Services

PS-1: The draft Plan and Transit Tower LTS None required. LTS
would not result in the need for new or
physically altered police protection
facilities.
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M. Public Services (cont.)
PS-2: The draft Plan and Transit Tower LTS None required. LTS
would not result in the need for new or
physically altered fire protection facilities,
but may delay emergency medical
response.
PS-3: The draft Plan and Transit Tower LTS None required. LTS
would not result in the need for new or
physically altered school facilities.
C-PS: The draft Plan, including demand LTS None required. LTS
on public services from the proposed
Transit Tower, would not result in a
considerable contribution to any significant
impacts related to provision of public
services.
N. Biological Resources
BI-2: Implementation of the draft Plan LTS I-BI-2: Night Lighting Minimization. In compliance with the voluntary LTS
could interfere substantially with the San Francisco Lights Out Program, the Planning Department could encourage
movement of native resident wildlife buildings developed pursuant to the draft Plan to implement bird-safe building
species and with established native operations to prevent and minimize bird strike impacts, including but not limited to
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or the following measures:
!Srirgggde the use of native wildlife nursery = Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by:
- Minimizing amount and visual impact of perimeter lighting and facade up-
lighting and avoid up-lighting of rooftop antennae and other tall equipment,
as well as of any decorative features;
- Installing motion-sensor lighting;
- Utilizing minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required lighting levels.
= Reduce building lighting from interior sources by:
- Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas, and atria;
- Turning off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. through sunrise,
especially during peak migration periods (mid-March to early June and late
August through late October);
- Utilizing automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-sensors, etc.) to shut
off lights in the evening when no one is present;
SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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N. Biological Resources (cont.)
BI-2 (cont.) - Encouraging the use of localized task lighting to reduce the need for more

extensive overhead lighting;
- Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 11:00 p.m.;
- Educating building users about the dangers of night lighting to birds.

C-Bl: Implementation of the Transit Center LTS None required. LTS
District Plan and the Transit Tower project
would not make a considerable
contribution to adverse effects on
biological resources.

0. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

GE-1: The proposed Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan would not expose people or structures
to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving rupture of a known earthquake
fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically
induced ground failure, or landslides.

GE-2: The proposed Transit Center LTS None required. LTS
District Plan would not result in substantial
erosion or loss of top soil.

GE-3: Development sites within the LTS None required. LTS
proposed Transit Center District Plan area
would not be located on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that could become
unstable as a result of the project.

GE-4: The proposed Transit Center LTS None required. LTS
District Plan would not be located on soils
incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems.

GE-8: The draft Plan would not result in LTS None required. LTS
development located on soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal

systems.
SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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O. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (cont.)

C-GE: The proposed Transit Tower, in LTS None required. LTS
combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the site vicinity, would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to geology and
soils.

P. Hydrology and Water Quality

HY-1: The proposed Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan would not violate water quality
standards or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality.

HY-2: The proposed Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level.

HY-3: The proposed Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan would implement stormwater control
measures that would reduce the quantity
and rate of stormwater runoff to the
combined sewer system, decreasing the
potential for erosion or flooding.

HY-4: The proposed Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan would not contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff.

HY-5: The proposed Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan would not expose people, housing, or
structures, to substantial risk of loss due to
flooding.
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P. Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

HY-6: The proposed Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan would not expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow.

C-HY: The proposed Transit Center LTS None required. LTS
District Plan and Transit Tower, in
combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the site vicinity, would result in less-than-
significant cumulative impacts to hydrology
and water quality.

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HZ-1: Implementation of the Transit LTS None required. LTS
Center District Plan would not create a
significant hazard through routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials.

HZ-4: Implementation of the Transit LTS None required. LTS
Center District Plan would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.

HZ-5: Implementation of the Transit LTS None required. LTS
Center District Plan would not expose
people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving fires.

C-HZ: Implementation of the Transit LTS None required. LTS
Center District Plan and construction of the
proposed Transit Tower, in combination
with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the site
vicinity, would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to hazards and
hazardous materials.
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R. Mineral and Energy Resources

ME-1: Neither the Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan nor the development of the Transit
Tower would encourage activities which
result in the use of large amounts of fuel,
water, or energy, or use these in a
wasteful manner.

S. Agricultural and Forest Resources

AG-1: Neither the Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan nor the development of the Transit
Tower would convert farmland to non-
agricultural use or conflict with existing
agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act
contract, conflict with zoning for forest
land, result in the loss of forest land to
non-forest use, or involve any other
changes that would convert farmland to
non-agricultural use or convert forest land
into non-forest use. (No Impact)

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E S-46 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



SUMMARY

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT TOWER
Level of Level of Significance
Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation
D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
C-CP: Development pursuant to the draft SuU Implement Mitigation Measures M-CP-3a, HABS/HAER Documentation, and M- SuU
Plan, along with cumulative development, CP-3b, Public Interpretive Displays, M-CP-3c, Relocation of Historical
([ ] including the Transit Tower, could Resources, and M-CP-3d, Salvage of Historical Resources.
adversely affect historical resources.
E. Transportation
TR-10: Traffic generated by the proposed SuU No mitigation is feasible to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level at any SuU
Transit Tower would incrementally of the four intersections that would be adversely affected by the proposed project.
increase average vehicle delay, but would At First and Mission Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could
not degrade level of service at local potentially optimize signal timing, which might reduce impacts to LOS E (and
intersections. better than under existing conditions). However, this measure would require
evaluation by the MTA Agency with respect to signal progression and pedestrian
timing requirements. Therefore, the feasibility of the mitigation measure is
uncertain and the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
At First and Howard Streets, signal optimization would not improve conditions to
better than LOS F.
At Fremont and Howard Streets, the MTA Municipal Transportation Agency could
potentially stripe an additional westbound through lane along Howard Street by
reducing the number of eastbound travel lanes from two to one. However, this
measure would require detailed evaluation by the MTA Agency with respect to
intersection geometry and other factors. Therefore, the feasibility of the mitigation
measure is uncertain and the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
At First and Folsom Streets, the MTA Municipal Transportation Agency could
potentially stripe an exclusive southbound left-turn pocket at the intersection by
removing approximately four on-street parking spaces on the east side of First
Street, and convert the current shared through-left lane into a through lane.
However, this measure would require detailed evaluation by the MTA Agency
with respect to intersection geometry and other factors.
TR-12: The proposed Transit Tower would SuU M-TR-12: Widen North Crosswalk at Fremont / Mission Streets: To ensure SuU
not result in substantial overcrowding on adequate pedestrian level of service under Existing plus Project and Cumulative
public sidewalks, but would create Conditions, the Municipal Transportation Agency could widen the north crosswalk
potentially hazardous conditions for at Fremont and Mission Street by approximately 5 feet.
pedestrians or otherwise interfere with
pedestrian accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas.
SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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E. Transportation (cont.)
TR-14: The proposed project would result SuU M-TR-14a: Loading Dock Management. To ensure adequate off-street loading SuU
in a loading demand during the peak hour capacity is provided, the project sponsor shall implement active management of
of loading activities that could not be the Transit Tower loading dock, including, but not necessarily limited to, the
accommodated within proposed on-site following:

loading facilities or within convenient on-
street loading zones, and could create
potentially hazardous conditions or
significant delays affecting traffic, transit,
bicycles and pedestrians.

= Establish a Loading Demand Management Plan. All loading activities would
be coordinated through an on-site manager, to ensure that loading docks are
available when scheduled trucks arrive. Unscheduled deliveries (which would
have to park on the street, likely illegally) would be prohibited access to the
building freight elevators;

= During periods when the building’s loading dock is fully utilized, the
coordinator would direct trucks to return when there is available capacity at
the loading dock. Alternatively, a sign could be provided at or near the
driveway to the alert truck drivers that the dock is full; and,

= Educate the building’s office and retail tenants on the capacity of the loading
dock and the loading coordinator’s role, and encourage off-peak deliveries or
use of smaller van-type vehicles that could be accommodated in standard
parking spaces within the building garage.

M-TR-14b: Garage/Loading Dock Driveway Operations. To ensure that SuU
operation of the driveway serving the project’s off-street parking garage and off-
street loading dock does not result in queues of vehicles that could adversely
affect traffic, transit, pedestrians, and bicycles on First Street, the project sponsor
shall undertake measures including, but not necessarily limited to, the following:

= Redesign the internal layout of the loading dock to allow for easier entrance /
exit maneuvers for all provided loading spaces (e.g., limited need for
additional reversing movements). This would be evaluated using a truck-
turning template assessment to ensure that vehicles of all sizes could
adequately access each space;

= Restrict the use of the loading dock to trucks 35 feet in length or shorter;

= |nstall a “GARAGE FULL" sign at the garage driveway to alert drivers that the
on-site garage is at capacity;

= Between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., station a parking garage
attendant at the driveway on First Street to direct vehicles entering and exiting
the garage to avoid any safety issues with pedestrians in the sidewalk,
prevent delays or disruption to traffic and transit operations along First Street,
and minimize conflicts between vehicles entering the garage and vehicles
exiting the garage;
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E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-14 (cont.)

= |nstall visible warning devices at the driveway opening to alert pedestrians of
approaching vehicles;

= Limit hours of operation of the loading dock to avoid peak pedestrian and
traffic times. No trucks would be permitted to enter or exit the loading dock
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., 12:00 p.m. to 1:00 p.m., and 4:00
p.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays;

= Redesign the garage driveway with the inbound direction (entering the
garage) on the north side of the driveway and the outbound direction (exiting
the garage) on the south side of the driveway, which would eliminate conflicts
between vehicles entering and exiting the garage;

= Signalize the driveway intersection at First Street, so that the driveway would
function as the east leg of the First Street / Minna Street signalized
intersection. Vehicles exiting the driveway would receive a solid red signal
during the green signal for southbound First Street. Signage and striping
within the driveway would direct exiting vehicles to stop and wait within the
driveway during the red signal phase and not block the sidewalk, and indicate
that left turns on red exiting the driveway would be prohibited. When
southbound First Street has a red signal (and eastbound Minna Street has a
green signal), vehicles exiting the driveway would have a flashing red signal,
indicating that they are permitted to exit but must yield to pedestrians on the
First Street sidewalk (similar to a typical driveway) as well as pedestrians
crossing First Street at Minna Street (similar to a typical signalized
intersection). These measures would provide exiting vehicles with a
designated phase for egress movements, separate from the First Street
phase, which would ensure that they do not block the sidewalk while exiting.
Vehicles entering the driveway would proceed along with southbound First
Street traffic and would also have to yield to pedestrians on the First Street
sidewalk (like at a typical driveway), and left turns on red into the driveway
would be prohibited, as indicated by signage. Pedestrians movements on the
First Street sidewalk would not be signalized, and vehicles entering and
exiting the driveway would have to yield to these pedestrians at all times
(similar to a typical driveway);

= Ensure that vehicular queues do not stretch back to the First Street sidewalk
or travel lane at any time; and

= As part of the Planning Department project approval process (e.g., Section
309 of the Planning Code), the Transit Tower project sponsor shall consult
with MTA on the design of the parking garage and access to ensure that it is
functional and well-integrated with street operations across all modes.
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E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-16: Project construction, along with SuU M-TR-16: Construction Coordination. To minimize potential disruptions to SuU

construction of the Transit Center and transit, traffic, and pedestrian and bicyclists, the project sponsor and/or

other nearby projects, would result in construction contractor shall develop a Construction Management Plan that could

disruption of nearby streets, transit include, but not necessarily be limited to, the following:

service, and pedestrian and bicycle = Limit construction truck movements to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and

circulation. 4:00 p.m. (or other times, if approved by the Municipal Transportation Agency)

to minimize disruption of traffic, transit, and pedestrian flow on adjacent
streets and sidewalks during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.
= |dentify optimal truck routes to and from the site to minimize impacts to traffic,
transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists; and,
= Encourage construction workers to use transit when commuting to and from
the site, reducing the need for parking.
The project sponsor shall also coordinate with the Municipal Transportation
Agency/Sustainable Streets Division, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, and
construction manager(s)/contractor(s) for the Transit Center project, and with
Muni, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans, as applicable, to develop
construction phasing and operations plans that will result in the least amount of
disruption that is feasible to transit operations, pedestrian and bicycle activity,
and vehicular traffic.

F. Noise and Vibration

C-NO: The draft Plan and proposed SuU Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a, Noise Control Measures for Pile SuU
Transit Tower, in combination with past, Driving, and Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b, General Construction Noise Control
present, and reasonably foreseeable Measures.

future projects, would result in cumulative

noise impacts. M-C-NO: Cumulative Construction Noise Control Measures. In addition to

implementation of Mitigation Measure NO-2a and Mitigation Measure NO-2b (as
applicable), prior to the time that construction of the proposed project is
completed, the project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
cooperate with and participate in any City-sponsored construction noise control
program for the Transit Center District Plan area or other City-sponsored
areawide program developed to reduce potential effects of construction noise in
the project vicinity. Elements of such a program could include a community
liaison program to inform residents and building occupants of upcoming
construction activities, staggering of construction schedules so that particularly
noisy phases of work do not overlap at nearby project sites, and, potentially,
noise and/or vibration monitoring during construction activities that are
anticipated to be particularly disruptive.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation

G. Air Quality

AQ-7: Construction of the Transit Tower SuU M-AQ-7 Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization: To reduce the SuU

would expose sensitive receptors to potential health risk resulting from project construction activities, the project

substantial levels of toxic air contaminants sponsor shall include in contract specifications a requirement for the following

generated by construction equipment. BAAQMD-recommended measures:

= |dling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in
use or reducing the maximum idling time to two minutes;

= The project shall develop a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan
demonstrating that emissions from the off-road equipment (more than 50
horsepower) to be used in the construction project (i.e., owned, leased, and
subcontractor vehicles) would be reduced to a less-than-significant level, if
feasible. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include, as the primary
option, use of Interim Tier 4 equipment where such equipment is available and
feasible for use, use of equipment meeting Tier 2/Tier 3 or higher emissions
standards, the use of other late model engines, low-emission diesel products,
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, add-on
devices such as particulate filters, and/or other options as such become
available;

= All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped
with Best Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and
PM, including Tier 2/3 or alternative fuel engines where such equipment is
available and feasible for use;

= All contractors shall use equipment that meets ARB'’s most recent certification
standard for off-road heavy duty diesel engines; and

= The project construction contractor shall not use diesel generators for
construction purposes where feasible alternative sources of power are
available. All diesel generators used for project construction shall meet Tier 4
emissions standards.

For the purposes of this mitigation measure, “feasibility” refers to the availability
of newer equipment in the contractor’s or a subcontractor’s fleet that meets these
standards, or the availability of older equipment in the contractor’s or a
subcontractor’s fleet that can be feasibly retrofitted. It should be noted that for
specialty equipment types (e.g. drill rigs, shoring rigs and concrete pumps) it may
not be feasible for construction contractors to modify their current, older
equipment to
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Level of Level of Significance
Significant Unavoidable Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation
G. Air Quality (cont.)
AQ-7 (cont.) accommodate the particulate filters, or for them to provide newer models with

these filters pre-installed. Therefore, this mitigation measure may be infeasible.

Should it be determined by the construction contractor or its subcontractor(s) that
compliance with the emissions control requirements of this mitigation measure is
infeasible for any one of the above listed construction equipment, the
construction contractor must demonstrate an alternative method of compliance
that achieves an equivalent reduction in the project’s fleet-wide DPM and other
TAC emissions. If alternative means of compliance with the emissions exhaust
requirements are further determined to be infeasible, the construction contractor
must document, to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review Officer, that the
contractor has complied with this mitigation measure to the extent feasible and
why full compliance with the mitigation measure is infeasible.

C-AQ: The draft Plan and the proposed SuU Implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, M-AQ-4a, M-AQ-4b, M-AQ-5, SuU
Transit Tower would contribute and M-AQ-7.
considerably to cumulative air quality
impacts.
J. Shadow
SH-2: The proposed Transit Tower would SuU None available. SuU

adversely affect the use of various parks
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation
and Park Department and, potentially,
other open spaces.

C-SH: The draft Plan, including the SuU None available. SuU
proposed Transit Tower, would contribute
to cumulative new shadow that would
adversely affect the use of various parks
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation
and Park Department and, potentially,
other open spaces.
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Mitigation Measures
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with Mitigation

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

CP-2: Development of the proposed
Transit Tower could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of
archeological resources.

LSM

M-CP-2: Archeological Testing Program Specific to Transit Tower. Based on
a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the
project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially
significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried historical
resources. Transit Center District Plan Archeological Research Design and
Treatment Plan (Far Western Anthropological Research Group, Inc.,
Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the Transit Center
District Plan Area, San Francisco, California, February 2010) included a
sensitivity assessment (based on historic archival investigations and
geoarchaeological coring) of Transit Tower parcel and parcel-specific
archaeological treatment plan. No formally recorded archaeological sites
currently are documented on this parcel, and the parcel is considered moderately
sensitive for historic-era resources and as having a low sensitivity for prehistoric
resources. The Treatment Plan laid out an approach to mitigation efforts at the
Transit Tower site that primarily focus on historic-era resources, with much more
limited attention given to potential prehistoric resources. This would include
identification efforts, and if an archaeological site is located, evaluation and data
recovery mitigation work.

The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from
the Planning Department (“Department”) pool of qualified archaeological
consultants as provided by the Department archaeologist. The archeological
consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein.
In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological
monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure.
The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this
measure and with the requirements of the Transit Center District Plan
Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan at the direction of the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO). In instances of inconsistency between the
requirement of the project archaeological research design and treatment plan
and of this archaeological mitigation measure, the requirements of this
archaeological mitigation measure shall prevail. All plans and reports prepared by
the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO
for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision
until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery
programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for
up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of
construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the
only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on
a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections
15064.5 (a) (c).

LTS
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D. Cultural and Paleontological

Resources (cont.)

CP-2 (cont.)

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and
submit to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP)
that builds upon the Transit Center District Plan Archeological Research Design
and Treatment Plan elements developed for this parcel. The ATP shall identify
the testing method to be used and the locations recommended for testing. The
purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent
possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify and
to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the site
constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. The archeological testing
program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP.

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the
archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that significant
archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted.
Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeological
testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program.
If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and
that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at the
discretion of the project sponsor either:

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect
on the significant archeological resource; or

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines
that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant determines that an archeological monitoring program
shall be implemented, the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological
monitoring plan (AMP).

= The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and
consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils
disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, such
as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation,
foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation,
etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities
pose to potential archaeological resources and to their depositional context;
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)

CP-2 (cont.)

= Archeological monitoring shall conform to the requirements of the final AMP
reviewed and approved by the ERO;

= The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the
alert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to
identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate
protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource;

= The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to
a schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the
ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant, determined
that project construction activities could have no effects on significant
archeological deposits;

= The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

= |f an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities
in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be
empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile
driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in
the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an
archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the
ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the
encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the
encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this
assessment to the ERO.

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the
monitoring program to the ERO.

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program
shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP).
The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult
on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological
consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how
the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the
archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify
what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected
resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)

CP-2 (cont.) expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data
recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property
that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources
if nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

= Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies,
procedures, and operations.

= Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing
system and artifact analysis procedures.

= Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and
post-field discard and deaccession policies.

= |nterpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive
program during the course of the archeological data recovery program.

= Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally
damaging activities.

= Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.

= Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation
of any recovered data having potential research value, identification of
appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the
curation facilities.

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State
and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the
City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination
that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the
California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The
archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity,
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA
Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation,
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)

CP-2 (cont.) and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects.

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit
a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates
the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and
describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a
separate removable insert within the final report.

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows:
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall
receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the
FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis division of the Planning
Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked,
searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to
the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical
Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value of
the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and
distribution than that presented above.

F. Noise and Vibration

NO-4: The proposed Transit Tower project LSM Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d, Mechanical Equipment Noise Standard, | LTS
would not result in a substantial permanent and Mitigation Measure M-NO-1e, Interior Mechanical Equipment.
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity, and it would not expose
persons to noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance.

NO-5: Construction of the proposed LSM Pile Driving, and Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b, General Construction Noise LTS
Transit Tower project would result in a Control Measures.
temporary and/or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels and vibration in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project.
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I. Wind

C-WI: Implementation of the draft Plan and LSM Implement Mitigation Measure M-WI-2. LTS
the proposed Transit Tower, along with
cumulative development, would neither
cause large increases in ground-level wind
speeds over a substantial portion of the
Plan area, nor result in a new exceedance
of the wind hazard criterion.

N. Biological Resources

BI-3: Development of the Transit Tower has LSM Implement Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a, Pre-Construction Bird Surveys, for LTS
the potential to adversely impact species construction of the Transit Tower project.
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HZ-7: Excavation for the proposed Transit LSM Implement Mitigation Measures M-HZ-2a, 2b, and 2c, Site Assessment and LTS
Tower would require the handling of Corrective Action, for construction of the Transit Tower project.
potentially contaminated soil and
groundwater, potentially exposing workers
and the public to hazardous materials, or
resulting in a release to the environment
during construction.

Level of Level of Significance
Less than Significant Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation

A. Land Use

LU-3: The implementation of the Transit LTS None required. LTS
Tower project would neither divide an
existing community nor substantially alter
the existing character of the Plan area.
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A. Land Use (cont.)

C-LU: The draft Plan, including the Transit LTS None required. LTS
Tower, along with other cumulative
development, would neither divide an
existing community nor substantially alter
the existing character of the Plan area.

B. Aesthetics

AE-5: The implementation of the Transit LTS None required. LTS
Tower project would alter the visual
character of the tower site vicinity and alter
public views of the site and the
surrounding Plan area from key public
vantage points as well as alter views into
the surrounding neighborhoods from within
the Plan area.

AE-6: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
result in increased light and glare.

C-AE-2: The proposed Transit Tower, in LTS None required. LTS
combination with the draft Plan and other
foreseeable projects nearby, would alter
the visual character of the greater
Downtown and would alter public views of
and through the greater Downtown, but
would not contribute considerably to this
change, and would not adversely affect
scenic resources or substantially increase
light and glare.

C. Population and Housing, Business Activity and Employment

PH-1: The incremental new development LTS None required. LTS
allowed by the Plan’s proposed rezoning,
including the development of the proposed
Transit Tower, would induce growth in
population and employment, but the
impact would not be substantial.
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C. Population and Housing, Business Activity and Employment (cont.)

PH-2: The incremental new development LTS None required. LTS
allowed by the Plan’s proposed rezoning,
including the development of the proposed
Transit Tower, would not displace a large
number of people (involving either housing
or employment)

PH-3: Neither the draft Plan nor the LTS None required. LTS
proposed Transit Tower would create
substantial demand for additional housing
in San Francisco, or substantially reduce
the housing supply.

C-PH: The draft Plan and proposed LTS None required. LTS
Transit Tower would not contribute
considerably to a substantial growth in
population or employment, to
displacement of a large number of people,
or to substantial demand for additional
housing in San Francisco, nor would they
reduce the housing supply.

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

CP-6: Development of the proposed LTS None required. LTS
Transit Tower would not directly or
indirectly result in substantial adverse
changes in the significance of historical
resources.

E. Transportation

TR-11: Transit ridership generated by the LTS None required. LTS
proposed Transit Tower would not result in
a substantial increase in transit demand
that could not be accommodated by
adjacent transit capacity resulting in
unacceptable levels of transit service, or
cause a substantial increase in delays or
operating costs.
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E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-13: The proposed project would not LTS None required. LTS
create potentially hazardous conditions for
bicyclists or otherwise substantially
interfere with bicycle accessibility to the
site and adjoining areas.

TR-15: The proposed project would not LTS None required. LTS
result in inadequate emergency access.

F. Noise and Vibration

NO-6: The proposed Transit Tower project LTS None required. LTS
would not be substantially affected by
existing noise levels.

G. Air Quality

AQ-6: Construction of the Transit Tower LTS I-AQ-6 Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization: To reduce construction LTS
would result in emissions of criteria air vehicle emissions, the project sponsor shall incorporate the following into
pollutants, including ozone precursors, that construction specifications:

would contribute to an existing or projected
air quality violation or result in a
cumulatively considerable increase in
criteria pollutants, and could expose
sensitive receptors to construction dust.

= All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be
checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper
condition prior to operation.

AQ-8: Operation of the proposed Transit LTS None required. LTS
Tower would not conflict with 2010 Clean
Air Plan, result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is in
nonattainment, either individually or
cumulatively.

AQ-9: Operation of the proposed Transit LTS None required LTS
Tower would not result in emissions of

carbon monoxide that would exceed state
or federal standards, either individually or

cumulatively.
SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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G. Air Quality (cont.)

AQ-10: Operation of the proposed Transit
Tower would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial levels of toxic air
contaminants.

LTS

None required

LTS

G. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GG-2: The proposed Transit Tower would
not generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that would have
a significant impact on the environment,
nor would the project conflict with any
applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases.

LTS

None required.

LTS

I. Wind

WI-1: The proposed Transit Tower would
not result in a new exceedance of the wind
hazard criterion.

LTS

None required.

LTS

K. Recreation and Public Space

RE-2: The proposed Transit Tower would
result in the increased use of existing
neighborhood parks and recreational
facilities, but not to such a degree that
would lead to or accelerate their
deterioration, nor require the construction
of new facilities.

LTS

None required.

LTS

L. Utilities and Service Systems

UT-5: The proposed Transit Tower would
not result in the need for new or physically
altered facilities related to water or
wastewater, energy, or solid waste.

LTS

None required.

LTS

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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L. Utilities and Service Systems (cont.)

C-UT: The draft Plan, including demand LTS None required. LTS

on public services from the proposed

Transit Tower, would not result in a

considerable contribution to any significant

impacts related to provision of utilities and

service systems.

M. Public Services

PS-4: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS

not result in the need for new or physically

altered facilities related to police, fire

protection, or emergency medical services.

C-PS: The draft Plan, including demand LTS None required. LTS

on public services from the proposed

Transit Tower, would not result in a

considerable contribution to any significant

impacts related to provision of public

services.

N. Biological Resources

Bl-4: Implementation of the Transit Tower LTS I-Bl-4a: Bird-Safe Standards for City Park. The Transbay Joint Powers LTS

Project could interfere substantially with Authority, as sponsor of the Transit Center and City Park, could incorporate, as

the movement of native resident wildlife feasible, into the design of City Park bird-safe standards that are applicable to

species and with established native parks and open spaces, as described in the newly adopted Standards for Bird-

resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or Safe Buildings.

impede the use of native wildlife nursery I-BI-4b: Night Lighting Minimization. The Transbay Joint Powers Authority, as

sites. sponsor of the Transit Center and City Park and the owner of the Transit Tower
site, could incorporate, as feasible, into the design of City Park, and could require
incorporation, as feasible, in the design of the proposed Transit Tower, the light
minimization features identified in Improvement Measure 1-BI-2.

C-Bl: Implementation of the Transit Center LTS None required. LTS

District Plan and the Transit Tower project
would not make a considerable
contribution to adverse effects on
biological resources.

LTS — Less than Significant
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TABLE S-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT TOWER

Level of Level of Significance
Less than Significant Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation

0. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

GE-5: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving rupture of a known earthquake
fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically
induced ground failure, or landslides.

GE-6: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not result in substantial erosion or loss of
top soil.

GE-7: The proposed Transit Tower site LTS None required. LTS
would not be located on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that could become
unstable as a result of the project.

C-GE: The proposed Transit Tower, in LTS None required. LTS
combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the site vicinity, would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to geology and
soils.

P. Hydrology and Water Quality

HY-7: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not violate water quality standards or
otherwise substantially degrade water
quality.

HY-8: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or
a lowering of the local groundwater table
level.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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TABLE S-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT TOWER

Level of Level of Significance
Less than Significant Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation

P. Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

HY-9: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
implement stormwater control measures
that would reduce the quantity and rate of
stormwater runoff to the combined sewer
system, decreasing the potential for
erosion or flooding.

HY-10: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff.

HY-11: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not expose people, housing, or structures,
to substantial risk of loss due to flooding.

HY-12: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow.

C-HY: The proposed Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan and Transit Tower, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the site vicinity, would
result in less-than-significant cumulative
impacts to hydrology and water quality.

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HZ-6: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not create a significant hazard through
routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

HZ-8: Workers and the public would not be
exposed to hazardous building materials
as a result of construction of the proposed
Transit Tower. (No Impact)

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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TABLE S-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSIT TOWER

Level of Level of Significance
Less than Significant Impact Significance | Mitigation Measures with Mitigation

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)

HZ-9: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan.

HZ-10: The proposed Transit Tower would LTS None required. LTS
not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving fires.

C-HZ: Implementation of the Transit LTS None required. LTS
Center District Plan and construction of the
proposed Transit Tower, in combination
with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the site
vicinity, would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to hazards and
hazardous materials.

R. Mineral and Energy Resources

ME-1: Neither the Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan nor the development of the Transit
Tower would encourage activities which
result in the use of large amounts of fuel,
water, or energy, or use these in a
wasteful manner.

S. Agricultural and Forest Resources

AG-1: Neither the Transit Center District LTS None required. LTS
Plan nor the development of the Transit
Tower would convert farmland to non-
agricultural use or conflict with existing
agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act
contract, conflict with zoning for forest
land, result in the loss of forest land to
non-forest use, or involve any other
changes that would convert farmland to
non-agricultural use or convert forest land
into non-forest use. (No Impact)

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
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e C. Significant Environmental Impacts That Cannot Be

Avoided

if the Project Is Implemented

In accordance with Section 21067 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and with
Sections 15040, 15081 and 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, potential impacts that could not be

eliminated or reduced to an insignificant level are limited to effects related to aesthetics, cultural (historic

architectural) resources, transportation, noise, air quality, and shadow. The following significant and

unavoidable impacts are identified in this EIR:

Impact AE-3:

Impact C-AE-1:

Impact CP-3:
Impact C-CP:

Impact TR-1:

Impact TR-2:

Impact TR-3:

Impact TR-4:

Impact TR-5:

Impact TR-6:

Impact TR-7:

Impact TR-9:

The draft Plan would alter public views of the Plan area from key long-range vantage
points.

The draft Plan, in combination with the Transit Tower and other foreseeable projects
nearby, would alter the visual character of the greater Downtown and would alter public
views of and through the greater Downtown, but would not adversely affect scenic
resources or substantially increase light and glare.

Changes to the zoning controls in the Plan area could result in adverse impacts to historic
architectural resources through demolition or substantial alteration.

Development pursuant to the draft Plan, along with cumulative development, including
the Transit Tower, could adversely affect historical resources.

Traffic growth related to the draft Plan, including the street changes, would adversely
affect local intersection operation, and therefore would conflict with established
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system.

Traffic growth related to the draft Plan, including the street changes, would result in a
considerable contribution to congested operations at the Fourth/Harrison Streets and
First/Harrison Streets freeway on-ramps, and therefore would conflict with established
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system.

Transit ridership related to the draft Plan, including the street changes, would cause a
substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent
transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; and would cause a
substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in
transit service levels could result.

Pedestrian activity resulting from implementation of the draft Plan would cause the level
of service at sidewalks, street corners, and crosswalks to deteriorate.

Development of large projects pursuant to the draft Plan would create potentially
hazardous conditions for pedestrians and otherwise interfere with pedestrian
accessibility.

Implementation of the draft Plan would create potentially hazardous conditions for
bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas.

Implementation of the draft Plan would result in a loading demand during the peak hour
of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on-site loading
facilities or within convenient on-street loading zones, and create potentially hazardous
conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, and pedestrians.

Plan area construction, including construction of individual projects and ongoing
construction of the Transit Center, would result in disruption of nearby streets, transit
service, and pedestrian and bicycle circulation.
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Impact TR-10:

Impact TR-12:

Impact TR-14:

Impact TR-16:

Impact NO-1:

Impact NO-3:

Impact C-NO:

Impact AQ-2:

Impact AQ-3:

Impact AQ-4:

Impact AQ-5:

Impact AQ-7:

Impact C-AQ:

Impact SH-1:
Impact SH-2:

Impact C-SH:

Traffic generated by the proposed Transit Tower would increase average vehicle delay
and would degrade level of service at local intersections.

The proposed Transit Tower would not result in substantial overcrowding on public
sidewalks, but would create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or
otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

The proposed project would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading
activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on-site loading facilities or
within convenient on-street loading zones, and could create potentially hazardous
conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles and pedestrians.

Project construction, along with construction of the Transit Center and other nearby
projects, would result in disruption of nearby streets, transit service, and pedestrian and
bicycle circulation.

Implementation of the draft Plan would not result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise or vibration levels, but Plan implementation could result in exposure of
persons to noise levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco General Plan and could
introduce new sensitive uses that would be affected by existing noise levels.

Construction activities in the Plan area could expose persons to temporary increases in
vibration levels substantially in excess of ambient levels.

The draft Plan and proposed Transit Tower, in combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in cumulative noise impacts.

The draft Plan would expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of PM2.5
and toxic air contaminants.

The draft Plan would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
by exposing existing sensitive receptors to potentially elevated levels of PM2.5 and toxic
air contaminants from new vehicles and equipment.

Implementation of the draft Plan would result in construction-period emissions of

criteria air pollutants, including ozone precursors, that would contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria
pollutants, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels of construction dust.

Implementation of the draft Plan could expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels of
toxic air contaminants generated by construction equipment.

Construction of the Transit Tower would expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels
of toxic air contaminants generated by construction equipment.

The draft Plan and the proposed Transit Tower would contribute considerably to
cumulative air quality impacts.

The draft Plan would adversely affect the use of various parks under the jurisdiction of
the Recreation and Park Department and, potentially, other open spaces.

The proposed Transit Tower would adversely affect the use of various parks under the
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department and, potentially, other open spaces.

The draft Plan, including the proposed Transit Tower, would contribute to cumulative
new shadow that would adversely affect the use of various parks under the jurisdiction
of the Recreation and Park Department and, potentially, other open spaces.
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D. Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes That
Would Result if the Proposed Project Is Implemented

In general, irreversible environmental changes include commitments of resources such as energy
consumed and construction materials used in construction of a proposed project, as well as the energy
and natural resources (notably water) that would be required to sustain a project and its inhabitants or
occupants over the usable life of the project. While not all residents, employees, and visitors in the Plan
area would be new to the City, the draft Plan would intensify development in the Plan area and at the
Transit Tower project site, bringing new residential units, office and other commercial uses, and hotel
rooms to the Plan area. It is noted, however, that both the draft Plan and the proposed Transit Tower
would be generally consistent with land use and development patterns in the built-out urban
environment that characterizes downtown San Francisco. Development pursuant to the draft Plan,
including development of the Transit Tower project, would commit future generations to an irreversible
commitment of energy, primarily in the form of fossil fuels for heating and cooling of buildings, for
automobile and truck fuel, and for energy production for lighting, computers, and other equipment in the
Plan area buildings. Implementation of the draft Plan, including the proposed Transit Tower, would also
require an ongoing commitment of potable water for building occupants and landscaping, although the
draft Plan includes policies intended to reduce potable water consumption, and the Transit Center and
proposed Transit Tower would include such features. Fossil fuel would also be consumed during
demolition of existing buildings and parking lots where new buildings would be located, and in
construction of the proposed new buildings themselves. Construction would also require the
commitment of construction materials, as well as water. Because all development in the Plan area would
comply with California Code of Regulations Title 24 and the City’s Green Building Ordinance, this
development would be expected to use less energy and water over the lifetime of newly constructed

buildings than comparable structure not built to current standards.

E. Areas of Controversy to Be Resolved

On the basis of public comments on the Notice of Preparation, it is believed that areas of controversy with
respect to the draft Plan and Transit Tower include the potential for shadow impacts on Recreation and
Park Department parks and other open spaces, as well as recreation and park impacts generally; wind
effects, including combined effects of wind, shadow, and fog, and shading of sidewalks; aesthetic impacts,
including changes in views from entry points to the City and from elevated viewpoints outside downtown;
effects on traffic, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists, along with cumulative impacts associated with
potential future high-speed rail service to the new Transit Center; potential contamination of soil and/or
groundwater from historical uses and the resulting need for remediation; and seismic impacts, including

effects on emergency vehicle access. Each of these issues is analyzed in this EIR.

In addition, comments were received with respect to concerns about the potential for greater development
intensity than proposed in the draft Plan, and the use and applicability of the EIR and its analyses in

consideration of development projects in the Plan area. With respect to the former, Chapter VI, Alternatives,
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includes an alternative identified as the Developer Scenario (Alternative D), under which towers at select
sites are assumed to be built to greater heights, as proposed by project sponsors with projects on file at the
Planning Department. Any development or subsequent project that is not encompassed within the
proposed project or the range of alternatives analyzed in this EIR could be subject to future project-specific
CEQA analysis. With respect to the use and applicability of this EIR with respect to subsequent
development projects, the Planning Department anticipates, consistent with CEQA Guidelines

Section 15183, considering whether subsequent projects require further environmental review, or whether
they can rely, in general, on this EIR. Section 15183 provides an exemption from environmental review for
projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan
or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether
there are project-specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. The Planning Department has
prepared such “community plan exemptions” for projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods and Market &
Octavia plan areas, and may prepare such documents for projects in the proposed Transit Center District

Plan area in the future.

F. Alternatives

Chapter VI of this EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the Transit Center District Plan and the
Transit Tower as proposed in November 2009 and March 2011, respectively:

No Project Alternative (Alternative A);

Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative B);
Reduced Shadow Alternative (Alternative C); and
Developer Scenario (Alternative D).

Alternatives to the Transit Tower are discussed within the each Plan alternative, including No Project

(No Build) and Existing Zoning (30-foot height limit) Alternatives, are also analyzed.

Below is a description of each alternative. Effects of each alternative, relative to those of the proposed
project, are summarized in Table S-3 for the Transit Center District Plan and Table S-4 for the proposed

Transit Tower.

Alternative A: No Project

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) states that, generally, when a project being analyzed is the
revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan—such as the Transit Center District Plan and Planning
Code and Zoning Map revisions that would implement the plan—the No Project Alternative should be
considered to be continuation of the existing plan into the future. Consistent with this guidance, the No
Project Alternative considered in this EIR, with respect to the draft Plan, is the maintenance of the
existing zoning and height and bulk controls in the Plan area, and no adoption of the draft Plan. This
alternative assumes that development in Zone 1 of the approved Transbay Redevelopment Plan area—
primarily along the north side of Folsom Street east of Essex Street, and also between Beale and Main

Streets south of Mission Street—would proceed as approved. Approved development in the Rincon Hill
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Plan area would also proceed, and projects proposed west of the Transit Center District Plan area would
also be undertaken, although at generally lesser heights than currently presumed.

Development assumptions for the No Project Alternative include the addition, in the Plan area, of
approximately 4.2 million square feet of office space (about one-third less than with the project),
approximately 500 dwelling units (about 60 percent fewer), and about 180 hotel rooms (less than one-fifth
of the project’s total). Ground-floor retail space would be similar to that with the draft Plan. Impacts were
assessed with an assumption of a 550-foot tall Transit Tower with approximately 564,000 square feet of
office space, consistent with the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, although the No Project Alternative for
the Transit Tower itself would involve no development (see below).

Transit Tower

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, a project-specific No Project — No Build scenario for the proposed
Transit Tower would involve no development on that site. A project-specific No Project — Existing Zoning
Alternative for the Transit Tower would include development of a 30-foot-tall building, which is the

height of the building that could be built on the Transit Tower site if the property were not rezoned.

Alternative B: Reduced Project

This alternative assumes construction on each of the “soft” development sites identified in this EIR, but at
lesser heights and intensity than would be permitted under the draft Plan. The heights are those at which
development would cast no additional shadow on parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Department, beyond that which could occur from buildings developed to existing height limits. As a
result of the lesser heights, it is assumed that development of Plan area sites containing historical
resources would proceed in a different manner than would be allowed under the draft Plan, thereby
reducing the Plan’s impacts on historic architectural resources. In particular, this alternative assumes that
development at five sites in the Plan area that contain identified or potential historic architectural
resources would generally be undertaken consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties (or otherwise determined by Planning Department preservation staff to
result in less-than-significant impacts under CEQA, to the maximum extent feasible) in order that

historical resources on these sites are minimally affected.

This alternative would include some of the public realm improvements, subject to funding, that are
proposed under the draft Plan. However, the Reduced Project Alternative would not convert Howard
Street to two-way operations between New Montgomery and Fremont Streets, nor would it convert
Folsom Street to two-way operations between Second and Fremont Streets. This alternative also would
not include installation of signalized mid-block crosswalks across First Street at Minna and Natoma
Streets, north and south of the new Transit Center.

This alternative would entail development of about 308 million square feet of office space (about
39 percent less than with the project), approximately 960 dwelling units (about 26 percent fewer), and
about 415 hotel rooms (32 percent of the project’s total). Ground-floor retail space would be similar to the
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draft Plan, because the sites where development is anticipated would be essentially the same, although
shorter, somewhat less bulky buildings would be developed. There would be no change under this
alternative in the assumptions for nearby development in Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, in

the Rincon Hill Plan area, or with respect to cumulative projects west of the Plan area.

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the Transit Tower would be 550 feet tall, with the same

development program as under the draft Plan’s No Project Alternative.

Alternative C: Reduced Shadow

The Reduced Shadow Alternative is premised on reducing to some degree the new shadow resulting
from the Plan while retaining in large measure the draft Plan’s fundamental urban design concept that
the Transit Tower, which would identify the location of the new Transit Center, be the City’s tallest and
most prominent building —the “crown” of the downtown core that rises notably above the dense cluster
of downtown buildings, as stated in draft Plan Policy 2.1. In contrast to Alternative B, which is based on
site-by-site evaluation of building heights to reduce shadow on Section 295 parks, Alternative C would
retain the Transit Tower as the tallest building in the Plan area, at a height of 840 feet. (It is assumed that
this would entail about 790 feet of enclosed building space and a 50-foot-tall sculptural element.) At a
height of 840 feet, the Transit Tower would be about 60 feet taller than the Bank of America Building, and

about 15 feet shorter than the tip of the Transamerica Pyramid.

This alternative would also proportionally adjust the proposed height limits on the other sites in the Plan
area in relation to the Transit Tower in order to maintain similar massing/height relationships as

contemplated under the draft Plan’s urban form concepts.

This alternative would include some of the public realm improvements, subject to funding, that area
proposed under the draft Plan. There would be no change under this alternative in the assumptions for
nearby development in Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, in the Rincon Hill Plan area, or with

respect to cumulative projects west of the Plan area.

This alternative would entail development of about 5.3 million square feet of office space (about
14 percent less than with the project), approximately 1,145 dwelling units (about 12 percent fewer), and
about 830 hotel rooms (36 percent less than the project’s total), along with comparable ground-floor retail.

The Transit Tower would contain about 1 million square feet of office space (about 20 percent less than
under the proposed project), along with approximately the same amount of retail space (16,500 square

feet) as under the project.

Alternative D: Developer Scenario

This alternative differs from the draft Plan in that development assumptions for certain specific sites
would reflect project applications that are on file at the Planning Department. In up to three instances,

this alternative would therefore permit taller buildings than the draft Plan proposes, while for two other
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sites, lesser height is assumed. The major difference in height, compared to the draft Plan, is that the
proposed residential tower at the Palace Hotel is proposed at a height of 727 feet, whereas the Plan calls
for a 600-foot building. The other two projects for which “additional” height is proposed are 50 First
Street and 181 Fremont Street. In both of these cases, the developer-proposed height is the same at the
roof line as called for in the Plan; the potential difference is that the draft Plan would potentially allow
additional height on particular building sites if the form above the roof height does not cast significant
shadow on protected open spaces. This determination would have to be made based on a detailed,
project-specific shadow analysis of each applicable project, which would be undertaken at a greater level
of precision than is feasible or appropriate for this programmatic EIR. In addition to height, some projects
proposed are not fully consistent with the ratio of office to non-office development proposed in the draft
Plan.

Although this alternative would result in several buildings being taller than proposed with the draft Plan
development assumptions for the Developer Scenario Alternative would be similar to those of the Plan
with respect to office space, and somewhat less intensive than the Plan with respect to residential units
and hotel space. This is because the projects with applications on file at the Planning Department propose
a different mix of uses than the Plan forecasts assume for those sites, propose generally larger residential
units than the Plan assumes, and because an office project was approved in 2011 at 350 Mission Street at a
lesser height than proposed in the draft Plan. For the this alternative, development assumptions include
the net addition, in the Plan area, of approximately 6.1 million square feet of office space (about 1 percent
less than with the project), approximately 1,125 dwelling units (about 13 percent fewer), and about

665 hotel rooms (50 percent fewer than with the draft Plan). Ground-floor retail space would be similar.
The Transit Tower would be 1,070 feet tall under this alternative, as under the draft Plan.

The Developer Scenario Alternative is assumed to implement the same public realm improvements as
would be undertaken with implementation of the draft Plan. Under this alternative, there would be no
change in the assumptions for nearby development in Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, in the

Rincon Hill Plan area, or with respect to cumulative projects west of the Plan area.
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TABLE S-3
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

Significant Unavoidable Impact of Plan

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Draft Plan

No Project

Reduced Project

Reduced Shadow

Developer Alt.

B. Aesthetics

AE-3: The draft Plan would alter public views of the Plan area
from key long-range vantage points.

SuU

LTS

LTS

sul

suf

C-AE-1: The draft Plan, in combination with the Transit Tower
and other foreseeable projects nearby, would alter the visual
character of the greater Downtown and would alter public views
of and through the greater Downtown, but would not adversely
affect scenic resources or substantially increase light and glare.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

CP-3. Changes to the zoning controls in the Plan area could
result in adverse impacts to historic architectural resources
through demolition or substantial alteration.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

C-CP: Development pursuant to the draft Plan, along with
cumulative development, including the Transit Tower, could
adversely affect historical resources.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU&

E. Transportation

TR-1: Traffic growth related to the draft Plan, including the street
changes, would adversely affect local intersection operation, and
therefore would conflict with established measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

TR-2: Traffic growth related to the draft Plan, including the street
changes, would result in a considerable contribution to congested
operations at the Fourth/Harrison Streets and First/Harrison
Streets freeway on-ramps, and therefore would conflict with
established measures of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

TR-3: Transit ridership related to the draft Plan, including the
street changes, would cause a substantial increase in transit
demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit
capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; and
would cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs
such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels
could result.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation
ft — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan

LTS — Less than Significant

< — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan.

Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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TABLE S-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Significant Unavoidable Impact of Plan Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

E. Transportation (cont.)

TR-4: Pedestrian activity resulting from implementation of the SuU sul sul sul SU <
draft Plan would cause the level of service at sidewalks, street
corners, and crosswalks to deteriorate.

TR-5: Development of large projects pursuant to the draft Plan SuU sul sul sul SU <
would create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians and
otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility.

TR-6: Implementation of the draft Plan would create potentially SuU sul sul sul SU <
hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially
interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

TR-7: Implementation of the draft Plan would result in a loading SuU sul sul sul SU <
demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not
be accommodated within proposed on-site loading facilities or
within convenient on-street loading zones, and create potentially
hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit,
bicycles, and pedestrians.

TR-9: Plan area construction, including construction of individual SuU sul sul sul SU<
projects and ongoing construction of the Transit Center, would
result in disruption of nearby streets, transit service, and
pedestrian and bicycle circulation.

F. Noise and Vibration

NO-1: Implementation of the draft Plan, including the proposed Su sul sul sul SU &
Transit Tower, would not result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise or vibration levels, but Plan
implementation could result in exposure of persons to noise
levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco General Plan
and could introduce new sensitive uses that would be affected by
existing noise levels.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

TABLE S-3 (Continued)

Significant Unavoidable Impact of Plan

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Draft Plan

No Project

Reduced Project

Reduced Shadow

Developer Alt.

F. Noise and Vibration (cont.)

NO-3: Construction activities in the Plan area could expose
persons to temporary increases in vibration levels substantially in
excess of ambient levels.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

C-NO: The draft Plan and proposed Transit Tower, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would result in cumulative noise impacts.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

G. Air Quality

AQ-2: The draft Plan would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial concentrations of PM, s and toxic air contaminants.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

AQ-3: The draft Plan would expose existing and future sensitive
receptors to substantial levels of PM, s and toxic air contaminants
from new vehicles and equipment.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

AQ-4: Implementation of the draft Plan would result in
construction-period emissions of criteria air pollutants, including
ozone precursors, that would contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively
considerable increase in criteria pollutants, and could expose
sensitive receptors to substantial levels of construction dust.

SU for criteria
pollutants; LSM for
construction dust

sul

sul

sul

SU <

AQ-5: Implementation of the draft Plan could expose sensitive
receptors to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants generated
by construction equipment.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

C-AQ: The draft Plan and the proposed Transit Tower would
contribute considerably to cumulative air quality impacts.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

SU <

J. Shadow

SH-1: The draft Plan would adversely affect the use of various
parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Department and, potentially, other open spaces.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

suf

C-SH: The draft Plan, including the proposed Transit Tower, would
contribute to cumulative new shadow that would adversely affect
the use of various parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation
and Park Department and, potentially, other open spaces.

SuU

sul

sul

sul

suf

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan

LTS — Less than Significant
< — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan

Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

TABLE S-3 (Continued)

Significant but Mitigable Impact of Plan

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Draft Plan

No Project

Reduced Project

Reduced Shadow

Developer Alt.

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

CP-1. Development projects in the Plan area could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of archeological
resources.

LSM

Lsm U

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM &

CP-5. Construction activity in the Plan area could result in
damage to historic architectural resources.

LSM

Lsm U

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM <

F. Noise and Vibration

NO-2: Construction activities in the Plan area could expose
persons to temporary increases in noise levels substantially in
excess of ambient levels.

LSM

Lsm U

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM &

I. Wind

WI-2: Implementation of the draft Plan would not cause large
increases in pedestrian wind speeds or wind speeds in publicly
accesssible open spaces over a substantial portion of the Plan
area.

LSM

Lsm U

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM <

C-WI: Implementation of the draft Plan and the proposed Transit
Tower, along with cumulative development, would neither cause
large increases in ground-level wind speeds over a substantial
portion of the Plan area, nor result in a new exceedance of the
wind hazard criterion.

LSM

Lsm U

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM &

N. Biological Resources

Bl-1: Development under the draft Plan has the potential to
adversely impact species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

LSM

Lsm U

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM &

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HZ-2: Excavation in the Transit Center District Plan area would
require the handling of potentially contaminated soil and
groundwater, potentially exposing workers and the public to
hazardous materials, or resulting in a release to the environment
during construction.

LSM

Lsm U

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM &

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan

LTS — Less than Significant

< — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan

Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Significant but Mitigable Impact of Plan Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)

HZz-3: Demolition and renovation of buildings in the Transit LSM Lsm U Lsm U Lsm LSM &
Center District Plan area could potentially expose workers and
the public to hazardous building materials including asbestos-
containing materials, lead-based paint, PCBs, DEHP, and
mercury, or result in a release of these materials to the
environment during construction.

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact of Plan Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.
A. Land Use
LU-1: Implementation of the draft Plan would not physically LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &

divide an existing community.

LU-2: The draft Plan would not substantially alter the existing LTS LTS U LTS & LTS & LTS &
character of the Plan area.

C-LU: The draft Plan, including the Transit Tower, along with LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
other cumulative development, would neither divide an existing
community nor substantially alter the existing character of the
Plan area.

B. Aesthetics

AE-1: The draft Plan would alter the height and bulk limits within LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
the Plan area, allowing for a number of high-rise buildings to be
constructed over time. This would alter the visual character of the
Plan area but would not adversely affect scenic resources.

AE-2: The draft Plan would alter the public views of the Plan area LTS LTS U LTs U LTS U LTS &
from short-range and mid-range vantage points as well as alter
views into the surrounding neighborhoods from within the Plan

area.
AE-4: The draft Plan would result in increased light and glare in LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
the Plan area.
SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E S-78 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower

207439



SUMMARY

TABLE S-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact of Plan Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

C. Population and Housing, Business Activity and Employment

PH-1: The new development allowed by the Plan’s proposed LTS Lrs LTS = LTS < LTS <
rezoning, including the development of the proposed Transit
Tower, would induce growth in population and employment, but
the associated physical impact would not be substantial.

PH-2: The new development allowed by the Plan’s proposed LTS Lrs LTS = LTS & LTS &
rezoning, including the development of the proposed Transit
Tower, would not displace a large number of people, involving
either housing or employment.

PH-3: Neither the draft Plan nor the proposed Transit Tower LTS LTs LTS = LTS & LTS &
would create substantial demand for additional housing beyond
projected increases in housing supply in San Francisco, or
substantially reduce the housing supply.

C-PH: The draft Plan and proposed Transit Tower would not LTS LTs i LTS LTS LTS
contribute considerably to a substantial growth in population or
employment, to displacement of a large number of people, or to
substantial demand for additional housing in San Francisco, nor
would they reduce the housing supply.

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

CP-4: Changes to the height and bulk limits in the Plan area LTS LTs U LTs U LTS & LTS &
could result in indirect impacts to historic architectural resources.

E. Transportation

TR-8: Implementation of the draft Plan would not result in LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
inadequate emergency access.

G. Air Quality
AQ-1: The draft Plan would not conflict with or obstruct LTS LTS U LTS U LTs U LTS

implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E S-79 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact of Plan Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

H. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GG-1: Implementation of the proposed Plan would not generate LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would
have a significant impact on the environment, nor would the
project conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases.

K. Recreation and Public Space

RE-1: The implementation of the draft Plan would result in an LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
increased use of existing neighborhood parks and recreational
facilities, but not to a degree that would lead to or accelerate their
physical deterioration or require construction of new facilities.

L. Utilities and Service Systems

UT-1: The draft Plan and Transit Tower would not require or LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
result in the construction or substantial new water treatment
facilities, and SFPUC would have sufficient water supply
available from existing entitiements.

UT-2: The draft Plan and Transit Tower would increase sanitary LTS LTS U LTS U LTS U LTS &
wastewater flows, but it would not require or result in the
construction or substantial new wastewater treatment or
stormwater facilities, or exceed the wastewater treatment
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

UT-3: The draft Plan and Transit Tower would increase demand LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
for electricity and natural gas, but not to an extent that would
result in a significant impact.

UT-4: The draft Plan and Transit Tower would be served by a LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate solid
waste generated by projects constructed pursuant to the plan.
Individual building owners and tenants would comply with federal,
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

C-UT: The draft Plan, including demand on public services from LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
the proposed Transit Tower, would not result in a considerable
contribution to any significant impacts related to provision of
utilities and service systems.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E S-80 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
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SUMMARY

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

TABLE S-3 (Continued)

Less than Significant Impact of Plan

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Draft Plan

No Project

Reduced Project

Reduced Shadow

Developer Alt.

M. Public Services

PS-1: The draft Plan and Transit Tower would not result in the
need for new or physically altered police protection facilities.

LTS

LTs U

LTs U

LTs U

LTS

PS-2: The draft Plan and Transit Tower would not result in the
need for new or physically altered fire protection facilities, but
may delay emergency medical response.

LTS

LTs U

LTs U

LTs U

LTS

PS-3: The draft Plan and Transit Tower would not result in the
need for new or physically altered school facilities.

LTS

LTs U

LTs U

LTs U

LTS

C-PS: The draft Plan, including demand on public services from
the proposed Transit Tower, would not result in a considerable
contribution to any significant impacts related to provision of
public services.

LTS

LTs U

LTs U

LTs U

LTS

N. Biological Resources

Bl-2: Implementation of the draft Plan could interfere
substantially with the movement of native resident wildlife species
and with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

LTS

LTS <

LTS

LTS

LTS

C-BIl: Implementation of the Transit Center District Plan and the
Transit Tower project would not make a considerable contribution
to adverse effects on biological resources.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

0. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

GE-1: The proposed Transit Center District Plan would not
expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture
of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically
induced ground failure, or landslides.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

GE-2: The proposed Transit Center District Plan would not result
in substantial erosion or loss of top soil.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

GE-3: Development sites within the proposed Transit Center
District Plan area would not be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the
project.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan

LTS — Less than Significant

< — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan

Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact of Plan Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

0. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (cont.)

GE-4: The proposed Transit Center District Plan would not be LTS LTS LTS LTS & LTS &
located on soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.

GE-8: The draft Plan would not result in development located on LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative wastewater disposal systems.

C-GE: The proposed Transit Tower, in combination with past, LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site
vicinity, would result in less-than-significant impacts related to
geology and soils.

P. Hydrology and Water Quality

HY-1: The proposed Transit Center District Plan would not violate LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water

quality.

HY-2: The proposed Transit Center District Plan would not LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &

substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be
a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level.

HY-3: The proposed Transit Center District Plan would LTS LTS LTS LTS & LTS &
implement stormwater control measures that would reduce the
quantity and rate of stormwater runoff to the combined sewer
system, decreasing the potential for erosion or flooding.

HY-4: The proposed Transit Center District Plan would not LTS LTS LTS LTS & LTS &
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

HY-5: The proposed Transit Center District Plan would not LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
expose people, housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss
due to flooding.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E S-82 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact of Plan Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

P. Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

HY-6: The proposed Transit Center District Plan would not LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

C-HY: The proposed Transit Center District Plan and Transit LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
Tower, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would result in less-
than-significant cumulative impacts to hydrology and water
quality.

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HZ-1: Implementation of the Transit Center District Plan would LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
not create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials.

HZ-4: Implementation of the Transit Center District Plan would LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan.

HZ-5: Implementation of the Transit Center District Plan would LTS LTS LTS LTS & LTS &
not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving fires.

C-HZ: Implementation of the Transit Center District Plan and LTS LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &
construction of the proposed Transit Tower, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
site vicinity, would result in less-than-significant impacts related
to hazards and hazardous materials.

R. Mineral and Energy Resources

ME-1: Neither the Transit Center District Plan nor the LTS LTS & LTS LTS & LTS &
development of the Transit Tower would encourage activities
which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy,
or use these in a wasteful manner.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E S-83 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact of Plan Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.
S. Agricultural and Forest Resources
AG-1: Neither the Transit Center District Plan nor the LTS & LTS & LTS & LTS &

development of the Transit Tower would convert farmland to non-
agricultural use or conflict with existing agricultural zoning or a
Williamson Act contract, conflict with zoning for forest land, result
in the loss of forest land to non-forest use, or involve any other
changes that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use or
convert forest land into non-forest use. (No Impact)

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan

LTS — Less than Significant

< — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan

Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-4
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT TOWER)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Significant Unavoidable Impact (Transit Tower) Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

C-CP: Development pursuant to the draft Plan, along with SuU LTS sul sul SU <
cumulative development, including the Transit Tower, could
adversely affect historical resources.

E. Transportation

TR-10: Traffic generated by the proposed Transit Tower would SuU LTS sul sul SU <
incrementally increase average vehicle delay, but would not
degrade level of service at local intersections.

TR-12: The proposed Transit Tower would not result in SuU LTS sul sul SU<
substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, but would create
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise
interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining
areas.

TR-14: The proposed project would result in a loading demand SuU LTS sul sul SU <
during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be
accommodated within proposed on-site loading facilities or within
convenient on-street loading zones, and could create potentially
hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit,
bicycles and pedestrians.

TR-16: Project construction, along with construction of the Transit SuU LTS sul sul SU &
Center and other nearby projects, would result in disruption of
nearby streets, transit service, and pedestrian and bicycle
circulation.

F. Noise and Vibration

C-NO: The draft Plan and proposed Transit Tower, in SuU LTS sul sul SU <
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would result in cumulative noise impacts.

G. Air Quality

AQ-7: Construction of the Transit Tower would expose sensitive SuU LTS sul sul SU <
receptors to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants generated
by construction equipment.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
ft — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan.  Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.

Case No. 2007.0558E S-85 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



SUMMARY

TABLE S-4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT TOWER)

Significant Unavoidable Impact (Transit Tower)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Draft Plan

No Project

Reduced Project

Reduced Shadow

Developer Alt.

G. Air Quality (cont.)

C-AQ: The draft Plan and the proposed Transit Tower would
contribute considerably to cumulative air quality impacts.

SuU

LTS

sul

sul

SU <

J. Shadow

SH-2: The proposed Transit Tower would adversely affect the
use of various parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and
Park Department and, potentially, other open spaces.

SuU

LTS

sul

sul

SU <

C-SH: The draft Plan, including the proposed Transit Tower,
would contribute to cumulative new shadow that would adversely
affect the use of various parks under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Department and, potentially, other open
spaces.

SuU

LTS

sul

sul

SU <

Significant but Mitigable Impact (Transit Tower)

Level of

Significance (with Mi

tigation)

Draft Plan

No Project

Reduced Project

Reduced Shadow

Developer Alt.

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

CP-2. Development of the proposed Transit Tower could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of archeological
resources.

LSM

LTS

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM

F. Noise and Vibration

NO-4: The proposed Transit Tower project would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity, and it would not expose persons to noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance.

LSM

LTS

Lsm

Lsm

LSM &

NO-5: Construction of the proposed Transit Tower project would
result in a temporary and/or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels and vibration in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project.

LSM

LTS

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM

SU - Significant and Unavoidable
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan

LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation
U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan

LTS — Less than Significant

< — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT TOWER)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Significant but Mitigable Impact (Transit Tower)

Draft Plan

No Project

Reduced Project

Reduced Shadow

Developer Alt.

. Wind

C-WI: Implementation of the draft Plan and the proposed Transit
Tower, along with cumulative development, would neither cause
large increases in ground-level wind speeds over a substantial
portion of the Plan area, nor result in a new exceedance of the
wind hazard criterion.

LSM

LTS

Lsm

Lsm

LSM &

N. Biological Resources

BI-3: Development of the Transit Tower has the potential to
adversely impact species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

LSM

LTS

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM <

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HZ-7: Excavation for the proposed Transit Tower would require
the handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater,
potentially exposing workers and the public to hazardous
materials, or resulting in a release to the environment during
construction.

LSM

LTS

Lsm U

Lsm U

LSM <

Level of

Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact (Transit Tower)

Draft Plan

No Project

Reduced Project

Reduced Shadow

Developer Alt.

A. Land Use

LU-3: The implementation of the Transit Tower project would
neither divide an existing community nor substantially alter the
existing character of the Plan area.

LTS

LTs U

LTs U

LTs U

LTS

C-LU: The draft Plan, including the Transit Tower, along with
other cumulative development, would neither divide an existing
community nor substantially alter the existing character of the
Plan area.

LTS

LTs U

LTs U

LTs U

LTS &

SU - Significant and Unavoidable

LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan

LTS — Less than Significant
U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan

< — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan
S-87
207439
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TABLE S-4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT TOWER)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact (Transit Tower) Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

B. Aesthetics

AE-5: The implementation of the Transit Tower project would LTS LTS U LTs U LTS U LTS &
alter the visual character of the tower site vicinity and alter public
views of the site and the surrounding Plan area from key public
vantage points as well as alter views into the surrounding
neighborhoods from within the Plan area.

AE-6: The proposed Transit Tower would result in increased light LTS LTs U LTs U LTS U LTS
and glare.
C-AE-2: The proposed Transit Tower, in combination with the LTS LTs U LTs U LTS U LTS &

draft Plan and other foreseeable projects nearby, would alter the
visual character of the greater Downtown and would alter public
views of and through the greater Downtown, but would not
contribute considerably to this change, and would not adversely
affect scenic resources or substantially increase light and glare.

C. Population and Housing, Business Activity and Employment

PH-1: The incremental new development allowed by the Plan’s LTS LTs U LTs U LTS U LTS &
proposed rezoning, including the development of the proposed
Transit Tower, would induce growth in population and
employment, but the impact would not be substantial.

PH-2: The incremental new development allowed by the Plan’s LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
proposed rezoning, including the development of the proposed
Transit Tower, would not displace a large number of people
(involving either housing or employment)

PH-3: Neither the draft Plan nor the proposed Transit Tower LTS LTs U LTS U LTS U LTS &
would create substantial demand for additional housing in
San Francisco, or substantially reduce the housing supply.

C-PH: The draft Plan and proposed Transit Tower would not LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
contribute considerably to a substantial growth in population or
employment, to displacement of a large number of people, or to
substantial demand for additional housing in San Francisco, nor
would they reduce the housing supply.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT TOWER)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact (Transit Tower) Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

CP-6: Development of the proposed Transit Tower would not LTS LTs U LTS U LTS U LTS &
directly or indirectly result in substantial adverse changes in the
significance of historical resources.

E. Transportation

TR-11: Transit ridership generated by the proposed Transit LTS LTs U LTs U LTS U LTS &
Tower would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand
that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity
resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service, or cause a
substantial increase in delays or operating costs.

TR-13: The proposed project would not create potentially LTS LTS U LTS U LTS U LTS &
hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially
interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

TR-15: The proposed project would not result in inadequate LTS LTs U LTS U LTS U LTS &
emergency access.

F. Noise and Vibration

NO-6: The proposed Transit Tower project would not be LTS LTs U LTs U LTS U LTS &
substantially affected by existing noise levels.

G. Air Quality
AQ-6: Construction of the Transit Tower would result in emissions LTS LTs U LTs U LTS U LTS &

of criteria air pollutants, including ozone precursors, that would
contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in
a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutants, and
could expose sensitive receptors to construction dust.

AQ-8: Operation of the proposed Transit Tower would not conflict LTS LTS U LTS U LTS U LTS
with 2010 Clean Air Plan, result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is in nonattainment, either individually or cumulatively.

AQ-9: Operation of the proposed Transit Tower would not result LTS LTS U LTS U LTS U LTS &
in emissions of carbon monoxide that would exceed state or
federal standards, either individually or cumulatively.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT TOWER)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact (Transit Tower) Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

G. Air Quality (cont.)

AQ-10: Operation of the proposed Transit Tower would not expose LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
sensitive receptors to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants.

G. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GG-2: The proposed Transit Tower would not generate LTS LTS U LTS U LTS U LTS &
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would
have a significant impact on the environment, nor would the
project conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases.

. Wind

WI-1: The proposed Transit Tower would not result in a new LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
exceedance of the wind hazard criterion.

K. Recreation and Public Space

RE-2: The proposed Transit Tower would result in the increased LTS LTS U LTS U LTS U LTS =
use of existing neighborhood parks and recreational facilities, but
not to such a degree that would lead to or accelerate their
deterioration, nor require the construction of new facilities.

L. Utilities and Service Systems

UT-5: The proposed Transit Tower would not result in the need LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
for new or physically altered facilities related to water or
wastewater, energy, or solid waste.

C-UT: The draft Plan, including demand on public services from LTS LTS U LTS U LTS U LTS =
the proposed Transit Tower, would not result in a considerable
contribution to any significant impacts related to provision of
utilities and service systems.

M. Public Services

PS-4: The proposed Transit Tower would not result in the need LTS LTs U LTs U LTs U LTS &
for new or physically altered facilities related to police, fire
protection, or emergency medical services.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT TOWER)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact (Transit Tower) Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

M. Public Services (cont.)

C-PS: The draft Plan, including demand on public services from LTS LTS U LTs U LTS U LTS &
the proposed Transit Tower, would not result in a considerable
contribution to any significant impacts related to provision of
public services.

N. Biological Resources

BI-4: Implementation of the Transit Tower Project could interfere LTS LTS U LTS U LTS U LTS
substantially with the movement of native resident wildlife species
and with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

C-BI: Implementation of the Transit Center District Plan and the LTS LTS U LTS U LTs U LTS
Transit Tower project would not make a considerable contribution
to adverse effects on biological resources.

0. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

GE-5: The proposed Transit Tower would not expose people or LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known
earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced
ground failure, or landslides.

GE-6: The proposed Transit Tower would not result in substantial LTS LTs U LTS LTS & LTS &
erosion or loss of top soil.

GE-7: The proposed Transit Tower site would not be located on a LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become
unstable as a result of the project.

C-GE: The proposed Transit Tower, in combination with past, LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site
vicinity, would result in less-than-significant impacts related to
geology and soils.

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT TOWER)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact (Transit Tower) Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

P. Hydrology and Water Quality

HY-7: The proposed Transit Tower would not violate water quality LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

HY-8: The proposed Transit Tower would not substantially LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.

HY-9: The proposed Transit Tower would implement stormwater LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
control measures that would reduce the quantity and rate of
stormwater runoff to the combined sewer system, decreasing the
potential for erosion or flooding.

HY-10: The proposed Transit Tower would not contribute runoff LTS LTS U LTS & LTS & LTS &
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff.

HY-11: The proposed Transit Tower would not expose people, LTS LTS U LTS & LTS & LTS &
housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due to flooding.

HY-12: The proposed Transit Tower would not expose people or LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

C-HY: The proposed Transit Center District Plan and Transit LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
Tower, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would result in less-
than-significant cumulative impacts to hydrology and water
quality.

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HZ-6: The proposed Transit Tower would not create a significant LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous

materials.

HZ-8: Workers and the public would not be exposed to LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &

hazardous building materials as a result of construction of the
proposed Transit Tower. (No Impact)

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E S-92 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
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SUMMARY

TABLE S-4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE (TRANSIT TOWER)

Level of Significance (with Mitigation)

Less than Significant Impact (Transit Tower) Draft Plan No Project Reduced Project Reduced Shadow Developer Alt.

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)

HZ-9: The proposed Transit Tower would not impair LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

HZ-10: The proposed Transit Tower would not expose people or LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving

fires.

C-HZ: Implementation of the Transit Center District Plan and LTS LTs U LTS & LTS & LTS &

construction of the proposed Transit Tower, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
site vicinity, would result in less-than-significant impacts related
to hazards and hazardous materials.

R. Mineral and Energy Resources

ME-1: Neither the Transit Center District Plan nor the LTS LTS U LTS & LTS & LTS &
development of the Transit Tower would encourage activities
which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy,
or use these in a wasteful manner.

S. Agricultural and Forest Resources

AG-1: Neither the Transit Center District Plan nor the LTS U LTS LTS LTS &
development of the Transit Tower would convert farmland to non-
agricultural use or conflict with existing agricultural zoning or a
Williamson Act contract, conflict with zoning for forest land, result
in the loss of forest land to non-forest use, or involve any other
changes that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use or
convert forest land into non-forest use. (No Impact)

SU - Significant and Unavoidable LSM — Less than Significant with Mitigation LTS — Less than Significant
I — Greater Impact than with draft Plan U — Lesser Impact than with draft Plan < — Impact Comparable to that of draft Plan Bold indicates change in degree of impact from that of draft Plan.
Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E S-93 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
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CHAPTER |

Introduction

This environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes potential environmental effects associated with the
proposed Transit Center District Plan (draft Plan) project at a program level, and analyzes impacts of the
proposed Transit Tower at a project-specific level. The 2009 draft Plan proposes new planning policies
and controls for land use; urban form, including building height and design; street network
modifications/ public realm improvements; historic preservation; and district sustainability, including
enhancement of green building standards in the district, among other features. The Plan would allow for
height limit increases in subareas composed of multiple parcels or blocks within the Plan area. It also
includes one or more financial programs to support the development of the new Transit Center, which is
under construction and will replace the former Transbay Terminal as a regional transit hub. The
proposed Transit Tower would be a 61-story, 1,070-foot-tall (including sculptural element) building
containing approximately 1.3 million square feet of office space and about 16,500 square feet of retail
space. Further detail regarding the proposed project components that form the basis for the EIR analysis
are discussed in depth in Chapter II, Project Description.

A. Environmental Review

The Environmental Planning Division of the San Francisco Planning Department is serving as Lead
Agency responsible for administering the environmental review for the proposed project. CEQA requires
that before a decision can be made to approve a project that would pose potential adverse physical
effects, an EIR must be prepared that fully describes the environmental effects of the project. The EIR is a
public information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate
potential environmental impacts of a project, to recommend mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate
significant adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the project. The information contained
in the EIR is reviewed and considered by the Lead Agency prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or
modify the proposed project. CEQA requires that the Lead Agency shall neither approve nor implement
a project unless the project’s significant environmental effects have been reduced to a less-than-significant
level, essentially “eliminating, avoiding, or substantially lessening” the expected impact, except when
certain findings are made. If the Lead Agency approves a project that will result in the occurrence of
significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, the agency must state
the reasons for its action in writing, demonstrate that its action is based on the EIR or other information in

the record, and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations.

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E 1 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



|. INTRODUCTION

On July 20, 2008, the Planning Department sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to governmental agencies,
including responsible and trustee agencies, and to organizations and persons interested in the project.
The NOP is included as Appendix A of this EIR. The NOP requested agencies and interested parties to
comment on environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR. The comment letters received in
response to the Initial Study and the NOP are available for review as part of Case File No. 2007.0558E.
The Planning Department also conducted a public scoping meeting on August 5, 2008, to receive oral
comments on the scope of the EIR. Comments requested that the EIR analyze the following:

o effects on traffic, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists, potentially including specific standards for
non-auto travel modes and financing, scheduling, and monitoring of mitigation, including
applicable fees and fair-share contributions;

. cumulative impacts associated with potential future high-speed rail service to the new Transit
Center;

o potential contamination of soil and/or groundwater from historical uses and the resulting need for
remediation;

o shadow impacts on Recreation and Park Department parks, as well as recreation and park impacts
generally;

° wind effects, including combined effects of wind, shadow, and fog, and shading of sidewalks;

. visual impacts, including changes in views from entry points to the City and from elevated

viewpoints outside downtown;

o seismic impacts, including effects on emergency vehicle access;

. the potential for greater development intensity than proposed in the draft Plan;

] the use and applicability of the EIR and its analyses in consideration of development projects in the
Plan area.

The City has considered the public comments made by the public in preparing the Draft EIR for the
proposed project.

B. Purpose of This EIR

This EIR is intended as an informational document, that in and of itself does not determine whether a
project will be approved, but aids the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the potential
for significant and adverse impacts. In conformance with CEQA, California Public Resources Code,
Section 21000 et. seq., this EIR provides objective information addressing the environmental consequences

of the project and identifies possible means of reducing or avoiding its potentially significant impacts.

This document is a “program level” Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Transit Center District
Plan, as proposed by the San Francisco Planning Department, and a “project-level” EIR for the Transit
Tower. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, a program EIR may be prepared for a series of

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E 2 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



|. INTRODUCTION

actions that can be characterized as one large project, related, as in this case, geographically; as logical
parts in a chain of contemplated actions; and in connection with the issuance of rules, regulations, plans

and other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program.

Specific technical studies prepared for the environmental analysis of the Transit Center District Plan
project include a transportation study by AECOM (2011); historical resources background report Kelley &
VerPlanck (2009) and Carey & Co. (2010); shadow analysis by CADP (2011); and wind analysis by RWDI
Inc. (2011). These technical studies are detailed data reports and are available for review with the

San Francisco Planning Department, in Case File No. 2007.0558E. In addition, an Archeological Research
Design and Treatment Plan was prepared by Far Western Anthropological Research Group, Inc., Past
Forward Inc., and JRP Historical Consulting.

The state CEQA Guidelines define the role and expectations of this EIR as follows:

Information Document. An EIR is an informational document which will inform public agency
decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect(s) of a project,
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to
the project. The public agency shall consider the information in the EIR along with other
information which may be presented to the agency (Section 15121(a)).

Degree of Specificity. An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive
zoning ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected
to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the
specific construction projects that might follow (Section 15146(b)).

Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis
to provide decision-makers with information, which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental
effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.
The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at
full disclosure (Section 15151).

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382, define a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the
project....” Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the project, this EIR concentrates on its
substantial physical effects and upon mitigation measures to avoid, reduce, or otherwise alleviate those

effects.
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|. INTRODUCTION

C. Organization of the Draft EIR

This Draft EIR has been organized as follows:

Summary. This chapter summarizes the EIR by providing a concise overview of the project,
including the project description, the environmental impacts that would result from the project,
mitigation measures identified to reduce or eliminate these impacts, and alternatives to the
proposed project.

Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter (above) and the contents herein, including a discussion of
Environmental Review, a summary of the comments received on the scope of the EIR, and the
organization of the EIR.

Chapter 2, Project Description. This chapter discusses the project objectives, provides background
data on the project location, describes the operational and physical characteristics of the Master
Plan, and identifies required project approvals.

Chapter 3, Plans and Policies. This chapter provides a summary of the applicable plans, policies,
and regulations of the City and County of San Francisco (City), and regional, state, and federal
agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project site and discusses the proposed
project’s consistency with those policies.

Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts. This chapter describes the project’s existing
setting, environmental impacts, and cumulative impacts. Each environmental topic is discussed in
a separate section within this chapter.

Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations. This chapter presents any growth-inducing impacts that
would result from the proposed project, recapitulates the significant environmental effects that
cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, presents significant irreversible changes that
would result if the project is implemented, and presents any areas of controversy left to be resolved.

Chapter 6, Alternatives. This chapter presents the following alternatives to the proposed project:
the required No Project Alternative, the Reduced Project Alternative, and the Reduced Shadow
Alternative, as well as an alternative that reflects specific projects proposed and on file with the
Planning Department.

Appendices.

D. Public Participation

The state CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code encourage public
participation in the planning and environmental review processes. The City will provide opportunities
for the public to present comments and concerns regarding the CEQA and planning process. These
opportunities will occur during a public review and comment period and a public hearing before the
San Francisco Planning Commission. Written public comments may be submitted to the Planning
Department during the specified public review and comment period (indicated on the cover of this

DEIR), and written and oral comments may be presented at public hearings concerning the project.

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E 4 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



CHAPTER I

Project Description

A. Overview

The Transit Center District Plan (referred to hereinafter as the “Plan”) is a comprehensive plan for the
southern portion of San Francisco’s downtown Financial District, encompassing approximately 145 acres
roughly bounded by Market Street, Steuart Street, Folsom Street, and a line to the east of Third Street (see
Figure 1). The area includes private properties as well as properties owned or to be acquired by the
Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA)? in and around the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (for
which a redevelopment plan was adopted in 2005) and the Transbay Terminal/Transbay Transit Center
site.3 The Plan area includes all of Zone 2 of the Transbay Redevelopment Area; the Plan area also
includes most of Zone 1 but would not make any use district or height and bulk changes within Zone 1
(see Figure 1).% The Transit Tower, a high-rise office tower (up to approximately 1,070 feet tall)> would be
located on the south side of Mission Street between Fremont Street and First Street, adjacent to the new
Transbay Transit Center terminal currently under construction. The Transit Tower would be constructed
on land currently owned by the TJPA that is intended to be sold to a private developer for the purpose of
building the tower. The Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower together comprise the proposed

project analyzed in this EIR.

The project analyzed in this EIR is the draft Transit Center District Plan published in November 2009, and
the Transit Tower based on plans that accompanied a revised Environmental Review Application dated
March 18, 2011.

2 The TJPA is a Joint Powers Agency, formed pursuant to California Government Code Sections 6500 et seq.,
composed of the City and County of San Francisco, the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (“AC Transit”),
and the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board-Caltrain, which is authorized to develop, design, construct,
build, operate and maintain the new Transbay Transit Center. More information concerning the TJPA is
available at: http://transbaycenter.org/tjpa/about-the-tjpa.

3 Demolition of the Transbay Terminal for purposes of constructing the new terminal, known as the Transbay
Transit Center (or simply, the “Transit Center”), began August 2010. The Transit Center is now under
construction.

4 Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Area generally comprises the parcels formerly occupied by the Terminal
Separator Structure, which was the series of freeway ramps that formerly connected the Bay Bridge to the
Embarcadero Freeway and to on- and off-ramps at Beale and Main Streets. Zone 1 is under the direct land use
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. The remainder of the Transbay Redevelopment Area is
subject to the San Francisco Planning Code; in this Zone 2 the Redevelopment Agency has delegated its land use
authority to the Planning Department.

5 The current design of the Transit Tower, as of spring 2011, is for a building 920 feet tall to the roof, with an
unoccupied sculptural element rising an additional 150 feet, for a total height of 1,070 feet.

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E 5 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
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Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project would result in new planning policies and controls for land use; urban form,
including building height and design; street network modifications/public realm improvements; historic
preservation; and district sustainability, including the enhancement of green building standards in the
district, among other features. The Plan would allow for height limit increases in subareas composed of
multiple parcels or blocks within the Plan area. It also includes one or more financial programs to support
the Transit Center Program® and other public infrastructure and amenities in the area, through the
implementation of one or more new fees, taxes, or assessments that would be applied to new

development.

The proposed project would result in a comprehensive plan and implementing mechanisms, including
General Plan, Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments, as necessary.

The main goals and objectives of the proposed Plan are listed below. In general, they include increasing
the amount of allowable development in the transit-rich downtown core, while at the same time
improving public amenities, modifying the system of streets and circulation to meet the needs and goals
of a dense transit-oriented district, providing additional open space, and implementing policies to

preserve existing historic structures and to promote sustainability.

This document is a “program level” Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Transit Center District
Plan, as proposed by the San Francisco Planning Department, and a “project level” EIR for the Transit
Tower. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, a program EIR may be prepared for a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project, related, as in this case, geographically; as logical
parts in a chain of contemplated actions; and in connection with the issuance of rules, regulations, plans

and other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program.

In addition to the new policies and controls (including modified building height controls) proposed by
the Planning Department for the Transit Center District Plan, the EIR also analyzes, at a programmatic
level, a Developer-Proposed Scenario that reflects certain applications submitted to the Planning
Department by private project sponsors proposing individual buildings, which in some cases exceed or
differ from the height limits identified in the proposed Plan.”

The Transit Tower, the subject of the project-level analysis, is described in greater detail below, in
Section IL.D, beginning on p. 38.

The “Transit Center Program” includes the new Transbay Transit Center on the site of the former Transbay
Terminal, the downtown extension of rail for Caltrain and future California High-Speed Rail from the current
rail terminus at 4th/King Streets into the Transit Center, along with ancillary bus ramps and bus staging areas.

7 These individual proposed projects include 350 Mission Street (Case No. 2006.1524; Final EIR certified and
project approved on February 10, 2011), 50 First Street (Case No 2006.1523), 41 Tehama Street (Case No.
2008.0801), 181 Fremont Street (Case No. 2007.0456), and 2 New Montgomery Street (Case No. 2005.1101). These
case files are available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
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Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

B. Project Objectives

The Project Sponsor for the Transit Center District Plan is the San Francisco Planning Department.

According to the Plan:

The overarching premise of the Transit Center District Plan is to continue the concentration of
additional growth where it is most responsible and productive to do so—in proximity to

San Francisco’s greatest concentration of public transit service. The increase in development, in
turn, will provide additional revenue for the Transit Center project and for the necessary
improvements and infrastructure in the District.

A fundamental premise underlying the Transit Center District Plan is that, to accommodate projected
office-related job growth in San Francisco, particularly under a so-called “Smart Growth” scenario? in
which job growth is maximized in transit-accessible locations, additional office development capacity
must be provided in downtown San Francisco. According to a study commissioned by the Planning
Department, “there is about half of the necessary development capacity under current zoning to
accommodate downtown projected job growth for the next 25 years.”10 Accordingly, the draft Plan seeks
to “maintain Downtown San Francisco as the region’s premier location for transit-oriented job growth
within the Bay Area” (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objective 1.1) and to “reinforce the role of downtown
within the City as its major job center by protecting and enhancing the central district’s remaining

capacity, principally for employment growth” (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objective 1.2).

The project objectives for the Transit Center District Plan are set forth in the draft Plan’s five

“fundamental core goals,” which are as follows:!1

(1)  Build on the General Plan’s Urban Design Element and Downtown Plan, establishing controls,
guidelines, and standards to advance existing policies of livability, as well as those that protect the
unique qualities of place;

(2) Capitalize on major transit investment with appropriate land use in the downtown core, with an
eye toward long-term growth considerations;

(3)  Create a framework for a network of public streets and open spaces that support the transit system,
and provides a wide variety of public amenities and a world-class pedestrian experience;

4 Generate financial support for the Transbay Transit Center project, district infrastructure, and other
pp y proj
public improvements; and

(5)  Ensure that the Transit Center District is an example of comprehensive environmental
sustainability in all regards.

8 November 2009 draft, p. 4

The “Smart Growth” scenario was included in analysis of the demand for office space in San Francisco
conducted in support of preparation of the draft Plan. This analysis is contained in: Seifel Associates,
“Downtown San Francisco: Market Demand, Growth Projections, and Capacity Analysis.” May 2008; p. II-9.
Available on the Transit Center District Plan webpage (reviewed January 8, 2011) at:
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/CDG/docs/transit center/R TransitCenter 051308 Final.pdf.

10 November 2009 draft, p. 15; based on Seifel Associates study cited in footnote 9.

11 November 2009 draft, p. 4
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Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Additionally, the proposed Plan has three “sustainability goals,” which are also project objectives:

(1)  Support (and where possible exceed) existing city environmental, sustainability and climate change
objectives;

(2)  Require and enable low impact, high performance development within the Transit Center

development area; and

(3)  Pursue the coordination and planning for district-level sustainability programs and objectives.

For purposes of this EIR, the Project Sponsor for the Transit Tower is the Transbay Joint Powers
Authority (TJPA). The objectives for the Transit Tower include the following, in addition to the project

objectives applicable to the entire Plan area:

(1)  Create a signature building to serve as the new visual focus of downtown San Francisco;

(2)  Provide complementary design of and access between the new Transit Center and the proposed
Transit Tower (although the two structures have been designed to be constructed independently),
along with accompanying open space and public amenities;

(8)  Generate substantial funding from the development rights for the tower to help enable successful
completion of the Transit Center Program, including construction of the approved Transit Center
with capability to accommodate regional and local bus service, a future downtown Caltrain
extension, and future high-speed rail service; and

(4)  Create a substantial amount of new transit-oriented office and retail space.

C. Background

The proposed Transit Center District Plan (November 2009 draft) builds on a number of prior and current
planning efforts that have sought to shape the intensity, design, and pattern of future development in the
vicinity of the project site. The most notable of these are the Downtown Plan (an area plan within the

San Francisco General Plan), which was adopted by the City in 1985, and the Urban Design Element of the
General Plan, which was adopted by the City in 1971.

In addition, in response to more recent development trends and infrastructure investments in the vicinity
of downtown San Francisco, the Planning Department has determined that it is appropriate to draft a
comprehensive plan for the area around the Transbay Transit Center. The proposed plan is, therefore,

analyzed in the context of the following concurrent plans and projects:

. Transbay Transit Center/Downtown Rail Extension — The Transit Center terminal will replace the
former Transbay Terminal with a new modern multimodal Transit Center that will serve multiple
local and regional transportation systems under one roof and anchor the Transbay Redevelopment
Area. The new terminal will replace the former Transbay Terminal as the downtown terminal for
much of the service provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), AC Transit,
SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit, along with Greyhound bus service. Assuming that additional
funding is secured, the Transit Center also would accommodate an underground extension of the
Caltrain line as well as the future California High-Speed Rail from Fourth and King Streets to the
new terminal. The new Transit Center and the rail extension were analyzed in an EIS/EIS prepared
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in 2004 and subsequently amended.12 The Transit Center will also include a new 5-acre public open
space, known as “City Park,” atop the Transit Center building; this park is planned as part of the
initial phase of the new Transit Center, which is currently under construction, and is not dependent
on the Caltrain or high-speed rail component.

. Transbay Redevelopment Plan — The Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, created in 2005,
encompasses about 55 acres and is generally bounded by Mission, Main, Folsom, and Second
Streets. The Redevelopment Plan area contains the former Transbay Terminal and access ramps, as
well as a number of vacant and underutilized properties and older buildings, many of which are
substantially deteriorated and/or constructed of unreinforced masonry. The Plan sets forth various
projects and programs that will be funded with tax increment dollars over the life of the
Redevelopment Plan. Proceeds from the sale of the property and approximately $178 million of the
net tax increment will be pledged to the Transbay Joint Powers Authority to help pay the cost of
rebuilding the Transbay Terminal as an improved, modern regional transit hub (the Transit
Center). The Plan also calls for new residential development on parcels along Folsom Street
formerly occupied by the Embarcadero Freeway ramps, as well as a tower adjacent to the new
terminal (the Transit Tower site). The Transbay Redevelopment Plan was also analyzed in the
previously-referenced EIS/EIR for the Transbay Transit Center/Rail Extension.

J Rincon Hill Plan — The Rincon Hill Plan, adopted in 2005, encourages high-density residential
development and greater building heights in the area between Folsom Street and the Bay Bridge.
The goal of the Plan is to encourage the ongoing transformation of the area into a new mixed-use
high-density residential neighborhood adjacent to the downtown, with both strong urban design
controls and implementing mechanisms to fund the necessary public infrastructure, including open
space, streets, community facilities, and affordable housing. Together with plans for the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan, the Rincon Hill Plan will create housing for as many as 20,000 new residents.
The Plan calls for location of retail shops and neighborhood services along Folsom Street, and
transformation of Main, Beale, and Spear Streets into traffic-calmed, landscaped residential streets
lined with townhouses and front doors. Funding for the acquisition and development of open
space in the district is also included, from development impact fees.

The Planning Department has determined that, due to the changes described above, coupled with the
realization of moving forward with the Transit Center Program and the fact that substantial growth has
occurred in the 25 years since the Downtown Plan was adopted, the land uses, urban form and public
realm of the downtown core should be reexamined. This planning effort is intended to shape the next
generation of downtown growth, extrapolating on the core principles of city building at the heart of the

Urban Design Element and Downtown Plan.

The proposed Transit Center District Plan is intended to build on the Downtown Plan, which envisioned
the area around the former Transbay Terminal as the heart of the expanded downtown. In contrast to the

adopted Transbay Redevelopment Plan, which focuses mostly on public properties south of the Transit

12 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, the City and County of San Francisco,

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Transbay Terminal/Caltrain
Downtown Extension Redevelopment Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report and
Section 4(f) Evaluation, June 2004, and subsequently published Addenda 1 through 5 (SCH #95063004). Available
along with addenda to the EIS/EIR, at http://transbaycenter.org/tjpa/documents/environmental-documents.
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Center along Folsom Street, this new effort focuses on both private properties and properties owned or to
be owned by the TJPA around the Transit Center itself and extending toward Market Street. The Transit
Center District Plan includes mechanisms to direct funding to the construction of the Transit Center and

other public improvements in the area.

The Transit Center District Plan area overlaps with the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, and
includes all of Zone 2 of the Transbay Redevelopment area, with the exception of a “tail” that extends
southward from Folsom Street generally along Essex Street to encompass elevated bus ramps and the
right-of-way of former freeway off-ramps.!3 The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency has implemented
a Delegation Agreement with the Planning Department to generally delegate responsibility and
jurisdiction for planning, zoning, and project entitlements in Zone 2 to the Planning Department and
Planning Commission. The Redevelopment Plan is being implemented in partnership with the
Redevelopment Agency and involves review by the Agency’s Transbay Citizens” Advisory Committee.

D. Project Components

Transit Center District Plan

Location

As noted above, the Plan area is located in the southern portion of the downtown Financial District,
roughly bounded by Market Street, Steuart Street, Folsom Street, and a line to the east of Third Street. It
includes all of Zone 2 of the Transbay Redevelopment Area, and includes a portion of Zone 1 (see
Figure 1), only for streetscape changes and roadway modifications consistent with the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan. No changes in land use controls are proposed for Zone 1. Altogether, the Plan area
comprises approximately 145 acres and is surrounded by the Financial District, Rincon Hill, the
waterfront, and the Yerba Buena Center neighborhoods; it is centered on the site of the former Transbay
Terminal, which was demolished in 2010. The Plan area boundary delineates the designated area that is
analyzed in this EIR.

Existing Land Use Controls

The principal land use in the Plan area is office, although the Plan area also contains retail and mixed-
used developments, as well as a limited number of residential buildings, two hotels —the Palace on New
Montgomery and a Courtyard by Marriott on Second Street—and a limited amount of institutional and
light industrial or Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses. (Two additional hotels, the St. Regis
and the W, are on Third Street, just outside the Plan area.) In terms of zoning, the Transit Center District
Plan area is generally composed of the Downtown Office (C-3-O), Downtown Office (Special
Development) (C-3-O (SD)), Downtown Support (C-3-S), Transbay Downtown Residential (TB-DTR), and

13 The draft Plan includes streetscape changes and road modifications within Zone 1 of the Transbay
Redevelopment Area, although no land use or height changes are proposed within this area.
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Public (P) use districts, the last one primarily encompassing the site of the former Transbay Terminal and
its ramps (see Figure 2). Areas zoned TB-DTR comprise Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Area.

In terms of permitted uses, the C-3-O and C-3-O (SD) districts, which make up the majority of the Plan
area, both permit office uses as principal uses and include controls that generally encourage concentrated,
high density office development. Residential uses and some related retail and service uses are also
permitted within these districts. In addition, the C-3-O (SD) district allows a lesser intensity of
development, measured in terms of floor area ratio, as of right than does the C-3-O district, but the

C-3-O (SD) district also permits unused development potential on lots containing historic resources from
other C-3 districts to be directed to sites in the C-3-O (SD) district through the transferrable development
rights (TDR) process, discussed below. Notwithstanding this distinction, all other provisions listed for the
C-3-O district also apply to the C-3-O (SD) district. Both districts permit the same maximum floor area
ratio of 18:1.

Those portions of the Plan area within the P zoning district are intended for some form of public use,
including open space, while the areas designated TB-DTR are entirely within the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area and are, therefore, envisioned for high-density, predominantly residential
uses, with some retail uses and open space, as provided for in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and its
companion documents, including the Design for the Development and the Development Controls and Design
Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project.

The Plan area also contains the Transbay C-3 Special Use District (SUD), which is coterminous with
Zone 2 of the Redevelopment Area, and which contains additional land use controls to implement the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan and its companion documents (Planning Code Section 249.28). In general,
these controls require proposed development within the SUD to undertake streetscape improvements,
deposit fees into the Downtown Open Space Fund and pay other fees into the Redevelopment Agency’s
Citywide Affordable Housing Fund to construct affordable housing on-site!# and, for any parcels
adjacent or facing the new Transit Center and its ramp structures, provide active ground floor uses and

direct pedestrian access from these areas to the ramps around the future Transit Center.

Existing Height Controls

The Plan area contains a mixture of height and bulk districts within its boundaries. The height districts
range from 30 feet to 550 feet and bulk districts include X, I and S.1° Figure 3 presents existing and
proposed height limits. Because the existing controls in the Plan area support and encourage high-density

office development, and because the Plan area is located in an area supported by a wide range of public

14 Contribution to funds and payment of fees are similar to requirements established in other districts; however,

these funds are directed specifically to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.

The X bulk district places no limitations on building bulk and applies only in height districts that permit
relatively shorter buildings. The I bulk district limits building bulk (i.e., requires setbacks in larger buildings)
above 150 feet. The S bulk district, unique to the C-3 (Downtown) use districts, limits building bulk based on
formulae determined by the width of adjacent streets and the height of the building. It also sets absolute limits
on the bulk of high rise towers.

15
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transit systems and is in close proximity to the historical financial and commercial core of San Francisco,
the project vicinity contains a large number of mid-rise and high-rise buildings as compared to other
parts of San Francisco. Consistent with the Downtown Plan’s direction to expand the traditional
downtown to a new “South Financial District” around the site of the former Transbay Terminal, the Plan
area’s 550-foot height limits in the vicinity of the terminal site are the greatest heights currently permitted
anywhere in San Francisco, with the exception of a single parcel on Rincon Hill and a single parcel on
Folsom Street in Zone 1.

Proposed Planning Policies and Land Use Controls

The draft Plan would rezone the bulk of the Plan area to the C-3-O (SD) use district, with the exception of
Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, which would not change, and most existing P Districts
(other than the Transit Tower site), which would remain similar to present conditions.1® The Plan would
also include additional policies and land use controls intended to implement the Plan. These proposed
policies and land use controls are described below and would fall under six major categories: Land Use,
Urban Form, Public Realm, Moving About (transportation), Historic Preservation, and District

Sustainability.

Selected Plan objectives and policies are included below; a complete list of objectives and policies

proposed as part of the draft Transit Center District Plan is provided in Appendix B.

Land Use

Creation of a Commercial District

As a prelude to drafting the Transit Center District Plan, the Planning Department commissioned a study
to evaluate the future of job and housing growth in San Francisco.l” The study’s conclusions were that,
particularly with the implementation of so-called “smart growth” policies across the Bay Area that
encourage development of jobs near transit, downtown San Francisco would not be able to provide
sufficient space for anticipated growth in office space based on existing zoning. On the other hand, the
downtown has sufficient capacity to accommodate the demand for future residential development,

whether based on historical trends or smart growth forecasts.!8

Accordingly, one of the major goals of the draft Plan is to ensure that there is sufficient growth

opportunity for high-density, largely office-based, jobs in the downtown core, immediately proximate to

16 Changes to P Districts would consist of elimination of P zoning on an approximately 60-foot-wide strip on the

east side of Main Street south of Mission Street; elimination of P zoning on the block bounded by Howard,
Steuart, Folsom, and Spear Streets (former Embarcadero Freeway right-of-way); reconfiguration of P parcels
along the realigned route of the Transit Center ramps between Tehama and Howard Streets; and rezoning of the
Transit Tower site to C-3-O (SD).

Seifel Associates, “Downtown San Francisco: Market Demand, Growth Projections, and Capacity Analysis.”
May 2008; see footnote 9, p. 8.

The Seifel Associates study did not consider affordability of housing; provision of sufficient housing that is
affordable to lower-income residents remains an ongoing concern of the City, but is not addressed in this
discussion. The study referenced herein is available on the internet at:
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/CDG/docs/transit _center/R TransitCenter 051308 Final.pdf.

17
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the region’s best transit service. To this end, the Plan would limit the amount of non-office space in major
new construction within a portion of the Plan area, as a mechanism to attain an overall ratio of no less
than 70 percent office space within the Plan area. To achieve this, the Plan proposes two additional
zoning changes in addition to rezoning to C-3-O (SD): elimination of limits on floor area ratio (FAR)!?

and enactment of limits on the amount of non-commercial development in the core of the Plan area.

The maximum permitted FAR is currently 18:1. The base allowable FAR in the Plan area varies from 5:1
in C-3-5 districts to 9:1 in C-3-O districts. At present, a project may achieve up to a maximum of 18:1
through purchase and application of transferrable development rights (TDR) from qualifying historic
buildings in the downtown. (Future use of TDR is discussed under Historic Preservation, p. 32, below.)
The draft Plan proposes the following zoning changes:

o Rezone the entre Plan area to C-3-O (SD) and eliminate the maximum 18:1 cap on Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) limit on development in this zone (November 2009 Draft Plan, p. 18).

The limit on non-commercial development would occur through creation of a sub-district within the Plan
area within which major new construction on large sites would be required to have a minimum ratio of
commercial to non-commercial (e.g. residential, hotel, cultural) uses. The proposed requirement is as

follows:

J On development sites larger than 15,000 square feet within a prescribed sub-area of the C-3-O (SD)
district, new construction greater than 6:1 FAR would be required to have at least two square feet
of commercial space for every one square foot of residential space. (November 2009 Draft Plan,

p- 19; April 2012 Plan Supplement, p. 3)

The C-3-O (SD) Subdistrict in which the limits on non-commercial space would apply is proposed to be
bounded generally by Market Street on the north, Main Street on the east, Zone 1 of the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan and Tehama Street on the south, and midway between Second and New
Montgomery Streets on the west. Figure 2, p. 13, illustrates the proposed C-3-O (SD) Subdistrict described

above, as well as other proposed changes in Planning Code use districts.

To maximize the potential for the Plan area to accommodate future job growth, the Plan also proposes a
minimum level of development—a FAR of at least 9:1 —on sites larger than 15,000 square feet. According
to the draft Plan, “to site buildings of modest scale on the few handful of downtown sites adjacent to
regional transit that are considered appropriate for taller and denser buildings is probably not the best
long-term land use or transportation decision.”?0 In addition, the draft Plan seeks to encourage
continuous consumer retail uses on key street frontages, and maximize the diversity of businesses on the
ground floor to create lively destination commercial areas. Establishment of zoning controls to achieve

the following would address this goal:

19" Floor area ratio is the ratio of total floor area within a building (absent specified exceptions) to the size of the lot.

That is, a three-story building that fully covers its lot would have a floor area ratio (not counting exceptions) of
3:1.
20 November 2009 draft, p. 20.
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. Active retail uses are required along the following frontages:

- 2nd Street between Market and Folsom streets
- Natoma between 2nd Street and half way between 2nd and 1st streets
- Ecker Street and the continuation of Ecker Street between Market and Mission streets

. Banks/credit unions/financial service, insurance, travel agencies, offices, and gyms/health clubs are
not permitted on the first floor along the frontages listed above. Building lobbies should be located
on alternative street frontages, if available, to those listed above.

. Buildings fronting on non-service pedestrian alleys (Ecker, Elim, Malden, Oscar) should be lined at
the ground level with active uses—lobbies, retail, public open space (November 2009 Draft Plan,

p- 21).

In addition to the elimination of limit on FAR, the draft Plan would also eliminate the existing maximum
dwelling unit density in the C-3-O (SD) use district. Thus, both residential and non-residential density
would be limited only by building height and bulk restrictions. The Draft Plan also proposes elimination
of the requirement for Conditional Use authorization for residential densities greater than 1 unit per

125 square feet of lot area.

Urban Form: Building Heights and Design

As noted, the Plan seeks to build upon the Downtown Plan and the Urban Design Element of the General
Plan. “These plans set out the policies that have achieved the characteristics of downtown San Francisco
we enjoy today: a compact, human-scaled, walkable and dynamic urban center and a dramatic
concentrated skyline set against the natural backdrop of the city’s hills. [The Plan’s urban design
framework] builds on the core principles of city form established in these two plans. It presents key
objectives and policies for directing new development in a manner that enhances the overall cityscape

and builds upon established and planned transit assets downtown.”21

Figure 3, p. 14, illustrates the proposed height limits under the draft Plan and the specific subareas where
height limits are proposed to be increased within the Plan area.

The draft Plan seeks to create an “elegant skyline ... with its apex at the Transit Center, and tapering in all
directions” so that the Transit Center becomes “the center of downtown, reinforcing the primacy of
public transit in organizing the City’s development pattern” (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objectives 2.2
and 2.3).

The greatest proposed height limit is a 1,000-foot height district at a site on the south side of Mission
Street between First and Fremont Streets, adjacent to the north side of the new Transit Center. This is the
site of the proposed Transit Tower, which the Plan envisions as the City’s tallest structure, with an
“enclosed” height (i.e., the height to the highest occupiable floor and mechanical level, if the latter would
cast shadow on protected parks) of 1,000 feet (November Draft Plan, Policy 2.1). The Plan also calls for a
sculptural element atop the 1,000-foot-tall tower, provided that this element does not result in
“significant” shadows (November Draft Plan, Policy 2.2).22 Other height districts that exceed the current
maximum of 550 feet would allow for approximately six very tall buildings nearby whose height—up to
a maximum of 850 feet—would be appropriately shorter than the Transit Tower. The Transit Tower

21 November 2009 draft, p.23.
22 Asnoted previously, and discussed in more detail in the description of the proposed Transit Tower, p. 38, the
current proposed height for the Transit Tower is 920 feet to the roof and 1,070 feet in total.
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would be required to be developed at a minimum height of 750 feet, and a minimum total height with
architectural feature of 950 feet (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 2.6).

South towards Folsom Street, heights would not be increased above generally prevailing existing height
limits to provide for “a lower ‘saddle’ to clearly distinguish the downtown from the Rincon Hill form and
to maintain views between the city’s central hills and the Bay Bridge” (November 2009 Draft Plan,

Policy 2.4).

The Plan proposes an 850-foot height district on the west side of First Street between Stevenson Street and
Elim Alley, just north of First Street (see Figure 3). Recognizing that private interests will be responsible
for the majority of development activity in the Plan area, the Plan calls for consideration of shifting this
zone slightly to the west, along Mission Street, 10 years hence should no building taller than 700 feet be
erected in the 850-foot zone. The Plan also states that, if the Transit Tower is ultimately constructed to a
height less than 900 feet, the City should consider creating a 1,000-foot height zone near First and Mission
Streets to ensure creation of “a new crown to the skyline adjacent to the Transit Center” (April 2012 Plan
Supplement).22a

Table 1 summarizes the proposed changes to height districts within each of the Plan subareas.

Shadow on Public Spaces

Because the Transit Center District Plan calls for changes in height limits that would permit buildings up
to 450 feet or more (including sculptural elements) than are permitted currently, the draft Plan considers
potential shading impacts on public open spaces. The Plan expressly acknowledges that new buildings
600 feet and taller could add new shadow to certain public open spaces, including Union Square, St.
Mary’s Square, Portsmouth Square, and Ferry Park and Justin Herman Plaza (the latter two of which
extend from Washington Street to south of Market Street). The draft Plan notes that some of the initial
proposals for increased height limits were adjusted as a result of a preliminary analysis of shadow
impacts. The Plan calls for potential improvements to some of the affected parks, as well as the creation of
new open spaces within the Plan area. The Plan proposes, however, that shadow impacts of tall buildings
be considered in light of the Plan’s other goals and objectives, including creating a graceful skyline form

and accommodating future job growth, and the draft Plan proposes policy language to this effect:

Balance consideration of shadow impacts on key public open spaces with other major goals and
objectives of the plan, and if possible, avoid shading key public spaces during prime usage times
(November 2009 Draft Plan, Objective 2.5).23

The April 2012 Supplement to the draft Plan proposes to limit shadow effects from buildings taller than

the existing maximum height limit of 550 feet, stating:

223 Final Supplement to the Transit Center District Plan; available on the internet at: http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/CDG/docs/transit_center/TCDP_Initiation I PlanAddendum.pdf.

The draft Plan does not propose revisions to Planning Code Section 295, which generally prohibits the approval of
projects that would shade Recreation and Park Department properties during the period from one hour after
sunrise to one hour before sunset, unless the Planning Commission, upon the advice of the Recreation and Park
Commission, determines that the shadow would have an insignificant impact on the use of the property.

23

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E 18 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

o The typical height limit rules that apply to buildings in the S bulk districts which allow tower
extensions and that govern architectural elements at the tops of buildings should not apply to
buildings taller than 550 feet. Instead, a new bulk district, S-2, with specific rules should be crafted
to apply to such tall buildings to reflect their central and iconic positions on the skyline in order to
enhance their appearance while minimizing potential visual and shadow impacts.

® Under existing zoning, Planning Code Section 263.9 allows a building to have additional height up to
10 percent above the height limit if the bulk of the building’s “upper tower” (approximately the upper
one-third) is reduced by a specified percentage (defined in Section 271), compared to the bulk that would
result from a vertical extension of the lower tower. As a condition of the additional height, the Planning
Commission must find, pursuant to the Section 309 approval process, that “the upper tower volume is
distributed in a way that will add significantly to the sense of slenderness of the building and to the
visual interest to the termination of the building, and that the added height will improve the appearance
of the sky-line when viewed from a distance, will not adversely affect light and air to adjacent properties,
and will not add significant shadows to public open spaces.”

® The draft Plan, as amended, proposes that, in the proposed new S-2 bulk district, buildings greater than
550 feet in height may gain approval for additional height only to accommodate unoccupied building
features, including mechanical/elevator penthouses, enclosed and unenclosed rooftop screening, and
“unenclosed architectural features.” The Planning Commission would have to review and approve such
additional height pursuant to Planning Code Section 309, and would have to determine that three specific
criteria are met: 1) the additional building elements would “not add more than insignificant amounts of
additional shadow compared to the same building without such additional elements on any public open
space”; 2) other than a spire limited to 50 feet in height and 18 feet in maximum plan dimension, the
additional height would be limited to 7.5 percent of the roof height of the highest occupied floor (except
that no limit would apply to a building in the 1,000-foot height district —which is to say that the proposed
Transit Tower would not be limited in the height of its rooftop sculptural feature); and 3) the additional
rooftop building elements “are designed as integral components of the building design, enhance both the
overall silhouette of the building and the City skyline as viewed from distant public vantage points by
producing an elegant and unique building top, and achieve overall design excellence” (April 2012 Plan
Supplement, p. 6)

A complete analysis of potential shadow impacts of the draft Plan and the proposed Transit Tower can be
found in Section IV.], Shadow, p. 466.
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TABLE 1
PROPOSED HEIGHT LIMIT INCREASES

Existing Height Limits Proposed Height Limit
Subarea Location (feet) (feet)
1. Transit Tower (Mission and First Streets) 30 1,000
2. Between Fremont and Beale Streets, north and south of Mission Ranges from 450 to 550 700
Street
3. East side of Fremont Street, north of Howard Street 350 700
4. Between Fremont and Beale Streets, from Howard Street south Ranges from 80 to 350 350 to 400
to Clementina Street
5. Between Clementina and Folsom Streets, from Second Street to
200 250
Essex Street
6. Between Natoma and Howard Streets, east of Second Street 450 750
7. Between Stevenson Street and Elim Alley, west of First Street 550 850
8. Between Jessie and Mission Streets, mid-block between First
550 700
and Anthony Streets
9. South side of Tehama Street, mid-block between First and
200 360
Second Streets
10. North side of Tehama Street, mid-block between First and 200 350
Second Streets
11. Between Stevenson and Jessie Streets, from Annie to west of
300 600
New Montgomery Streets
12. Between Natoma Street and Howard Street, mid-block between 250 350

New Montgomery and Third Streets

SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department, 2009; 2012

Building Bulk and Design Guidelines
The Plan proposes guidelines regarding bulk and building form that build upon the standards established

in the Downtown Plan, and proposes ground-floor design standards that are meant to encourage active and
spacious ground floors, promote continuous street-level facades, and allow for the widening of sidewalks in

areas where the redevelopment of contiguous parcels is anticipated to occur.

While the Plan proposes the elimination of maximum limits on floor area ratio, existing tower separation
rules in the C-3 districts would remain in force, and would be extended to cover buildings greater than
the current maximum 550-foot height limit, such that the top of a 1,000-foot-tall building would have to
be set back 70 feet from the center of a typical major street in the Plan area. Also, where multiple towers
are developed on the same property, setbacks of up to 70 feet would apply to these towers, as well to

towers on separate lots.

The upper portions of tall towers (generally the top one-third of new buildings greater than 550 feet in
height, referred to as the “upper tower”) would be required to have an average floor plate that is at least

25 percent smaller than, and an average diagonal dimension at least 14 percent less than, that of the
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“lower tower” (the remainder of the building above the base). This requirement is similar to, although
less restrictive than, the volume reduction requirement currently contained in Planning Code

Section 270(d)(3)(B), which requires that the upper tower contain floor plates up to 40 percent smaller
than those of the lower tower.

The draft Plan proposes to strengthen the Downtown Plan’s controls that call for the base of a tall
building to be differentiated from the tower above, with the intent of establishing a more comfortable
pedestrian environment at the ground level by limiting the height of continuous building facades rising
from the sidewalk, requiring horizontal breaks at the streetwall height (between 50 and 110 feet), and
encouraging the intermingling of lower scale building among the taller ones. Whereas the Downtown
Plan includes a policy calling for a horizontal element (a “belt course”) on the fagade in a manner that
suggests a human-scaled building base, the draft Plan states that “this architectural feature alone is
insufficient”?# to visually break up a very tall street wall that extends straight up from grade. By
including this direction, the Plan would promote a more modest pedestrian scale at the ground level and
would ensure that any proposed high-rise buildings proposed within the Plan area boundaries establish a
distinct base element that defines the street realm at a comfortable height (no more than 1.25 times the
width of the street).

To achieve these objectives, the draft Plan includes the following objectives and policies:

o Ensure that buildings taller than 150 feet establish a distinct base element to define the street realm
at a comfortable height of not more than 1.25 times the width of the street.

- Such a base element must be discernable from the tower form by any combination of upper
level setbacks, projections, or other building features or articulations.

- provide combined horizontal relief of at least 10 feet for at least 60 percent of the lot width.

- Recesses of the base or changes of material alone are not sufficient streetwall defining
treatments (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 2.10).

. A setback of 15 feet would be required within the existing New Montgomery-Second Street
Conservation District (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 2.11).25

The draft Plan seeks to “ensure that development is pedestrian-oriented, fostering a vital and active street
life” (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objective 2.12) through a number of design guidelines and directives.

These include the following proposed policies:

o Limit the street frontage width of lobbies to 40 feet in width or 25 percent of the street frontage of
the building, whichever is larger, and require the remaining frontage to be lined with public
oriented uses, including commercial uses and public space (November 2009 Draft Plan,

Policy 2.19);

24 November 2009 draft, p. 34.

25 This district, listed in Article 11 of the Planning Code, is proposed in the draft Plan to be expanded and renamed
the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District; see discussion in Section IV.D, Cultural
Resources, p. 32.
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. Eliminate the Floor Area Ratio penalty for tall floors (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 2.23);2¢ and

o Prohibit access to off-street parking and loading on key street frontages. Whenever possible, all
loading areas should be accessed from alleys (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 2.24).

In addition, the Plan calls for amendment of Planning Code Section 136 to permit overhead horizontal
projections of a decorative character deeper than 1 foot at all levels of a building on major streets
(November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 2.18).

Further, arcades would be discouraged (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 2.20), and ground-level
facades would be required to have substantial transparency (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 2.21).

The draft Plan would pursue building setbacks along designated streets (see below) to allow for
additional sidewalk widening beyond the widths called for in the public realm plan (see below, p. 21). A
12.5-foot setback would be required along the south side of Mission Street between First and Fremont
Streets (location of the Transit Tower site). The proposed Plan also recommends 10-foot building setbacks

be considered on the following frontages, depending on the sequence and particulars of development:

. North side of Mission Street between First and Second Streets;

° North side of Howard Street between First Street and Second Street; and

o West side of First Street between Market and Mission Streets (November 2009 Draft Plan,
Policy 2.14 and 2.15).

Where applicable, such setbacks must be designed as an extension of the sidewalk, and must be:

o at sidewalk grade;
. completely free of all columns or other building elements; and
o open at all times for pedestrian circulation.

Finally, the draft Plan includes objectives and policies calling for high-quality building design and
materials, including “green” building techniques such as use of materials that absorb minimal heat and

the creation of “living,” or planted walls.

Public Realm

Pedestrian Environment and Circulation

The draft Plan would build on the Downtown Streetscape Plan of 1995, as well as the 2006 Streetscape
and Open Space Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Area and the citywide Better Streets Plan, adopted
in 2010, to create a “high quality public realm” covering the “shared space” of the Plan area, including its

streets, alleys, sidewalks, parks, and plazas.27

26 Gec. 102.11 currently requires creating and counting “phantom floors” in square footage calculation where
average floor-to-floor height exceeds 15 feet. This discourages relatively taller ground floor spaces.
27" November 2009 draft plan, p. 43.
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Envisioning a sizable increase in pedestrian activity due to both new development and increased transit
service to and from the new Transit Center (including the potential for a Caltrain extension to downtown
and statewide high-speed rail service), the draft Plan places heavy emphasis on improving the pedestrian
environment by widening and making improvements to sidewalks (including installation of landscaping
and street furniture and other amenities), selectively eliminating on-street parking, and applying a “living
streets” treatment to create “linear plazas” along Beale, Main, and Spear streets in the eastern portion of the
Plan area (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policies 3.1 — 3.4). The draft Plan calls for creating sidewalk bulbs at
intersections to increase sidewalk capacity and shorten crossing distances and improvements to crosswalks
(e.g., special paving, raised crossings, lighting) (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policies 3.5 and 3.6), as well as
the development of empirical measurement techniques to judge “the quality of streets both as walking
corridors and social spaces for people” (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 3.7).

Under the draft Plan, curb cuts for access to off-street parking and loading would be restricted on Mission
Street, Second Street, and additional mid-block alleys within the Plan area, and discouraged along First
and Fremont Streets within the Plan area, while existing restrictions on new curb cuts along Folsom and
Market Streets within the Plan area would be continued (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objective 3.5) (see
Figure 4). The draft Plan calls for an explicit Planning Code change to implement this objective, including a
requirement that exceptions be approved by the Board of Directors of the Municipal Transportation
Agency (MTA):

. Amend Section 155(r) to prohibit access to off-street parking and loading on Mission, Second, Ecker and
portions of Folsom and Natoma Streets in the Plan area, and to permit such access on portions of First,
Fremont, and Beale streets only with Conditional Use Authorization from the Planning Commission and
approval by the SEFMTA Board (November 2009 Draft Plan, p. 52)

The Plan also seeks to ensure that any proposed new development would enhance the pedestrian
network and reduce the scale of large blocks. This would be done by maintaining and improving public
access along existing alleys and creating new connections where none exist on long blocks and at
congested locations. Shaw Alley (across Mission Street from Golden Gate University, west of First Street)
is considered a key link in the pedestrian network that would serve the Transit Center. For this reason, a
permanent closure of this alley to vehicles is sought in order to convert it to an open space and a
pedestrian connection to the Transit Center (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 3.13).

Both new and improved mid-block alleys and mid-block signalized crosswalks—including those set forth
in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan’s streetscape plan—would be added to enhance the pedestrian
network (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objectives 3.6 — 3.9) (see Figure 4), including the following, which
are proposed to facilitate access to the Transit Center:

J Require a new public mid-block pedestrian pathway on Block 3721[bounded by First, Second,
Mission, and Howard Streets], connecting Howard and Natoma Streets between First and Second
Streets (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 3.12).

o Convert the western portion of Natoma Street between First and Second streets on the south side of
the Transit Center to a primarily pedestrian-only street (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 3.14).
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Other mid-block pedestrian crossings are proposed across Mission Street between Second and First
Streets (near Shaw Alley), across Main Street at both Clementina and Natoma Streets, across Beale Street
at both Natoma and Clementina Streets, across First Street at Clementina Street, across Howard Street
between Second and First Streets (near Oscar Alley and a proposed new pedestrian and bicycle path from
Howard to Folsom Streets), and across New Montgomery Street at Natoma Street.

In general, the draft Plan calls for mid-block pathways to be attractive and useful:

o Ensure that mid-block crosswalks and through-block passageways are convenient, safe, and
inviting (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objective 3.9).

Such mid-block pathways “must be at sidewalk grade and open to public passage. They need not be open
to the sky, but must have clear space of at least 25 feet in height and 20 feet in width, be open to the
public at all times (24 hours per day, 7 days per week), and lined with lobbies or active uses. They must
be open to the air at both ends, similar to an arcade or galleria, and must not require opening of doors to

access” (Text accompanying Policy 3.11 of the November 2009 Draft Plan).

Open Space

As noted in I1.C, Background, as part of the Transit Center project being implemented by the TJPA, a new
5-acre “City Park” will be created atop the new Transit Center.28 In addition, the draft Transit Center
District Plan proposes to create a new public space at the northeast corner of Howard and Second Streets
that would include a vertical circulation feature connecting to the City Park and the Transit Center, which
would facilitate public access from the south to both the new open space and transit service (November
2009 Draft Plan, Policy 3.15). This public space would be located on the combined parcels now occupied
by the buildings identified for demolition as part of construction for the Transit Center bus ramps and the
Caltrain Downtown Extension (Block 3721/ Lots 022, 023, 025, 092-106, 109-118), analyzed in the EIS/EIR
for that project (see footnote 12, p. 10). The public space could be an open plaza, an indoor space, or a

combination of indoor and outdoor space.

With regard to the residential and non-residential open space requirements currently mandated by the
Planning Code, the draft Plan includes a number of objectives and policies that would encourage flexibility
in meeting these requirements within the Plan area, particularly in the vicinity of, and to enhance
connections to, the Transit Center’s City Park (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objective 3.13). One approach
included in the Plan is for future projects adjacent to the City Park to meet Code-mandated open space
requirements by providing direct pedestrian connections to the City Park rather than incorporating
privately owned, publicly accessible open spaces into project designs, as is typically the case with
downtown buildings, in fulfillment of the requirements of Planning Code Section 138 (November 2009
Draft Plan, Policies 3.17 and 3.20). A payment of in-lieu fees is another measure proposed in the Plan to

allow for greater flexibility in meeting open space requirements for individual projects within the Plan

28 Ag stated, the Transit Center, including City Park, is under construction, and neither the transportation terminal
facility nor the part atop the building is part of the Transit Center District Plan project or Transit Tower project
analyzed in this EIR.
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area (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 3.19). The draft Plan proposes these different approaches for
projects to meet open space requirements in recognition of the fact that project-site-specific open spaces
that are privately owned but publicly accessible are difficult to provide on constrained sites; could, over
time, “erode the urban fabric”?° by creating a series of gaps in otherwise solid street walls; and,

depending on access and design, do not always feel “public.”

The draft Plan would also require that open space provided within the interior of new buildings “have a
distinct street presence separate from the building’s primary entrance and lobby functions” to emphasize
the public identity and use of the space, and that such space be at sidewalk grade, be open to the public
during daytime and evening hours, be abutted by one or more permanent enclosed retail spaces that
open directly onto such interior open space as well as from a public sidewalk, plaza, or other outdoor
public space, and “be accessible through permeable building openings without the need to open doors
[such as through] sliding or folding panels that can be kept open” (November 2009 Draft Plan,

Policy 3.21).

In addition, the draft Plan includes provisions that would grant the general public access to views of the
city and the region from the upper stories of the tallest high-rise building(s) proposed. (In general, such

views are currently only available to tenants of such structures.)

The Transit Tower should have a facility of public accommodation at a level no lower than 650 feet
above grade that provides the general public the opportunity for views of the cityscape and Bay.
(November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 3.22)

The Plan encourages other very tall buildings (more than 600 feet) to provide the same public access to

observation platforms or other means of public accommodation (e.g., sky lobby, restaurant).

Moving About

The draft Plan seeks to manage vehicular traffic and to enhance transit, pedestrian, and bicycle travel.

The District’s transportation system will prioritize and incentivize the use of transit. Public
transportation will be the main, non-pedestrian mode for moving into and between destinations in
the Transit Center District (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objective 4.1).

The transportation system will also “implement and require transportation demand management
strategies to minimize growth in auto trips and reduce volumes as necessary”; “meet changing transit
needs, particularly to support the new Transbay Transit Center and accommodate increased densities”;
“prioritize pedestrian amenity and safety”; “build on successful traffic and parking management
programs and policies that are in place”; “require management of Bay Bridge queues to reduce and
mitigate impacts of regional travel on transit circulation and the public realm”; and “further

sustainability goals” (November 2009 Draft Plan, Objectives 4.2 — 4.7).

29 November 2009 draft, p. 60.

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E 25 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The draft Plan calls for attempts to discourage traffic—especially regional traffic that passes through the
District to and from the Bay Bridge. Vehicle parking would be further restricted, bicycle parking would
be increased, and car sharing would be encouraged. As noted above in the discussion of the Public
Realm, the Plan would include features and policies to make walking between destinations in the District

more feasible and attractive.

For example, the draft Plan includes the following objectives and policies:

o Support and implement a public bicycle sharing program in the District (November 2009 Draft

Plan, Policy 4.42).

o Do not compromise pedestrian, bicycle, or transit amenity or service within the District to
accommodate or maintain levels of service for regional auto trips (November 2009 Draft Plan,
Policy 4.44).

o Pursue measures to actively manage traffic volumes and bridge and freeway vehicle queues in

order to achieve appropriate levels of traffic necessary to allow for the creation of the public realm
and circulation system envisioned and necessary for the District (November 2009 Draft Plan,

Policy 4.45).

o Consider rerouting bridge and freeway vehicle queues onto other streets outside the core of the
District, avoiding primary transit, bicycle, and pedestrian streets (November 2009 Draft Plan,
Policy 4.47).

. Consider converting some one-way streets to two-way in order to improve local circulation

(November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 4.48).

o Establish an absolute maximum cap on number of parking spaces in the district and adjacent areas
based on the established targets for traffic reduction and goals for transit usage (November 2009
Draft Plan, Policy 4.50).

. Scrutinize and restrict new accessory and non-accessory parking in the Plan area until a

comprehensive cap on new parking is adopted (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 4.51).
p p p g pted ( y

Until a cap is adopted, the draft Plan recommends that the maximum amount of floor area devoted to
parking for non-residential uses in the Plan area be reduced from the current cap of 7 percent to

3.5 percent, pending establishment of an “absolute cap” on parking spaces in the Plan area, as called for
in Policy 4.50.

o Prohibit parking and loading curb cuts on key transit and pedestrian streets, including Mission,
Second, and Folsom streets (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 4.53).

J Restrict commercial loading and deliveries to non-peak periods (November 2009 Draft Plan,
Policy 4.64).

The draft Plan also calls for evaluation of creating a transit-only zone on Mission between First and

Fremont streets (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 4.3) and of the feasibility of implementing congestion
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pricing for traffic (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 4.11), and evaluation of a potential future bicycle
connection to the Bay Bridge, should a bicycle path be added to the bridge’s west span in the future
(November 2009 Draft Plan, Policies 4.37 and 4.38).

Planning Code revisions proposed in relation to parking and car sharing are the following:

. Amend Section 155.4 to increase number of required on-site secure bicycle parking spaces for commercial
buildings from maximum of 12 spaces (for buildings larger than 50,000 gsf) to accommodate visitors and five
percent of all on-site employees bicycling to work. The proposed requirement should be the equivalent of at
least one bike parking space for every 6,000 gsf of office space. Spaces should be located in highly visible and
well-lit locations and may not be located more than one story above or below grade (November 2009 Draft
Plan, p. 81).

. Amend Planning Code Section 156 to prohibit new surface parking lots in the District and to require the
inclusion of bicycle parking and parking spaces dedicated for car sharing vehicles, as well as landscaping and
other site improvements, as a condition for the extension of approvals of a surface parking lot in the District
(November 2009 Draft Plan, p. 86).

J Amend Section 166 to require car sharing spaces in all garages in the Plan area.30

In the area of transportation demand management (TDM), the draft Plan calls for expanding participation

in, and the role of, the Transportation Management Association, which is a building-owner-funded non-

profit organization, established pursuant to the Downtown Plan, that provides information on commute

options. The draft Plan calls for the following change in the Planning Code:

o Amend Planning Code Section 163 based on ... policies [concerning TDM] to apply to projects in excess of
25,000 gsf and to apply to all new nonresidential buildings (November 2009 Draft Plan, p. 73).

Regarding off-street freight loading, the draft Plan states:

. Amend Section 155.2 to establish six as the maximum number of required off-street loading spaces for non-
residential buildings (April 2012 Plan Supplement, p. 8).

Streets and Circulation

The draft Plan would reconfigure many of the existing rights-of-way throughout the Plan area in an effort
to meet the changing transportation and public space needs within the area, particularly to accommodate
anticipated increases in pedestrian volume that would result from the intensification of the land uses and

the completion of the Transbay Transit Center Program.

Such modifications would include the widening of sidewalks, the removal or reconfiguration of on-street
parking and/or loading; the closure of one or more streets and alleys to general automobile traffic;
installation of traffic-calming mechanisms; removal, addition or reconfiguration of auto travel lanes;
conversion of one or more one-way streets into two-way operations; and dedication of transit-only lanes
and delineation of pedestrian areas. Some of the key street and circulation changes are listed below and
are illustrated in Figure 5. Existing and proposed transit lanes and existing and proposed bicycle lanes

are depicted in Figure 6. A graphical representation of the complete public realm plan, including

30 The changes recommended in the November 2009 Draft Plan (one car-sharing space for new buildings with 25 to
49 parking spaces and, for 50 or more parking spaces, one car-sharing space plus one additional space for every
50 parking spaces in excess of 50) were subsequently adopted by the Board of Supervisors, in November 2010,
and are now included in Section 166.
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proposed travel lane configurations, changes to on-street parking and loading, widened sidewalks, mid-

block crossings, and other changes proposed under the draft Plan, is presented in Appendix C.3!

Mission Street — Remove parking and loading lanes on both sides of the street, add commercial
loading turn-outs (one per block face), and widen sidewalks. Between Beale and Main Streets,
convert dedicated turn lanes into turn pockets and convert one auto lane in each direction into
dedicated transit lanes. Existing transit lanes between First and Third Streets would be relocated
from the curb lane to the center lane in each direction, with in-street boarding islands provided in
each direction at Second Street.

Howard Street — Convert to two-way operations between Fremont and New Montgomery Streets;
between Main and Fremont Streets and between First and Second Streets, remove one automobile
travel lane and one parking lane; implement modifications outlined in the Transbay Streetscape
and Open Space Plan; widen sidewalks and curb lanes. Between First and Fremont Streets, in
addition to the modifications described above, relocate the automobile parking/casual carpool lane
from the south side of street to the north side of street. Between Second and Third Streets, remove
one auto travel lane and one parking lane and widen sidewalks. Retain existing bicycle lane west of
Fremont Street (extension of that bike lane to the Embarcadero is part of approved Bicycle Plan).

Folsom Street — West of Second Street, continue one-way operations, but remove one automobile
travel lane and one parking lane and widen sidewalks; preserve exclusive right-turn lane onto
Second Street. East of Second Street, convert to two-way operations and implement modifications
outlined in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Streetscape and Open Space Plan; remove one, and
in some cases, two automobile travel lanes and/or one parking lane; widen sidewalks, preserve
exclusive right-turn lanes onto First Street and Essex Streets. Retain existing bicycle lane.

Hawthorne Street — Between Howard and Folsom Streets, eliminate one auto travel lane and one
parking/loading lane on the east side of the street and add commercial loading turn-outs; widen
sidewalks.

New Montgomery Street — Between Market and Howard Streets, eliminate parking and loading on
the east side of street and add commercial loading turn-outs; widen sidewalks; add a signalized
mid-block crossing at Natoma Street.

Second Street — In accordance with the approved Bicycle Plan, between Market and Harrison
Streets, one vehicular travel lane and one bicycle lane in each direction (eliminate one auto travel
lane in each direction), with curb parking and loading in each direction); left turns generally
prohibited; right turns from parking lane.

31

Detailed design and engineering for the various components of the Public Realm Plan would be undertaken if
the draft Plan is adopted and the City has funding to implement those components. The Municipal
Transportation Agency (MTA) has authority over parking regulations, intersection geometry, traffic signals, and
travel lanes, and MTA would review and approve any future designs. The Department of Public Works (DPW)
has authority over sidewalks. As part the regular DPW review process, the Transportation Advisory Staff
Committee, composed of representatives from MTA, the Police Department, and the Fire Department, among
others, would review detailed proposals, including bulb-outs. Any changes to sidewalk width would generally
require that the Board of Supervisors amend the official sidewalk width ordinance, which would require a public
hearing.
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. First Street — Between Market and Howard Streets, widen sidewalks, prohibit daytime parking and
loading on the east side of street, and allow commercial loading turn-outs on the west side of street.
Between Howard and Folsom Streets, widen sidewalks, allow non-peak-hour parking in left (east)
curb lane.

. Fremont Street — Between Market and Howard Streets, remove one automobile lane, and widen
sidewalks; extend existing transit-only lane south to Howard Street. In addition, between Folsom
Street and the Bay Bridge off-ramp, prohibit parking and loading on the east side of the street and
accommodate commercial loading with turn-outs. A new intersection would be created where the
Transit Center, now under construction, will have a ground-level bus plaza (with four bus bays for
Muni and one for Golden Gate Transit; buses will enter the Bus Plaza from Beale Street and exit
onto Fremont Street), on the east side of Fremont Street between Minna and Natoma Streets. A
traffic signal would be installed at Fremont and Natoma Streets to allow buses to enter Fremont
Street traffic and pedestrians to cross Fremont Street at new crosswalks.

. Beale Street — Between Market Street and the new Transit Center, replace one automobile travel
lane with a transit-only lane, widen sidewalks, and enhance landscaping. South of Howard Street,
remove peak-hour parking and loading on both sides of the street and accommodate commercial
loading with turn-outs; allow non-peak hour parking on east side only. This street would remain
one-way in the southbound direction.

. Main and Spear Streets — Between Market and Folsom Streets, remove one automobile lane, widen
sidewalks, and enhance landscaping. Convert Spear Street to two-way operations, with one lane in
each direction.

J Shaw Alley - Close permanently to vehicles and design it as a pedestrian-only space for through-
connection to the Transit Center as well as open space.

. Minna Street — Convert from one-way westbound to one-way eastbound between First and Second
Streets to provide loading access; remove on-street parking.

] Natoma Street — As stated previously, Natoma Street from Second Street east to midway between
First and Second Streets would be converted to pedestrian access and emergency vehicles only, with a
potential exception for delivery vehicles during certain non-peak periods. To the east, Natoma Street
would be converted to two-way traffic from First Street to approximately 250 feet west of First Street.

The public realm plan would also add signalized mid-block pedestrian crossings at a number of
intersections: New Montgomery/Natoma Streets; Second/Natoma Streets; Howard Street/Oscar Alley;
Mission Street / Shaw Alley; First/Minna Streets; First/Natoma Streets; First/Clementina Streets; Fremont
Street/Transit Center Bus Plaza; Fremont/Natoma Streets; Beale/Natoma Streets; Beale/Clementina
Streets; Main/Natoma Streets; Main/Tehama Streets; and, Main/Clementina Streets. Also proposed, as
previously approved under the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, are extensions of Clementina Street (First

Street to Spear Street) and Natoma and Tehama Streets (Beale Street to Main Street).

A new multi-use pedestrian and bicycle path is proposed between Howard and Folsom Streets, near Essex

Street and beneath the ramp that links the Transit Center to the Bay Bridge. The Plan proposes new
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bicycle lanes on Fremont, Beale, and Main Streets (see Figure 6).

Historic Preservation

The Plan area contains two listed historic districts, the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation
District and the Second and Howard National Register District. As discussed further in Section IV.D,

Cultural Resources, the draft Plan proposes expansion and renaming of the conservation district.

The New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District, a downtown conservation district listed in
Article 11 of the Planning Code,3? extends southward from Market Street, generally encompassing both
sides of Second and New Montgomery Streets, as far as Howard Street. Most of the existing office-over-
retail buildings within this District were erected in the decade after the 1906 earthquake and fire,
although the most visible office building, the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Building at 140 New
Montgomery, was completed in 1925. The New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District, by
virtue of being listed in Article 11 of the Planning Code, is a historical resource under CEQA. Buildings
identified as contributors to a listed or eligible historic district are also considered historical resources for

purposes of CEQA review.

The Second and Howard National Register District, a historic district listed in the National Register of
Historic Places in 1999, contains 19 contributing buildings. This District is generally contained within
boundaries of the much larger New Montgomery-Second Street District, except that the National Register
district extends eastward the distance of a few lots” width along both sides of Howard Street to the east of
the local district (see Figure 7). The Second and Howard Streets District and the New Montgomery-
Second Street District share some degree of architectural character and have a common history in that
almost all their buildings were constructed as part of the rapid rebuilding of downtown San Francisco in
the aftermath of the 1906 earthquake and fire. However, the buildings in the Second and Howard Streets
District are generally smaller than many of those in the local district, inasmuch as the buildings in the
National Register district were typically constructed as loft-style buildings, suitable for a variety of uses,
including storage, wholesale display or light manufacturing, whereas New Montgomery Street housed

more traditional, larger office buildings.

The Planning Department has completed historic survey work within and surrounding the Plan area, and
through this process identified additional historic resources for potential preservation and rehabilitation.
As a result of this, the Department is proposing in the draft Plan to expand the existing New
Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District, to recommend additional individual resources for

Landmark designation under Planning Code Article 10, and to revise the Article 11 historic ratings of

32 Article 11 of the Planning Code addresses preservation of buildings and districts of architectural, historical, and

aesthetic importance in the C-3 (Downtown) zoning district. Adopted in 1985 as part of the implementation of
the Downtown Plan, Article 11 divides all buildings in the C 3 Zoning Districts (generally, downtown) into five
categories according to the Building Rating Methodology as set forth and explained in the “Preservation of the
Past” section of the Downtown Plan (Planning Code Sec. 1102).
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several individual resources. The proposed expansion of the conservation district would encompass areas
along both sides of Mission Street between New Montgomery and Third Streets (except the northeast
corner of Third and Mission Streets), and would cross Third Street to include the Aronson Building on the
northwest corner of Third and Mission Streets. The expansion would also extend westward on Natoma
Street to Hunt Street. The Department proposes to rename the expanded district the “New Montgomery—
Mission-Second Street Conservation District.”

The Planning Code Article 11 ratings for individual building Categories I - V would be revised and
updated, and newly-rated buildings would become eligible to sell transferrable development rights to
development sites in the C-3 zoning districts.

In addition, the draft Plan proposes to seek City Landmark designation for four individual structures,
three of which are outside existing or proposed historic districts, under Article 1033 of the Planning Code.
These include the Planters Hotel (606 Folsom Street), the Philips & Van Orden Building (234 First Street),
the Marine Firemen’s Union building (240 Second Street), and the Burdette Building (90 Second Street).

The draft plan also includes the following policies to address architectural cultural resources:

o Recognize and protect historic and cultural resources that are less than fifty years old that may
display exceptional significance to the recent past (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 5.4).

. Develop incentives that promote the retention and rehabilitation of significant resources within the
Transit Center District Plan area (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 5.5).

Concerning transferrable development rights (TDR), the draft Plan notes that since the Downtown Plan
was adopted in 1985, some 2.75 million square feet of development rights has been “retired” from sites
containing historic buildings and has been transferred to other sites, primarily for the construction of new
high-rise structures. The program assists in preservation of historic structures by allowing owners to sell
the development rights above a historic structure, up to the base FAR that would otherwise be permitted,
thus relieving the owner of the “penalty” for ownership and operation of a smaller-than-permitted

structure.

Another approximately 2.25 million square feet of TDR has been certified as meeting the program
requirements but not used; the draft Plan states that much of this potential development floor area has
likely been acquired for as-yet unbuilt projects but not formally accounted for. The draft Plan states that
approximately 3 million additional square feet of TDR could theoretically be available, but indicates that
much of this space would come from very small parcels and would be cumbersome to assemble for the
benefit of one or more larger new towers. Accordingly, the draft Plan proposes policies and Planning Code

revisions that would allow increased flexibility in the application of preservation incentives:

33 Adopted in 1967 as Article 10 of the Planning Code, San Francisco City Landmarks are protected from inappropriate

alterations and demolitions by subjecting projects to review by the San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory
Board. San Francisco City Landmarks are buildings, properties, structures, sites, districts and objects of “special
character or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value and are an important part of the City’s
historical and architectural heritage.”
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o Maintain the TDR program as a critical component of the historic preservation program in the
downtown and the Plan area, but modify the program in the Plan area based on updated
information about the TDR program and on other objectives of this Plan (November 2009 Draft
Plan, Policy 5.6).

o Balance the TDR requirement with other public benefits programs in the District by reducing the
square footage requirement for the purchase of TDR by each individual development project
(November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 5.7).

Planning Code changes proposed in connection with the above policies are as follows:

o Based on the District Plan proposal to rezone all of the Plan area to C-3-O (SD) with a base FAR of 6:1,
modify the TDR rules in the Planning Code for the Plan area to require that development purchase TDR for
all gross square footage between 6:1 and 9:1 FAR. For development projects that have been entitled prior to
January 1, 2012 and purchased TDR prior to 2012 (as certified in a recorded transfer to that property by the
Planning Department) in anticipation of needing it for entitlement based on prior TDR rules, allow use of
those TDR units and provide partial waiver of new impact fees. (November 2009 Draft Plan, p. 100; April
2012 Plan Supplement, p. 9).

o Pursue expansion of the supply of available TDR to meet expected demand or provide flexibility for
development in satisfaction of the TDR requirement by providing an in-lieu mechanism that directly benefits
the preservation, rehabilitation, maintenance and public education of historic resources in the downtown.
(November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 5.8; April 2012 Plan Supplement, p. 9)

District Sustainability

The draft Plan would implement a number of district-wide policies and controls aimed at supporting
and, where possible, exceeding the City’s existing environmental, sustainability and climate change
objectives. Such policies would promote a higher level of coordination and planning than is typically
conducted on a project-by-project basis. The incorporation of sustainability-related objectives and policies
into the draft Plan is intended to achieve lower impact and higher performance development within the
Plan area than would otherwise be achievable. The draft Plan encourages sustainability through many of
the policies set forth in each of the five chapters discussed above. (The draft Plan contains a Sustainable
Benefits Matrix that cross-references Plan policies that would have benefits in the area of regional smart
growth, reduced water usage, improvements in water quality and air quality, greenhouse gas emissions
reduction, habitat enhancement, and reduction in the “urban heat island effect”; this matrix is included,

along with a complete listing of Plan objectives and policies, in Appendix B).
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In addition, a separate chapter on District Sustainability contains a number of additional policies, as
discussed below.

In the area of energy efficiency, the Plan would seek to create a shared district-wide energy and heating
system by establishing a centralized Combined Heat and Power (CHP) system within the Plan
boundaries that would capture waste heat from buildings and energy generators. A CHP energy and
heating system, also known as a cogeneration system, increases efficiency compared to conventional heat
generation (e.g., a boiler) or power generation (e.g., a generator) by generating both electricity and usable
heat from the same equipment. Typically, this involves the collection of what would otherwise be exhaust
heat that is given off during the electricity generation process. This exhaust can be used to heat the air in
an office building, provide hot water or steam, power a dehumidifier, or even drive an absorption chiller
to provide refrigeration and cooling.3* A CHP system in the Plan area could entail development of one or
more power generating plants, would be able to take advantage of the mixed-use development, which
includes a diversity of building uses and types that have different demand profiles (i.e., office demand is
highest during the day, while residential demand is highest in the evening). To help implement this
vision, the following policies are included in the draft Plan:

o Create efficient, shared district-scale energy systems in the district (November 2009 Draft Plan,
Policy 6.1; April 2012 Plan Supplement, p. 11).

o Pursue a Combined Heat and Power (CHP) system or series of systems for the Transit Center
District and the Transbay Redevelopment Area (Zone 1) (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 6.2).

. Require new buildings to be designed to connect to such a system in the future (November 2009
Draft Plan, Policy 6.3).
o Require all buildings undergoing major refurbishment (defined as requiring new HVAC plant) to

be designed to connect to such a system in the future (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 6.4).

o Identify and protect either suitable public sites or major development sites with the Plan area for
locating renewable or CHP generation facilities (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 6.5; April 2012
Plan Supplement, p. 11).

. Require all major development to demonstrate that proposed heating and cooling systems have
been designed in accordance with the following order of diminishing preference:

- Connection to sources of waste heat or underutilized boiler or CHP plant within the Transit
Center District or adjacent areas

- Connection to existing district heating, cooling, and/ or power plant or distribution networks
with excess capacity

- Site-wide CHP powered by renewable energy
- Site-wide CHP powered by natural gas

- Building level communal heating and cooling powered by renewable energy

34 San Francisco Department of the Environment, “An Assessment of Cogeneration for the City of San Francisco.”
Report prepared by Philip M. Perea. Available on the internet at:
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/ciscocogenerationreportpdf.pdf. Reviewed June 19, 2011.
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- Building level communal heating and cooling powered by natural gas (November 2009 Draft
Plan, Policy 6.6)

Several office buildings in the Plan area, and others elsewhere in downtown San Francisco, currently
operate cogeneration systems on-site. Generally these consist of natural-gas-fired generator(s) that
produce electricity and from which the waste heat is captured and used to provide building heat or hot
water or to operate an air conditioning chiller. Existing installations also operate at hospitals and
universities, as well as a few hotels and residential buildings. (The largest such system, although
technically outside City limits, is in operation at San Francisco International Airport.)3°

Because no physical improvements have been proposed to implement a district-wide heat and power
system in the Plan area, this EIR analyzes this aspect of the draft Plan at a very general, programmatic
level. Any district-wide energy or heating and cooling system(s) proposed in the future, including the
requirement that buildings be connected to such a system, would be subject to subsequent environmental
review. Individual building cogeneration plants are typically subject to review by the Bay Area Air

Quality Management District, in much the same manner as are individual boilers and generators.

In the area of green building design, the draft Plan would encourage low environmental impact and
high performance (with regard to energy, water, materials, construction) for all proposed buildings, in
addition to the given inherent factors of location, density and existing city parking controls that all such
potential project would automatically meet. The following policy is included in the proposed Plan to
address green building design:

o Require all major buildings in the Plan area to achieve the minimum LEED [Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design] levels established in the S.F. Green Building Ordinance, not including
credits for the given inherent factors of location, density, and existing City parking controls, in
order to achieve high-performance buildings (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 6.12).

In the area of water conservation, one of the goals of the proposed Plan is to capture, treat, and reuse,
where feasible, stormwater runoff, while at the same time reducing the use of potable water. To this end,

the draft Plan includes the following policies:

. Create a reliable supply of non-potable water that can be used throughout the Plan area to reduce
potable water demand (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 6.14).

J Create infrastructure in the Transit Center District and immediately adjacent areas for non-potable
water use, including treatment and distribution (November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 6.16).

The draft Plan calls for investigation of various potential sources of non-potable water, and the
identification of potential site(s) in the Plan area for a treatment facility to supply non-potable water
(November 2009 Draft Plan, Policies 6.15 and 6.18), along with a priority list of means by which buildings
can reduce potable water use, including “low-impact design.” However, no specific system is identified

for consideration at this time (except at the proposed Transit Tower, as discussed below).

35 Ibid.
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Transit Tower

This EIR analyzes at a project-specific level (in contrast to the program-level analysis otherwise contained
in the EIR) the environmental impacts associated with developing the Transit Tower (Case

No. 2008.0789E), a 61-story, approximately 1,070-foot-tall office building proposed for approximately the
northern third of the block bounded by First, Mission, Fremont, and Howard Streets. The Transit Tower
would occupy approximately the northern half of Lot 1 on Block 3720, and would be located adjacent to
the new Transit Center, on the south side of Mission Street between Fremont and First Streets (see

Figure 8).3% The Transit Tower project site is approximately 50,000 square feet in size and was most
recently used as the passenger waiting and loading and Muni drop-off/layover area for the old Transbay
Terminal, which was demolished beginning in August 2010.

Under the current design for the proposed Transit Tower project, the building would encompass
approximately 1.3 million square feet of office space and about 16,500 square feet of retail space. The
tower would be constructed on a roughly square footprint of about 26,000 square feet, with curving
frontages of just over 170 feet along each side. The building would have retail space and a lobby on the
ground floor, additional retail space on a portion of the fourth floor (adjacent and connected by a
footbridge to the planned City Park atop the new Transit Center) and on portions of one or more other
levels between the ground floor and fourth story, and 58 floors of office space,3” along with two
mechanical floors (3 and 61). For consistency with the depth of excavation of the adjacent new Transit
Center, the Transit Tower would have three basement levels beneath the entire footprint of the building
as well as the Mission Square open space along Fremont Street, and a partial fourth basement level;
excavation would be to a depth of approximately 60 feet below grade, and would involve removal of
approximately 110,000 cubic yards of soil, assuming excavation beneath the entire 50,000-square-foot site.
The Transit Tower would have a concrete slab foundation supported by driven piles anticipated to be
founded on bedrock more than 200 feet below grade. The tower’s structural system is anticipated to
employ the concept of “megacolumns,” which are very large structural columns several feet in width.
The concentrated load supported by these megacolumns would be sustained by large diameter piles
approximately 10 feet in diameter, with additional piles driven to support the building’s foundation slab.

Up to approximately 302 independently accessible parking spaces would be provided in the basement,
and a total parking supply of about 480 vehicles could be provided with valet operations, potentially
including vehicle stackers. Parking, loading, and other subsurface areas would occupy approximately
122,000 square feet. Based on the preliminary design of the Transit Tower, the area devoted to parking
would exceed 7 percent of gross floor area, which is the maximum amount of floor area that can be
devoted to parking in the C-3-O use districts, and the area in excess of 7 percent of gross floor area would

require Conditional Use authorization as a major parking garage, in accordance with Sections 158 and

36 The proposed Transit Tower is analyzed based on architectural plans dated May 2010 and December 2010.
37 This would include partial office levels on floors two and four.
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223(p) of the Planning Code.38 Bicycle parking (approximately 225 spaces, based on proposed Planning
Code revisions under the draft Plan) would also be provided in the garage. Six off-street freight loading
spaces would be provided on the first basement level. Access to the parking garage and loading dock
would be from a single, two-way ramp on First Street, located near the southwest corner of the building.
Pedestrian entrances to the tower lobby would be from both the west (First Street) and east sides of the
building; the latter entrance would open onto Mission Square, a public open space that would be
developed east of the tower, at the southwest corner of Mission and Fremont Streets. In addition, a
pedestrian bridge on the fourth level would provide a walking connection from the Transit Tower to the
City Park on top of the Transit Center. City Park would be developed as part of the Transit Center, which
is now under construction. The north side of the tower’s ground floor would be occupied by retail spaces
accessible from Mission Street.

The Transit Tower is proposed to have concave curved exterior walls on all four sides, and the walls
would also taper as the building rises, beginning at a height of about 380 feet. From there, the exterior
walls would slope gently inward on all four sides, giving the building a curving, obelisk-like form: the
172-foot horizontal dimension along each side of the ground floor would be reduced to about 138 feet at
the building roof (i.e., at a height of about 920 feet). Atop the building would be a lattice-like steel
sculptural element 150 feet tall, which would continue the building’s tapering shape up to a total height
of about 1,070 feet. The horizontal dimension at the top of this element would be approximately 89 feet. A
two-level mechanical penthouse, set back from the building walls on all four sides, would be enclosed
within the sculptural element. Figures 8 through 13 illustrate the proposed site plan, representative floor
plans, and a typical elevation of the proposed tower. Table 2, p. 46, summarizes and describes the Transit

Tower development program as currently proposed.

In terms of design, the proposed tower would be constructed in a contemporary style, consisting of a
slender, tapering silhouette and employing a curved glass curtain wall (a non-structural wall of mostly
glass) along all four facades. The tower would consist of a single vertical element rather than a three-part
(base, shaft, and capital) arrangement typical in many of the City’s buildings. Horizontal metal fins on

each floor would act as sunshades and would give the surface texture.

The current design of the Transit Tower would be consistent with the proposed bulk requirements of the
draft Plan, which would amend Planning Code Section 132.1 to require a 35-foot setback from the center
line of the adjacent street—Mission Street, in this case—and a setback increasing to 70 feet from the center
line at a height of 1,000 feet. The draft Plan’s streetscape and public realm improvements plan would also
require that the base of the Transit Tower be set back at least 10 feet from the property line on Mission
Street, to permit widening of the street right-of-way to accommodate transit activity on Mission Street.
Depending on the location of the interior (southerly) property line, the tower might require an exception,
pursuant to Section 309, from the interior property line setback requirements; if built to the property line,
the current design would be 3 inches shy of the required 29-foot setback at 1,000 feet.

38 Because the floor area proposed for parking would exceed 7 percent of gross floor area, it would also exceed the
draft Plan’s proposed limit of 3.5 percent of gross floor area devoted to parking.
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Transit Tower - Ground Level
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Figure 10
Transit Tower - Level 2

SOURCE: Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects
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Transit Tower - Typical Floor Plan
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Transit Tower - Elevation
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Figure 13

Transit Tower - First Garage Level

SOURCE: Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects



Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

TABLE 2
TRANSIT TOWER PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Square Feet!

Office 1,288,000
Retail 16,500
Subtotal 1,304,500
Parking,/Loading/Vehicle Circulation 122,000
Mechanical 27,000
Lobby 10,000
Total 1,416,500
Parking Spaces (Valet Capacity) 302 (420)
Loading/Service Vehicle Spaces 4
Bicycle Parking (Stalls) 2832

1,070 feet total
(920 feet to roof of maximum occupied floor plus
additional 150’ for architectural elements,
mechanical equipment)

Height of Building

Number of Stories 61

Office space is counted as gross floor area (GFA). Excluded from GFA are ground-floor lobby space
and ground-floor retail space not exceeding 5,000 square feet per use, along with certain mechanical
space, freight loading, and parking, which is limited to 7 percent of total building GFA.

2 per proposed changes to the Planning Code.

SOURCE: TJPA, Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects

The Transit Tower may incorporate a publicly accessible observation platform at an elevation of no lower
than 650 feet (approximately the 40th floor or higher), as called for in the draft Plan.3? However, no such
observation area is included in the proposed Transit Tower design at this time.

The TJPA is developing plans to substantially decrease the use of potable water for non-potable use at
both the Transit Center and the proposed Transit Tower. Methods could include collection and reuse,
following treatment, of greywater from non-retail restroom sinks and stormwater runoff and reuse of
greywater for toilet flushing. Additionally, the adjacent City Park—to be built atop the Transit Center —

and Mission Square open spaces would provide opportunities for stormwater retention.

The proposed Transit Tower project is designed to be eligible to receive a LEED (Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design) Gold rating from the U.S. Green Building Council, and would include water
and energy-saving features. In addition, the TJPA would require the developer of the Transit Tower to
adopt safety and security measures to maximize the protection of the public from injury due to human
and natural events, including, but not limited to, earthquake, flood, wind, precipitation, building

movement, terrorist attack, sabotage, civil unrest or civil disturbances, accidents, and crime.

39 November 2009 Draft Plan, Policy 3.22
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Construction of the Transit Tower would require approximately three years.

The Transit Tower site is in a P (Public) use district. The project’s office and retail uses would not be
permitted in the P zoning district and an amendment to the zoning map (rezoning) to a Downtown Office
(C-3-O SD) zoning district would be required as part of the project approval; this change is proposed as
part of the draft Plan. The Transit Tower project site is also within a 30-X height and bulk district, which
limits height to 30 feet but has no bulk limit. Amendment of the height and bulk districts (rezoning)
would also be required for the Transit Tower site as part of the project approval. (As discussed in the
previous section, the necessary rezoning for height is also proposed as a component of the Plan). Total
gross floor area, measured according to Planning Code Section 102.9, would be approximately

1.32 million square feet,*0 and the project would have a floor area ratio (FAR) of approximately 26 to 1,
which would not comply with the basic maximum permitted FAR of 9 to 1 in the surrounding C-3-O and
C-3-O (SD) zoning districts. However, because the draft Plan proposes to eliminate the existing FAR
restrictions and to rezone the Transit Tower site to C-3-O (SD), no conflict would exist with respect to
FAR.

Plan Area Applications on File

As noted above, this EIR also analyzes a Developer-Proposed Scenario for the Transit Center District Plan
to reflect several applications that have been submitted to the Planning Department by private project
sponsors proposing individual buildings in the area, some of them deviating from Plan parameters with
regard to height or other characteristics. This scenario is primarily addressed in Chapter VI, Alternatives,
but these projects are discussed as relevant in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures. These projects are summarized below and their locations, which generally

correspond to the subareas identified for the Transit Center District Plan, are described below.

. 350 Mission Street (Case No. 20-06.1524E; Final EIR certified and project approved February 10,
201141): The applicant for this approved project proposes to demolish the existing 4-story building
at 350 Mission Street and construct a 24-story, approximately 375-foot-tall office tower with office
uses occupying approximately 356,000 square feet. The floor area ratio would be 18:1. The 50-foot-
tall ground floor would provide about 1,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space, along with
6,960 square feet of publicly accessible indoor open space in an “indoor park,” as set forth in the
Planning Code (Section 138) and Downtown Plan (Table 1, Guidelines for Downtown Open Space).
Four loading spaces and 61 auto parking spaces and 64 bicycle spaces would be provided. This
project was approved at a lesser height than the 700-foot height limit identified for this site in the
draft Plan; the proposed building is consistent with the existing height limit for this site, although
the building would require exceptions to the Planning Code bulk controls. As an office building, this
proposed project would be consistent with concept of the Plan’s proposed commercial sub-district,
where at least 75 percent of building floor area would be required to be devoted to office use (i.e.,
3:1 ratio of office to non-office space).

40 Assumes approximately 10,000 square feet of ground-floor retail, 100,000 square feet of parking and loading, and

lobby and mechanical space would be excluded from gross floor area.
This project was approved subsequent to the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for the Transit Center District
Plan EIR, and is therefore included in the Developer-Proposed Scenario.

41
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. 177-187 Fremont Street (Case No. 2007.0456E; also known as 181 Fremont Street): The project
applicant proposes a 675-foot-tall, 52-floor mixed-use tower at Natoma and Fremont Streets, that
would encompass a total of 571,000 square feet of gross floor area. Approximately 138,000 square
feet would be dedicated to residential uses (with approximately 80 dwelling units) and
414,000 square feet would be dedicated to office uses. The project also proposes four levels of
parking (partially below grade) containing a total 230 parking stalls. As proposed, this project

o would be consistent with the Plan’s proposed 3:1 ratio of office to non-office space. This building
would have mechanical levels and a rooftop screen extending to a height of 750 feet, which would
exceed the 700-foot height limit proposed in the draft Plan for this site. The draft Plan states, in the
context of the proposed Transit Tower, “Building elements (e.g. mechanical penthouses) above

° 1,000 feet should be set back considerably from the building’s facade or limited in bulk and
enclosure such that they would not cast additional significant shadows....” Potential shadow
effects of this project are discussed in the analysis of Plan shadow impacts in Section IV.], Shadow,
and in Chapter VI, Alternatives, in the context of Alternative D, Developer Scenario.

o 50 First Street (Case No. 2006.1523E): This project would demolish four existing structures and
develop three towers of 15 to 64 stories, ranging in height from 184 to 915 feet (to the top of the
proposed parapet on the tallest building; 850 feet to the highest roof) on seven lots located at or
near the northwest corner of First and Mission Streets. The three proposed towers would
accommodate a mix of office (approximately 1.25 million square feet), residential (about
182 dwelling units in 365,000 square feet), retail (approximately 43,000 square feet), and hotel
(about 266 rooms in 211,000 square feet) use, along with a 15,000-square-foot entertainment venue
(performance theater), five levels of below grade parking (about 310 spaces), off-street loading
spaces, and publicly accessible open space. This project would not be consistent with the Plan’s
proposed 3:1 ratio of office to non-office space. As with the building at 177 — 187 Fremont Street, the
915-parapet height would exceed the 850-foot height limit proposed in the Plan for this site.
Potential shadow effects of this project are discussed in the analysis of Plan shadow impacts in
Section IV.], Shadow, and in Chapter VI, Alternatives, in the context of Alternative D, Developer
Scenario.

J 2 New Montgomery (Palace Hotel) (Case No. 2005.1101E): The project site is currently occupied by
the eight-story 552-room Palace Hotel. The proposed project would demolish the non-landmarked
portion of the structure, located at the southwest corner of the property near Jessie and Annie
Streets, and construct in its place a new 60-story, 710-foot (to the top of the mechanical penthouse),
approximately 742,000-square-foot residential tower with approximately 285 units, 192 off-street
parking spaces, three car-share spaces and bicycle storage facilities in two basement level. The new
tower would also include amenities for the residents as well as share amenities with the hotel, such
as a swimming pool. The Gold Ballroom located in the southwest portion of the building would be
dismantled and re-assembled in the current location of the Grand Ballroom south of the Garden
Court. This project is proposed at a greater height than identified for this site in the draft Plan
(600 feet). Potential shadow effects of this project are discussed in the analysis of Plan shadow
impacts in Section IV.], Shadow, and in Chapter VI, Alternatives, in the context of Alternative D,
Developer Scenario. This project is proposed outside (west of) the sub-district where the Plan’s
proposes a 3:1 ratio of office to non-office space, and thus the proposed use would be allowable
under the Plan.

o 41 Tehama Street (Case No. 2008.0801E): Located between First and Second Streets, the project site
currently functions as a surface parking lot and has a one-story structure on it that takes up a small
portion of the lot. The proposed project would demolish the existing building on the site and
construct a 342-foot 32-story residential building with approximately 297 dwelling units and up to
250 parking spaces. This project is proposed at a lower height than the 400-foot height limit
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proposed under the Plan, and the site is outside (south of) the sub-district where the Plan’s
proposes a 3:1 ratio of office to non-office space. Thus, this project would generally be allowable
under the Plan.

Other height limit changes and other land use controls proposed as part of the Transit Center District
Plan would be the same under the Developer-Proposed Scenario Alternative. Under this alternative, there

would be no change to the Transit Tower that is proposed as part of the project.

E. Intended Uses of the EIR

The Planning Department will distribute the Draft EIR to state agencies through the State Clearinghouse,
to applicable public agencies, and to interested members of the public. Following publication, this Draft
EIR will undergo a minimum 45-day public review period, including a public hearing before the
Planning Commission, during which comments on the information presented herein will be accepted.
Following the public review period, responses to written and oral comments received from the public
and agencies will be prepared and compiled in a Comments and Responses document. The Comments
and Responses document will also include any staff initiated changes to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR,
together with the Comments and Responses document, make up the Final EIR and will be taken together
to the Planning Commission. The Commission will then consider certification of the Final EIR under the
California Environmental Quality Act, including consideration of whether the EIR is adequate and
accurate. No approvals may be issued before the city certifies the EIR as final. Certification of the Final
EIR may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

Approvals Required

Approval and implementation of the Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower (tower approvals

noted explicitly) would require the following actions, with acting bodies shown in italics:

. Amendment of the General Plan [various elements and Downtown area plan] to conform to the
concepts of the Transit Center District Plan rezoning program (the project), as outlined above.
Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval

. Determination of consistency of the proposed General Plan amendments and rezoning with the
General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1 Priority Policies. Planning Commission

. Amendment of the Planning Code to create new height and bulk districts greater than the current
maximum of 550 feet; establish building setback and separation of towers requirements for buildings
taller than 550 feet; eliminate the 18:1 limit on floor area ratio; adopt additional controls on building
bulk, massing, and setbacks and fagade articulation; modify controls for the use of transferrable
development rights; establish a downtown preservation fund; increase bicycle parking and car-share
parking requirements; prohibit off-street parking and loading access from Mission, Second, Ecker and
portions of Folsom and Natoma Streets in the Plan area, and permit such access on portions of First,
Fremont, and Beale streets only with Conditional Use Authorization; prohibit surface parking in the
Plan area; allow for greater horizontal projections that emphasize ground floors; and require
transportation demand management programs of all projects 25,000 square feet and larger. Planning
Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval
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Amendment of the Planning Code Zoning Maps to change mapped use districts and height limits
throughout the Plan area. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval

Modification of the Absolute Cumulative Limit for new shadow on certain City parks and a
Section 295 shadow finding (Transit Tower).*2 San Francisco Planning Commission and San Francisco
Recreation and Park Commission

Permit for boilers and generators (Transit Tower). Bay Area Air Quality Management District

General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit (Transit Tower). Regional Water Quality Control
Board

Approval of Transit Tower under Planning Code Section 309 (Permit Review in C-3 Districts) and
Section 321 (Office Development: Annual Limit), as well as approval of a Conditional Use under
Sections 304, 158, and 223(p) for a Major Parking Garage, for the portion of the Tower’s proposed
parking in excess of permitted accessory parking. San Francisco Planning Commission

Execution of a purchase and sale agreement with the developer of the Transit Tower, including
design approval of tower and pedestrian connection(s) to City Park. Transbay Joint Powers Authority

Building Permits (Transit Tower). San Francisco Department of Building Inspection

Approval for new water, sewer, and street light utility connections (Transit Tower). San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission

Approval of stormwater management system and submittal by project sponsor of a Stormwater
Control Plan (Transit Tower). San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Approval of alterations to street rights-of-way, including, for example, the configuration of travel
lanes, sidewalks widths, and addition of crosswalks that are part of the draft Plan’s modifications
to the public realm. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Department of Public Works

Approval for any proposed curb or street modifications (Transit Tower). San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency; Department of Public Works; Board of Supervisors

42

Other buildings that would cast shadow on Recreation and Park Department properties would also require
modification of the Absolute Cumulative Limit for one or more parks. However, those subsequent projects
would require their own project-specific CEQA analysis and would be considered for approval —including
consideration of shadow limits—separately from the Transit Center District Plan and the Transit Tower.
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CHAPTER Il

Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans

This chapter describes any inconsistencies between the draft Transit Center District Plan and proposed
Transit Tower and applicable plans and policies, including objectives and policies of the San Francisco
General Plan, the adopted Transbay Redevelopment Plan that overlaps with a portion of the Transit
Center District Plan area, and other applicable local and regional plans. This chapter also discusses the
Plan’s and tower’s compliance with San Francisco Planning Code, which implements the General Plan.
Where inconsistencies are identified that could result in physical effects on the environment, the reader is
directed to analysis of those effect in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures. In particular, regional plans pertaining to air quality (e.g., 2010 Clean Air Plan) are discussed in
Section IV.G, Air Quality.

Planning and regulatory control over the Plan area are governed by the San Francisco Planning
Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (parts of the proposed Plan area within

Zone 1 of the adopted Transbay Redevelopment Plan). Development in the Plan area is generally covered
by the San Francisco General Plan, but the Transit Center District Plan area overlaps with the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area, and includes all of Zone 2 of the redevelopment area.*3 The Redevelopment
Agency has implemented a Delegation Agreement with the Planning Department to generally assign
responsibility and jurisdiction for planning, zoning, and project entitlements in Zone 2 of the
redevelopment area to the Planning Department and Planning Commission, relying on the Planning Code.
The Transbay Redevelopment Plan is being implemented in partnership with the Redevelopment Agency
and involves review by the Agency’s Transbay Citizens’ Advisory Committee. The Transit Tower site is
within Zone 2, meaning that it is governed by the Planning Code, as administered by the Planning

Department and Planning Commission.

As part of the review and approval process, the draft Plan would be reviewed by the Planning
Commission, and the Commission and the Board of Supervisors would make findings of consistency
with objectives, policies and principles of the General Plan at the program level and make amendments to
the General Plan for consistency with the final version of the Transit Center District Plan.

43 The draft Plan includes streetscape changes and road modifications within Zone 1 of the Transbay
Redevelopment Area, although no land use or height changes are envisioned within this area.
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A. San Francisco General Plan

The San Francisco General Plan, adopted by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, is
both a strategic and long-term document, broad in scope and specific in nature. The General Plan is the
embodiment of the city’s collective vision for the future of San Francisco, and comprises a series of
elements, each of which deal with a particular topic, that applies citywide. The General Plan contains

10 elements (Housing, Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, Community Facilities,
Urban Design, Environmental Protection, Transportation, Air Quality, Community Safety, and Arts) that
provide goals, policies, and objectives for the physical development of the city. In addition, the General
Plan includes area plans that outline goals and objectives for specific geographic planning areas, such as
the greater downtown, including the Plan area, policies for which are contained in the Downtown Plan,

an area plan within the General Plan.

The Transit Center District Plan is intended to develop a rezoning proposal that increases the amount of
allowable development in the transit-rich downtown core, while at the same time improving public
amenities, modifying the system of streets and circulation to meet the needs and goals of a dense transit-
oriented district, providing additional open space, and implementing policies to preserve existing historic
structures and to promote sustainability. A primary goal of the proposed urban design controls is to
enhance the downtown skyline, while relating the proposed structures to the surrounding mid- and low-
rise residential and commercial neighborhoods. In general, these objectives of the draft Plan are founded

upon the policy direction of the General Plan.

A conflict between a proposed project and a General Plan policy does not, in itself, indicate a significant
effect on the environment within the context of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Any
physical environmental impacts that could result from such conflicts are analyzed in this EIR. In general,
potential conflicts with the General Plan are considered by the decisions-makers (normally the Planning
Commission) independently of the environmental review process. Thus, in addition to considering
inconsistencies that affect environmental issues, the Planning Commission considers other potential
inconsistencies with the General Plan, independently of the environmental review process, as part of the
decision to approve or disapprove a proposed project. Any potential conflict not identified in this
environmental document would be considered in that context and would not alter the physical

environmental effects of the draft Plan and proposed Transit Tower that are analyzed in this EIR.

As noted, the Plan area is contained within the boundaries of the Downtown Plan, an area plan within
the General Plan. In an area plan, “the more general policies in the General Plan elements are made more
precise as they relate to specific parts of the city.”4* Therefore, the policies in the Downtown Plan are
those that are most applicable to the draft Plan. As directed by the state CEQA Guidelines (Sec. 15125(d)),
potential conflicts with Downtown Plan policies are discussed below. Additional General Plan policies
with which the proposed Plan could conflict are discussed following the Downtown Plan. This section is

not intended to provide a comprehensive analysis of General Plan consistency: in particular, this section is

44 Tntroduction to the General Plan.
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not intended to, and does not, identify policies that the draft Plan would support. Staff report(s) for
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors action(s) on the draft Plan will contain a complete

analysis of General Plan consistency.

Downtown Plan

The Plan area is entirely within the area covered by the Downtown Plan, an area plan within the General
Plan. The aim of the Downtown Plan is to encourage business activity and promote economic growth
downtown, as the City’s and region’s premier center, while improving the quality of place and providing
necessary supporting amenities. Centered on Market Street, the Plan covers an area roughly bounded by
Van Ness Avenue to the west, Steuart Street to the east, Folsom Street to the south, and the northern edge

of the Financial District to the north.

The Downtown Plan contains objectives and policies that address the following issues: provision of space
for commerce, housing, and open space; preservation of the past; urban form; and movement to, from,
and within the downtown area (transportation). The Downtown Plan was intended to maintain a
compact downtown core and direct growth to areas with developable space and easy transit accessibility
so that downtown would “encompass a compact mix of activities, historical values, and distinctive
architecture and urban forms that engender a special excitement reflective of a world city” (Downtown
Plan, Introduction [p. I1.1.1 of printed version]). The Downtown Plan regulates growth in the downtown,

centered in the Financial District, through height limits and FARs (floor area ratios).

The Downtown Plan grew out of an awareness of the public concern in the mid-to-late 20th century over
the degree of change occurring downtown —and of the often conflicting civic objectives between fostering
a vital economy and retaining the urban patterns and structures which collectively form the physical
essence of San Francisco. One of the fundamental concepts embodied within the Downtown Plan is to
expand the City’s downtown office core south from its traditional locus north of Market Street, in a way
that “protects the fine scale and rich mix of uses in Chinatown, Jackson Square, Kearny Street, Union
Square, Mid-Market, North of Market-Tenderloin, and the hotel-entertainment area near Mason Street.”
Thus, the Downtown Plan states, “Major office towers can be constructed on sites remaining in the
financial core north and south of Market and in an expanded area south of Market centered on the
Transbay Bus Terminal.” The rezoning that accompanied adoption of the Downtown Plan established the
City’s greatest height limits (450 to 550 feet) in proximity to the then-extant Transbay Terminal.*> As
noted in Chapter II, Project Description, height limits in the Plan area range from 30 to 550 feet. The
Transit Tower project site, although in the center of this area of expansive height limits, currently has a
Planning Code-permitted height of 30 feet.46

45 Subsequent rezoning has expanded the area of height limits of 400 to 550 feet to locations along the north side of

Folsom Street, where the Embarcadero Freeway once ran, and certain locations on Rincon Hill.

The Transbay Design for Development document, published in 2003 in support of the adopted Transbay
Redevelopment Plan, proposed a 550-foot-tall Transit Tower. However, the Planning Code height limit for the site
has not been increased as of Spring 2011.

46
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In 1986, shortly after the Downtown Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors (1985), San Francisco
voters approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative, that, among other things,
established a limit of 950,000 square feet of office that can be approved in each annual period ending in
mid-October. Of that total, 75,000 square feet is reserved for smaller buildings of between 25,000 and
49,999 square feet. (See further discussion of Proposition M, including the eight priority policies
established by the measure, on p. 71.)

The draft Plan and the Transit Tower would be generally consistent with the Downtown Plan’s stated
goal of encouraging expansion of the downtown office core in the general vicinity of the former Transbay
Terminal (planned new Transit Center) while avoiding “undesirable consequences which cannot be
mitigated” (Policy 1.1). However, given that the draft Plan would permit and encourage the development
of several towers much taller than any buildings heretofore developed in San Francisco, the proposed
Plan could potentially conflict, on some levels, with the following objectives and policies of the
Downtown Plan that speak to adverse effects of large-scale development:

Policy 1.1: ~ Encourage development which produces substantial net benefits and minimizes
undesirable consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable
consequences which cannot be mitigated.

Policy 2.1 Encourage prime downtown office activities to grow as long as undesirable consequences
of such growth can be controlled.

The “undesirable consequences” discussed in the text accompanying Policy 2.1 (and also referenced in
Policy 1.1) include impacts related to out-of-scale office development on neighborhood character; loss of
historical resources; increased shading of streets and publicly accessible open space; increased pedestrian-
level winds; increased traffic and parking demand, pollutant emissions, and energy use; overburdened
public transit; increased traffic noise; increased pressure on housing supply resulting from increased
employment; and conversion of housing, retail, and service commercial space to office space. Physical
effects related to each of these issues are analyzed in the applicable sections of Chapter IV. This EIR
identifies significant, unavoidable impacts in the areas of historical resources (potential adverse effects on
buildings identified as historical resources under CEQA, and on one or more local historic district and/or
historic districts eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources; see Section IV.D),
traffic (degradation in the level of service at certain intersections, increased transit occupancy and transit
delay, a shortfall of freight loading spaces, and construction impacts; see Section IV.E), air quality
(potential health risk due to exposure to diesel particulate matter and fine particulates [PMzs] emitted by
operation of existing stationary sources and during construction; see Section IV.G), and shadow (addition
of new shadow to Recreation and Park Department properties; see Section IV.]). Other impacts were
found to be less than significant, in some cases with mitigation, including those related to aesthetics and
visual quality, wind, transit, parking, and pedestrian and bicycle conditions, energy, noise, and
population and housing. In terms of policy consistency, as noted in Chapter II, Project Description, the
proposed Plan would include amendments to the Downtown Plan that would eliminate maximum floor
area ratios and increase height limits in certain areas, as well as to Planning Code height and bulk

requirements that implement the Downtown Plan.
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Other Downtown Plan policies with which the draft Plan and/or the Transit Tower could conflict are
identified below.

Policy 10.5:  Address the need for human comfort in the design of open spaces by minimizing wind and
maximizing sunshine.

Objective 14: Create and maintain a comfortable pedestrian environment.

Policy 14.2:  Promote building forms that will minimize the creation of surface winds near the base of
buildings.

Wind impacts are analyzed in Section IV.H, and shadow impacts are analyzed in Section IV L.

Objective 12: Conserve resources that provide continuity with San Francisco’s past.

Policy 12.1:  Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural, or aesthetic value, and
promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past
development.

Policy 12.3:  Design new buildings to respect the character of older development nearby.

Policy 13.2  Foster sculpturing of building form to create less overpowering buildings and more
interesting building tops, particularly the tops of towers.

Policy 13.4  Maintain separation between buildings to preserve light and air and prevent excessive
bulk.

As described in Section IV.D, Cultural Resources, the proposed Plan area includes three historic districts
and more than 100 individual historical resources. As further discussed in Section IV.D., although the
draft Plan proposed additional protection for certain historical resources in the area, implementation of
the proposed Plan could adversely affect one or more of these districts and/or individual resources. The
Transit Tower would have no direct effect on historical resources, as the tower site is vacant following

demolition of the Transbay Terminal. Historical resources impacts are fully analyzed in Section IV.D.
Objective 6: Within acceptable levels of density, provide space for future office, retail, hotel, service and
related uses in Downtown San Francisco.

Policy 13.1:  Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height
and character of existing and proposed development.

Objective 15: Create a building form that is visually interesting and harmonizes with surrounding
buildings.

Policy 15.2:  Assure that new buildings contribute to the visual unity of the city.

Effects on aesthetics and visual quality are analyzed in Section IV.B.

Objective 17: Develop transit as the primary mode of travel to and from downtown.

Objective 18: Ensure that the number of auto trips to and from downtown will not be detrimental to the
growth or amenity of downtown.
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Objective 20: Provide for the efficient, convenient and comfortable movement of people and goods,
transit vehicles and automobiles within the downtown.

Objective 21: Improve facilities for freight deliveries and business services.

Policy 21.1:  Provide off-street facilities for freight loading and service vehicles on the site of new
buildings sufficient to meet the demands generated by the intended uses. Seek
opportunities to create new [loading spaces in] existing buildings.

As set forth in Chapter II, Project Description, the draft Plan seeks to increase the concentration of
development in proximity to the City’s greatest concentration of public transit. However, as stated in
Section IV.E, Transportation, by 2030, growth in the Plan area and elsewhere in San Francisco would
result in public transit service operating in excess of capacity on several Muni corridors, the BART
Transbay Tube corridor, AC Transit Transbay service, and Golden Gate Transit buses, absent increased
service levels beyond those currently projected. At the same time, the analysis in Section IV.E indicates
that the vast majority of intersections would operate at unacceptable levels of service, making travel by
private auto difficult and causing delays for transit service on surface streets, including Muni lines and
Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans buses. Additionally, the analysis in Section IV.E indicates that peak
demand for off-street freight loading spaces is unlikely to be met in the Plan area. Because the on-street
loading supply would likely be insufficient to meet overflow demand, unmet loading demand could

result in double-parking, congestion, and adverse effects on transit, bicycles, and traffic.

Other Area Plans

The Plan area is adjacent on the southwest to the area covered by the East SoMa Plan, adopted in 2009 as
part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Plans and Rezoning project, and on the south to the area
covered by the Rincon Hill Plan, adopted in 2005. However, because the Plan area is not within either of

those planning areas, their consistency is not generally applicable to the Plan area.

The Rincon Hill Plan calls for, among other things, the enhancement of Folsom Street “into a walkable
neighborhood center to serve the Rincon Hill and Transbay neighborhoods” (Rincon Hill Plan

Objective 1.3, with ground-floor neighborhood-serving retail stores. The Rincon Hill Plan includes only
the southern frontage of Folsom Street; the northern frontage is within the Transit Center District Plan
area. However, the portion of Folsom Street that is adjacent to the Rincon Hill Plan area (east of Essex
Street) is within Zone 1 of the adopted Transbay Redevelopment Area, where the draft Transit Center
District Plan proposes no changes to land use controls. Because the Zone 1 controls are consistent with
the Rincon Hill Plan, the draft Transit Center District Plan would likewise be consistent with the Rincon
Hill Plan. In terms of pedestrian improvements, both the Rincon Hill Plan and the draft Transit Center
District Plan envision enhancements to Main, Beale, and Spear Streets to improve pedestrian travel, with
widened sidewalks and additional landscaping. Therefore, the draft Plan is consistent with the Rincon
Hill Plan in this regard, as well. The Transit Tower would be several blocks from the Rincon Hill Plan and

East SoMa Plan areas and would not conflict with those plans.
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Other General Plan Policies

Air Quality Element

Policy 3.5 Continue existing growth management policies in the city and give consideration to the
overall air quality impacts of new development including its impact on the local and
regional transportation system in the permit review process. Ensure that growth will not
outpace improvements to transit or the circulation system.

As described in Section IV E, growth pursuant to the proposed Plan, along with cumulative growth
downtown, would result in Muni ridership that would exceed capacity at certain screenlines on certain
corridors, and BART ridership that would exceed system capacity for travel to and from the East Bay. AC
Transit and Golden Gate Transit bus ridership would also exceed capacity. In addition, most intersections

in the Plan area are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service.

Housing Element

The 2009 Housing Element, as adopted by the Planning Commission in March 2011 and by the Board of
Supervisors on June 21, 2011, contains objectives and policies “intended to address the State’s objectives
and the City’s most pressing housing issues: identifying adequate housing sites, conserving and
improving existing housing, providing equal housing opportunities, facilitating permanently affordable
housing, removing government constraints to the construction and rehabilitation of housing, maintaining
the unique and diverse character of San Francisco’s neighborhoods, balancing housing construction with
community infrastructure, and sustainability.”4” The following policies relate to housing supply,

especially the supply of affordable housing and housing for persons with varying special needs.

Objective 1  Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet the City’s housing
needs, especially permanently affordable housing.

Policy 1.1 Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially
affordable housing.

Policy 1.8 Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently
affordable housing, in new commercial, institutional or other single use development
projects.

Objective 4  Foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all residents across lifecycles.

Policy 4.1 Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with
children.

Policy 4.5 Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City’s
neighborhoods, and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types
provided at a range of income levels.

47 San Francisco General Plan Housing Element, adopted by Planning Commission, March 2011, Part II, p. 5.
http://housingelement2009.sfplanning.org/docs/Housing_Element Part II Objectives_and_Policies CPC_Adopted.pdf
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The draft Plan seeks to achieve a target that 70 percent of the built floor space in the district be devoted to
office use. Although this would expressly limit the amount of housing (and other non-office uses) that
could be developed in the Plan area, the proposed Plan would not conflict with the Housing Element’s
directives regarding provision of an adequate number of housing units, because the proposed Plan seeks
to ensure that an adequate amount of office space to accommodate future employment growth be
provided within a relatively small amount of land in the area of downtown proximate to the greatest
array of transit services. The proposed Plan aims to accommodate a high concentration of office
development within this southern portion of the Downtown office district while also recognizing that
existing residential developments exist at various locations within the Plan area (particularly the
southwest portion) and other high-density residential uses are already approved along the southern edge
of the Plan area (approximately 2,700 units along Folsom Street, within Zone 1 of the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan area), as well as within the Rincon Hill Plan area to the south. It is recognized that a
high-density, heavily urbanized location such as the Transit Center District Plan area has not historically
been a location of choice for many residents, particularly families with children, and that, therefore, some
policy direction in the Housing Element that seeks to provide complete neighborhoods with a wide range
of services for residents might be less applicable to portions of the Plan area than to other districts of San
Francisco. This is, in part, because nearly all of the existing and anticipated housing in the Plan area is
and will be provided in relatively taller buildings than elsewhere in San Francisco, limiting to some
degree the desirability of these units to households seeking a less central-city-oriented community.
Moreover, the greater height limits, both existing and proposed, increase the cost of housing, both due to
the higher land cost and the higher cost of high-rise construction, relative to other districts, although
these increases are offset to some degree by the greater housing density that can be achieved; these
factors make non-subsidized housing in the Plan area unlikely to meet the Housing Element’s
affordability goals. The Housing Element states that about 66,000 new housing units could be built in San
Francisco under existing zoning, including 3,500 units remaining to be built in the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Areas. (Another 7,600 units could be built on Treasure Island and on the former Hunters
Point naval base.) Of this total, about 10 percent could potentially be built in the downtown (C-3) use
districts, including the Plan area and Rincon Hill to the south.#8 The draft Plan would increase this
downtown housing potential by only about 12 percent, or about 800 units, because, as noted, the Plan’s
focus is on making sufficient land available primarily for office use, to accommodate forecast
employment. Because it represents a relatively small percentage of projected Citywide housing growth,
the loss of this 800-unit increment, were the draft Plan to be disapproved, would not jeopardize the City’s
ability to meet its share of regional housing demand, as forecast in the Regional Housing Needs
Allocation administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments.

Nevertheless, to the extent that the draft Plan would permit housing and accommodate the retention of
existing housing units, such policy direction in the Housing Element must be considered applicable and,
within the constraints of the high-density housing that would be developed in the Plan area, the Plan
would not be substantially inconsistent with the Housing Element. The Transit Tower, as an office

48 Housing Element, March 2011, Part I, p. 63.
http://housingelement2009.sfplanning.org/docs/Housing_Element_Part I Data Needs_Assmt CPC_Adopted.pdf.
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building, would not conflict with Housing Element. The tower developer would pay the housing fees
required of office development citywide under Section 413.1 et seq., of the Planning Code, the Jobs-
Housing Linkage Program.

Urban Design Element

The Urban Design Element is concerned with the physical character and environment of the city with
respect to development and preservation. The Urban Design Element addresses issues related to City
Pattern, Conservation, Major New Development and Neighborhood Environment. The proposed Plan
draws from principles set forth in the Urban Design Element’s discussion of Major New Development.

These and other objectives and policies are discussed below.

Objective 1:  Emphasis of the characteristic pattern which gives to the city and its neighborhoods an
image, a sense of purpose, and a means of orientation.

Policy 1.1: ~ Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to those of open
space and water.

Policy 1.3:  Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the
city and its districts.

Policy 1.6:  Make centers of activity more prominent through design of street features and by other
means.

Objective 2: Conservation of resources which provide a sense of nature, continuity with the past, and
freedom from overcrowding.

Policy 2.6:  Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings.

Objective 3: Moderation of major new development to complement the city pattern, the resources to be
conserved, and the neighborhood environment.

Policy 3.2 Avoid extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics which will cause new
buildings to stand out in excess of their public importance.

Policy 3.4:  Promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity of open spaces and
other public areas.

Policy 3.5:  Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height
and character of existing development.

Policy 3.6:  Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an
overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction.

The proposed Plan would permit a limited number of towers up to 1,000 feet in height (and potentially
greater than 1,000 feet with the inclusion of non-occupiable, sculptural elements). Although such
development could potentially conflict with one or more the above-listed objectives and policies,
particularly with respect to the Transit Tower, which would be the tallest building in the Plan area, the
proposed Plan draws from the Urban Design Element’s call to concentrate tall buildings in centers of
activity such as downtown, as long as such development is carefully planned and executed. Text

accompanying Policy 3.5 of the Urban Design Element states:
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In areas of growth where tall buildings are considered through comprehensive planning efforts,
such tall buildings should be grouped and sculpted to form discrete skyline forms that do not
muddle the clarity and identity of the city’s characteristic hills and skyline. Where multiple tall
buildings are contemplated in areas of flat topography near other strong skyline forms, such as on
the southern edge of the downtown “mound,” they should be adequately spaced and slender to
ensure that they are set apart from the overall physical form of the downtown and allow some
views of the city, hills, the Bay Bridge, and other elements to permeate through the district.

The Urban Design Element classifies certain streets in terms of their importance as visual resources as
well as quality of street views that are available from vantage points along those streets. In the project
vicinity, Market Street, which runs along the northern edge of the Plan area, is characterized as a street
containing “Street View of Important Building and Street That Defines City Form.” No other streets
within the Plan area are characterized as streets important to urban design and views. Additionally, long
stretches of Mission, Howard, and Folsom Streets, including segments within the Plan area, are
characterized by the General Plan as having “average” quality of views, with views along Mission,
Howard, and Folsom Streets between First and Third Streets characterized as having “good” quality of
street views. No other street segments are specifically characterized by the General Plan in terms of view

quality along those streets.

As noted above, one of the objectives of the proposed Plan is to further the Downtown Plan, which strives
to expand downtown southward into formerly industrial and low-rise areas around the Transit Center. By
its very nature, the draft Transit Center District Plan would encourage development on a limited number of
sites that would be taller than the maximum building heights currently permitted. The proposed Plan
would require placement and massing of such very tall buildings to conform to principles intended to be
consistent with the objectives and policies contained in the Urban Design Element. (See also Section IV.B,

Aesthetics, for a discussion of physical environmental impacts with respect to aesthetics and views.)

Recreation and Open Space Element

Policy 2.3 Preserve sunlight in public open spaces. (The same text is contained in Policy 1.6 of the
May 2009 draft Recreation and Open Space Element, which is being prepared to update the
existing Recreation and Open Space Element.)

Implementation of the draft Plan and development of the Transit Tower would result in the addition of
new shadow to several parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, as well as to
other public open spaces and to certain publicly accessible, privately owned open spaces. This issue is

discussed in detail in Section IV.].

B. Other Plans

Environmental plans and policies are those, like the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan, which directly address
environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be met in order to preserve or

improve characteristics of the City’s physical environment. Neither the draft Plan nor the proposed
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Transit Tower project would obviously or substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental
plan or policy. (Consistency with clean air plans is discussed further in Section IV.G, Air Quality.)

Transbay Redevelopment Plan

The existing Transbay Redevelopment Area is roughly bounded by Mission Street, Second Street, Main
Street, and Folsom Street, with a southwesterly extension to Second and Harrison Streets. The main
objectives of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, adopted in June of 2005, are to replace the outmoded
(and now-demolished) Transbay Terminal and revitalize the vacant and underutilized properties that
characterize the remainder of the Redevelopment Plan area. The Transbay Redevelopment Plan contains
the following goals: Create a pedestrian-oriented urban environment that encourages walking as a
primary transportation mode within the Plan area; encourage the use of alternative modes of
transportation by future area residents, workers, and visitors and support the new Transbay Transit
Center (new terminal) as a major hub while still providing local vehicular access; create a livable urban
community with prime access to downtown and the waterfront, and well-designed streets, open space
and retail areas; establish the area as both a gateway to the central city and a unique transit-oriented
neighborhood in San Francisco; develop a new downtown neighborhood to help address the city’s and
the region’s housing crisis, support regional transit use, and provide financial support to the future
Transit Center, including access ramps and a temporary terminal facility, and Caltrain Downtown
Extension; enhance linkage between the new Transit Center and the Financial District through visitor
accommodations and commercial development that supports the new terminal; and create a state of the
art multi-modal facility that is an integral part of the surrounding commercial and residential
neighborhood. As noted in the introduction to this section, the Planning Department and Planning
Commission have responsibility for planning, zoning, and project approvals within Zone 2 of the
Redevelopment Plan area, pursuant to a delegation agreement between the Department and the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, while the Redevelopment Agency controls planning activities and
approvals within Zone 1 of the Redevelopment Plan area (along Folsom Street, between Main and Beale
Streets south of the line of Natoma Street, and the area extending to Second and Harrison Streets). The
draft Transit Center District Plan would not conflict with the overall goals of the Redevelopment Plan,
but would instead complement implementation of the Redevelopment Plan, which calls for development
of some 2,700 housing units along Folsom Street, by encouraging high-intensity employment— primarily

office space—in the area surrounding the planned new Transit Center.

The Climate Action Plan

In February 2002, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction
Resolution (Number 158-02) committing the City and County of San Francisco to a greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions reductions goal of 20 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2012. The resolution also directs the
San Francisco Department of the Environment, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and other
appropriate City agencies to complete and coordinate an analysis and planning of a local action plan
targeting GHG emission reduction activities. In September 2004, the Department of the Environment and
the Public Utilities Commission published the Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce
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Greenhouse Emissions. The Climate Action Plan examines the causes of global climate change and human
activities that contribute to global warming and provides projections of climate change impacts on
California and San Francisco from recent scientific reports; presents estimates of San Francisco’s baseline
greenhouse gas emissions inventory and reduction targets; describes recommended emissions reduction
actions in the key target sectors — transportation, energy efficiency, renewable energy, and solid waste
management — to meet stated goals by 2012; and presents next steps required over the near term to
implement the Plan. Although the Board of Supervisors has not formally committed the City to perform
the actions addressed in the Plan, and many of the actions require further development and commitment
of resources, the Plan serves as a blueprint for GHG emission reductions, and several actions are now in

progress.

The Climate Action Plan cites an array of potential environmental impacts to San Francisco from climate
change, including rising sea levels which could threaten coastal wetlands, infrastructure, and property;
increased storm activity that could increase beach erosion and cliff undercutting; warmer temperatures
that could result in more frequent El Nifio storms causing more rain than snow in the Sierras, reducing
snow pack that is an important source of the region’s water supply; decreased summer runoff and
warming ocean temperatures that could affect salinity, water circulation, and nutrients in the Bay,
potentially altering Bay ecosystems; as well as other possible effects to food supply and the viability of
the state’s agricultural system; possible public health effects related to degraded air quality and changes

in disease vectors; as well as other social and economic impacts.

The Plan presents estimates of San Francisco’s baseline GHG emissions inventory and reduction targets.
Noting that burning fossil fuels in vehicles and for energy use in buildings and facilities are the major
contributors to San Francisco’s GHG emissions, the Plan includes GHG reduction strategies such as
targeting emission reductions from fossil fuel use in cars, power plants and commercial buildings,
developing renewable energy technologies like solar, wind, fuel cells and tidal power, and expanding
residential and commercial recycling programs. According to the Plan, achieving these goals will require
the cooperation of a number of different city agencies. An analysis of potential effects on global warming
and GHGs, and consistency with the Climate Action Plan, is presented in Section IV.H, Greenhouse Gas

Emissions.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan

In August 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. The Bicycle Plan
includes a citywide bicycle transportation plan (comprised of a “Policy Framework” and a “Network
Improvement” document) and implementation of specific bicycle improvements identified within the
Plan. The draft Bicycle Plan includes objectives and identifies policy changes that would enhance the
City’s bike-ability. It also describes the existing bicycle route network (a series of interconnected streets in
which bicycling is encouraged), and identifies gaps within the citywide bicycle route network that require
improvement. The Bicycle Plan updates the 1997 San Francisco Bicycle Plan. The Final Environmental
Impact Report for the Bicycle Plan assessed a total of 56 short-term and long-term bicycle improvement

projects. In the Transit Center District Plan area, the Bicycle Plan EIR evaluated a project calling for new
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bicycle lanes on Second Street, involving removal of one traffic lane in each direction on Second Street
between Market and King Streets, along with some curbside parking, and the creation of bicycle lanes in
each direction. Left turns would be prohibited for cars and trucks at most intersections. This specific
improvement was removed from the list of initial projects by the Municipal Transportation Agency
(MTA) Board of Directors when it initially approved the Bicycle Plan in June 2009 (the version of the Plan
approved by the Supervisors), to permit further study and community discussion. Following a series of
community meetings in 2009 — 2010, MTA is working with Planning and Public Works staff on bicycle
improvements, pedestrian bulbs, and paving plans for Second Street and anticipates having a preferred
plan available for community review in 2012, with construction of bicycle lanes and other streetscape
improvements anticipated to be completed by 2013.4° As stated in Chapter II, Project Description, the
draft Transit Center District Plan assumes that Second Street will be improved as set forth in the Bicycle
Plan. Additionally, the Plan would encourage bicycle use by making other streetscape improvements and
requiring increased bicycle parking in new developments, including the Transit Tower, which would be
considered for approval under the Plan. Therefore, neither the draft Plan nor the Transit Tower appears
to conflict with the Bicycle Plan.

Streetscapes Master Planning

The City of San Francisco in December 2010 adopted a Better Streets Plan, with the aim of creating a
unified set of standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies to govern how the City designs,
builds, and maintains public streets and rights-of-way. The main focus of the Better Streets Plan is upon
the pedestrian environment and on the most appropriate design for allowing streets to be used as public
space. The Better Streets Plan “provides a blueprint for the future of San Francisco’s pedestrian
environment,” and responds to the “Better Streets Policy” adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 2006.
The Plan sets forth goals, objectives, policies, and guidelines aimed at achieving “a great pedestrian
environment,” based on the premise that streets should be memorable, support diverse public life,
vibrant places for commerce, promote human use and comfort, promote healthy lifestyles, safe, create
convenient connections, ecologically sustainable, accessible, and attractive, inviting, and well-cared for
(the “10 Elements of Better Streets). The Plan also includes a chapter on the approach to streetscape
design, guides to street designs and streetscape element, and a final chapter describing implementation.>0
The draft Transit Center District Plan includes enhancements to the public realm, focusing on the
pedestrian environment, and thus does not appear to conflict with the Better Streets Plan. The Transit
Tower, likewise, would include pedestrian improvements, including widened sidewalks adjacent to the

tower and a new open space, Mission Square, immediately east of the tower.

49 James Shahamiri, Assistant Engineer, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, personal communication,

March 11, 2011.
San Francisco Planning Department, Better Streets Plan, adopted by the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor,
December 2010. Available at: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/BetterStreets/proposals.htm#Final Plan.

50

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E 63 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



IlI. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS

Downtown Streetscape Plan

The Downtown Streetscape Plan was adopted by the Planning Commission in 1995 to implement the
Downtown Pedestrian Network that is called for in Objective 22 of the Downtown Plan. The Downtown
Streetscape Plan has three goals: to provide a coordinated, comprehensive design vision for the
Downtown Pedestrian Network; to provide standards and guidelines for the placement of streetscape
elements by both the public and private sectors; and to provide a framework for future capital projects
funded by dedicated sales tax revenue and privately funded to meet downtown open space
requirements, as well as for projects funded by public-private partnerships. The Downtown Streetscape
Plan presents a hierarchy of design concepts for streets and alleys of varying importance, including, in
the Plan area, Mission Street (a Special Street), Second and Beale Streets (Second Level Streets), and
Minna, Natoma, and Ecker Streets and Shaw Alley (Walk Through Alleys). The draft Plan would
implement streetscape improvements on the Plan area streets identified in the Downtown Streetscape
Plan, and would extend the Ecker-Shaw pedestrian connection south to Folsom Street.

Transit First Policy

The City of San Francisco’s Transit First policy, adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1973, was
developed in response to the damaging impacts over previous decades of freeways on the city’s urban
character. The policy is aimed at restoring balance to a transportation system long dominated by the
automobile, and improving overall mobility for residents and visitors whose reliance chiefly on the
automobile would result in severe transportation deficiencies. It encourages multi-modalism, the use of
transit and other alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle as modes of transportation, and gives priority
to the maintenance and expansion of the local transit system and the improvement of regional transit

coordination.

The following ten principles constitute the City’s Transit First policy:

1. To ensure quality of life and economic health in San Francisco, the primary objective of the
transportation system must be the safe and efficient movement of people and goods.

2. Public transit, including taxis and vanpools, is an economically and environmentally sound
alternative to transportation by individual automobiles. Within San Francisco, travel by public
transit, by bicycle and on foot must be an attractive alternative to travel by private automobile.

3. Decisions regarding the use of limited public street and sidewalk space shall encourage the use of
public rights of way by pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transit, and shall strive to reduce and
improve public health and safety.

4. Transit policy improvements, such as designated transit lanes and streets and improved
signalization, shall be made to expedite the movement of public transit vehicles (including taxis
and vanpools) and to improve public safety.

5. Pedestrian areas shall be enhanced wherever possible to improve the safety and comfort of
pedestrians and to encourage travel by foot.
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6. Bicycling shall be promoted by encouraging safe streets for riding, convenient access to transit,
bicycle lanes, and secure bicycle parking.

7. Parking policies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by
public transit and alternative transportation.

8. New transportation investment should be allocated to meet the demand for public transit
generated by new public and private commercial and residential developments.

9.  The ability of the City and County of San Francisco to reduce traffic congestion depends on the
adequacy of regional public transportation. The City and County shall promote the use of regional
mass transit and the continued development of an integrated, reliable, regional public
transportation system.

10.  The City and County shall encourage innovative solutions to meet public transportation needs
wherever possible and where the provision of such service will not adversely affect the service
provided by the Municipal Railway. (Added November 1999.)

One of the fundamental principles of the draft Transit Center District Plan is to encourage density of
employment uses, particularly office use, in an area with the highest transit capacity in the City. The draft
Plan would thus encourage use of transit and alternative transportation modes, and would also increase
proximity of jobs to housing within the City. These factors would be expected to help minimize single-

person auto travel in the future, which would be consistent with the intent of the Transit First Policy.

Section IV.E, Transportation, analyzes potential transportation impacts of the draft Plan and the Transit
Tower, including possible impacts on alternative transportation modes. In general, however, it is
apparent that the draft Plan’s emphasis on compact development proximate to a high level of transit
service, along with pedestrian and bicycle improvements, would be consistent with the Transit First

Policy.

C. Planning Code (Zoning)

The Planning Code, which incorporates by reference the City Zoning Maps, governs land uses, densities
and configuration of buildings within San Francisco. Permits to construct new buildings or to alter or
demolish existing ones may not be issued unless the proposed project conforms to the Planning Code or

an exception is granted pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code.

The proposed Plan would make alterations to the Planning Code, as described in Chapter II, Project
Description. Principally, the Plan would rezone the bulk of the Plan area to the C-3-O (SD) use district,
with the exception of Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, which would not change, and existing
P Districts, which would likewise remain. The draft Plan also proposes to increase allowable height limits

on selected parcels (see Figure 3, p. 14).

The proposed Plan would eliminate the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) and to place limits on the

amount of non-commercial development in the core of the Plan area, in order to ensure adequate land is
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available for expansion of office use. The draft Plan also proposes a minimum FAR of 9:1 on larger sites;
seeks to encourage continuous consumer retail uses on key street frontages; a requirement for sculpting
of tall building forms through upper-story setbacks and horizontal modulation of street walls; and
widened sidewalks along certain streets through increased building setbacks.

Planning Code Section 295

Section 295 of the Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, was adopted through voter approval of
Proposition K in November 1984 to protect certain public open spaces from shadowing by new
structures. Section 295 generally prohibits, unless an exception is granted, new or renovated structures
greater than 40 feet in height from shading property under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be
acquired by, the Recreation and Park Commission, during the period from one hour after sunrise to one
hour before sunset on any day of the year. Section 295(b) states that the Planning Commission, following
a public hearing, “shall disapprove” any project governed by this section that would have an “adverse
effect” due to shading of a park subject to Section 295, “unless it is determined that the impact would be
insignificant.” The Planning Commission’s decision under Section 295 cannot be made “until the general
manager of the Recreation and Park Department in consultation with the Recreation and Park
Commission has had an opportunity to review and comment to the City Planning Commission upon the
proposed project.”In practice, therefore, Section 295 acts as a kind of overlay that further limits heights
and/or shapes of certain buildings around protected parks; the Section 295 limit is in addition to the
height limits in the Height and Bulk districts.

Privately-owned open spaces, including any open spaces that are required under the Planning Code as

part of an individual development proposal, are not subject to Section 295.

Section 295 is applicable to the analysis of shadow impacts in Section IV.I of this EIR.

Planning Code Section 146

Planning Code Section 146(a), applicable to certain streets in the C-3 zoning districts, requires that
buildings and additions fit within an envelope defined by a plane sloping away from the street at a
prescribed angle above a prescribed height “in order to maintain direct sunlight on public sidewalks in
certain downtown areas during critical periods of use.” In the Plan area, Section 146(a) applies to the west
side of New Montgomery and Second Streets, specifying that a building be within an envelope that
slopes away from the street at an angle of 62 degrees beginning at 132 feet above grade. Section 146(a)
also applies to the south side of Market Street west of Second Street, where the required angle is

50 degrees, beginning 119 feet above the street. Section 146(a) also applies to portions of Bush, Sutter,
Post, Geary, O’Farrell, Ellis, Powell, Stockton, and Kearny Streets and Grant Avenue. Under

Section 146(b), an exception to the foregoing may be granted, pursuant to the procedures of Section 309,
Permit Review in C-3 Districts, if no new shadow is created, or if “the shadow created by the penetration
of the plane is deemed insignificant because of the limited extent or duration of the shadow or because of
the limited public use of the shadowed space.” Section 146(c) states that, on other streets in the C-3

districts, “New buildings and additions to existing buildings shall be shaped, if it can be done without
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creating an unattractive design and without unduly restricting the development potential of the site in
question, so as to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks.” A determination of
compliance with Section 146(c) is made as part of the Section 309 project consideration process.

Planning Code Section 147
Planning Code Section 147, applicable to the C-3, RSD, SLR, SLI, or SSO zoning districts, where height

limits are greater than 40 feet, requires that all new development and additions to existing structures
where the height exceeds 50 feet must be shaped to minimize shadow on public plazas or other publicly
accessible open spaces other than those protected by Section 295, “in accordance with the guidelines of
good design and without unduly restricting the development potential of the property.” The following
factors must be taken into account in determining compliance with this criterion: the amount of area
shadowed, the duration of the shadow, and the importance of sunlight to the type of open space being
shadowed. A determination of compliance with Section 147 is made as part of the Section 309 project
consideration process. Section 147 is applicable to the analysis of shadow impacts in Section IV.I of this
EIR.

Planning Code Section 309

Planning Code Section 309, Permit Review in C-3 Districts, governs projects in the C-3 (Downtown) use
districts. This section requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission to consider all projects in
C-3 districts greater than 50,000 square feet in size or 75 feet in height. Section 309 permits the
Commission to grant exceptions to certain Planning Code standards, including the setback and rear yard
requirements of Sections 132.1 and 134(d); the ground-level wind current requirements of Section 148; the
sunlight to public sidewalk requirement of Section 146; the limitation on residential accessory parking of
Section 151.1(e); the requirement of independently accessible parking spaces of Section 155(c); the
limitation on curb cuts for parking access of Section 155(r); the limitations on above-grade residential
accessory parking of Section 155(s); the freight loading and service vehicle space requirements of Section
161(h); the off-street tour bus loading space requirements of Section 162; the height limits for vertical
extensions of Section 260(b)(1)(G) and for upper tower extensions of Section 263.7; the height limits in the
80-130F and 80-130X Height and Bulk Districts of Section 263.6 and in the 200-400S Height and Bulk
District of Section 263.8 (neither applicable in the Plan area); and the bulk requirements of Sections 270
and 272. Section 309 requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission for any such exceptions
requested by a project sponsor. Section 309 also permits the imposition of certain conditions in regard to
such matters as a project’s siting and design; project effects on views and view corridors, shadow, wind,
street walls; parking, traffic and transit effects; energy consumption; pedestrian environment; street trees,
landscaping, and sidewalks; the quality of the living environment of residential units, including unit size
and open space; aspects of project design that “have significant adverse environmental consequences”;
historical resources in conservation districts; and other matters related to a project’s “unique or unusual

location, environment, topography or other circumstances.”

The proposed Transit Tower would be subject to review and approval under Section 309.

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E 67 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



IlI. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS

Planning Code Section 321

Section 321 implements the City’s annual limit on office construction, which is set at 950,000 square feet
per calendar year, with a subset of 75,000 square feet reserved for buildings smaller than 50,000 square
feet. The limit applies to all office space citywide, not just downtown. Buildings smaller than 25,000
square feet are excepted; however, Redevelopment Agency projects are included, as are projects within
San Francisco that are under the jurisdiction the State of California and federal agencies, including the
Presidio Trust and National Park Service. Square footage not allocated during any given year is added to
the overall allocation for succeeding years.

As of November 30, 2010, the Planning Department inventory of office space showed 3.35 million square
feet of space available for large projects (those 50,000 square feet and larger), with an additional

1.23 million square feet available for smaller projects (25,000 to 49,999 square feet).! Since the November
2010 update was issued, one large building has been approved Downtown, at 350 Mission Street (Case
No. 2006.1524). This building was approved February 10, 2011, and was allocated 335,000 square feet of
office space. Also in 2011, another 200,000 square feet was allocated to the Alexandria District in Mission
Bay, and 100,000 square feet was allocated to Treasure Island. In June 2011, the Planning Commission
revoked previous approvals for an office building at 524 Howard Street, adding 202,000 square feet back
to the large building inventory.5? As of September 1, 2011, therefore, the large building inventory is
approximately 3.1 million square feet, or about 3.5 times the annual large building allocation of

875,000 square feet.

The large building inventory reached a maximum of just over 4 million square feet available at the start of
the 1997-98 allocation period, in October 1997. The greatest amount of space allocated in any period was
2.18 million square feet, in 1999-2000. As of summer 2011, the Planning Department has environmental or
other applications on file for more office space than the 3.1 million square feet currently available. The
largest projects on file include the Transit Tower (approximately 1.3 million square feet), a mixed-use
project at 50 First Street (Case No. 2006.1523E; approximately 1.06 million square feet; within the Plan
area), a mixed-use building at 181 Fremont Street (Case No. 2007.0456E; approximately 414,000 square
feet; also within the Plan area), and a medical office building proposed as part of the California Pacific
Medical Center project at Van Ness Avenue and Geary Street (Case No. 2005.0555E;

approximately 195,000 square feet). An additional 875,000 square feet space will be added to the available
inventory each October.

If during a particular year large office projects come before the Planning Commission for approval of
more office space than is available, the Commission must compare the proposed projects and approve
those that “promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity,” based on criteria that include:

51 San Francisco Planning Department, “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update,”
November 30, 2010. Allocations in square feet of gross floor area, as defined in Planning Code Sec. 102.9 Available
at: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/Office_Allocation_Stats_11-30-10.pdf; reviewed

5 March 13, 2011.

This revocation is pending an appeal before the Board of Supervisors.
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. maintaining a balance between economic growth, on the one hand, and housing, transportation
and public services, on the other;

J projects’” contribution to, and effects on, the objectives and policies of the General Plan;

J design quality;

J suitability of each project for its location, and any location-specific effects;

o the anticipated uses of each project, “in light of employment opportunities to be provided, needs of
existing businesses, and the available supply of space suitable for such anticipated uses”;

J the extent to a project “will be owned or occupied by a single entity”; and

J the use, if any, of transferrable development rights to assist in preservation of existing historic

structures (Planning Code Sec. 321(b)).

This competitive approval process, dubbed the “beauty contest” by many observers, has not been
employed since the early years of the annual limit, in the mid-1980s. At that time, the annual limit for
large buildings was 400,000 square feet, having been reduced by 475,000 per year by voter initiative
(Proposition M of 1986, codified as Planning Code Sec. 321.1), with that amount to be deducted annually
from the allocation until all buildings approved between November 1984 (adoption of the Downtown
Plan by the Planning Commission) and November 1986 had either received building permits or their
approvals expired. It was not until the 1997 — 98 approval period that the backlog of approvals issued in
the immediate aftermath of the Downtown Plan adoption was cleared and the annual large building
allocation restored to 875,000 square feet.

The approximately 6.2 million square feet of office space (5.4 million square feet, considering approved
projects) assumed to be developed in the Plan area over the next 20 years (see Growth Assumptions
contained in Section IV.C, Population, Housing, Employment, and Business Activity) represents about six
years of the annual limit’s large building allocation.>3 Therefore, while other projects outside the Plan
area, such as in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area, would be anticipated to draw down the
office space allocation to some degree, given the existing size of the available inventory and the near-term
outlook for a less rapid pace of office development than has sometimes been the case since adoption of
the Downtown Plan, it is not anticipated that the office development annual limit would affect the
schedule of development that would otherwise take place in the Plan area, at least for the foreseeable
future.

In contrast to the large office allocation, the inventory available for smaller buildings is more than
16 times the annual allocation of 75,000 square feet. The small building inventory has increased in all but
two years since the annual limit took effect in 1985.

The proposed Transit Tower would be subject to review and approval under Section 321.

53 Two of the projects in the Plan area (222 Second Street and 350 Mission Street), totaling about 800,000 square feet,
are already approved and have received their office square footage allocations. Therefore, the net additional
space would be about 5.4 million square feet.
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Reflective Glass (Planning Commission Resolution 9212)

Planning Commission Resolution No. 9212 (1981) established a pair of guidelines for reviewing and
acting on proposed building projects. The first guideline states that clear, untinted glass should be used at
and near the street level. The second guideline states that mirrored, highly reflective, or densely tinted
glass should not be used except as an architectural or decorative element. By prohibiting mirrored or

reflective glass, this resolution serves to limit glare.

Resolution 9212 is applicable to the analysis of visual quality in Section IV.C of this EIR.

Exceptions to Planning Code Bulk, Wind, and Shadow Requirements

As noted above, Planning Code Section 309, Permit Review in C-3 Districts, allows the Planning
Commission to grant exceptions to certain Planning Code standards. Review of Planning Department
records and Planning Commission minutes revealed that there were more than 30 cases involving
exceptions from Planning Code requirements for ground level winds (Section 148) and building bulk
(Section 270) that were granted since the Downtown Plan and accompanying zoning regulations were
approved. About 27 of these buildings have been constructed, including most major downtown buildings
built since the adoption of the Downtown Plan. Another project granted an exception (Trinity Plaza, at
Eighth and Market Streets) is under construction in phases. Planning Code Section 146(c), which states that
new buildings and building additions shall be shaped “so as to reduce substantial shadow impacts on
public sidewalks in the C-3 Districts” [other than on specified streets that are governed by another Code
section], if this can be accomplished “without creating an unattractive design and without unduly
restricting the development potential of the site in question.” Determinations are made with respect to
compliance with this requirement as part of the Section 309 downtown project review process. Planning
Department records reveal at least two projects that have been granted exceptions with respect to the
Code’s wind and bulk provisions have also been specifically determined to be in compliance with the
Section 146(c) requirement, including the Millennium residential tower, across Fremont Street from the

Transit Tower site, and the office building at 555 Mission Street.

With regard to wind (Section 148), in particular, the vast majority of projects involving high-rise
buildings that have been approved since adoption of the Downtown Plan have required, and have been
granted, an exception to the Planning Code wind requirement that, “When preexisting ambient wind
speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed building or addition may cause ambient wind
speeds to exceed the comfort level, the building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to
meet the requirements.” This is because existing winds at many locations in downtown San Francisco
exceed both the comfort criterion of 7 miles per hour (mph) in public seating areas and the comfort
criterion of 11 mph in areas of substantial pedestrian use (generally, sidewalks), and it is generally not
feasible to design a new building that would reduce existing wind speeds such that the these criteria

would be met, or, in many instances, to avoid creating a certain number of new exceedances.

Developed projects in the Plan area that were granted exceptions to Planning Code wind, shadow, and/or

bulk requirements, pursuant to Section 309, include office buildings at 555 and 560 Mission Street, 55 and
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101 Second Street, 199 and 215 Fremont Street, and the three office buildings of Foundry Square at First
and Howard Street; the Millennium residential tower at Fremont and Mission Streets and another
residential building at 199 New Montgomery Street; the Courtyard-Marriott Hotel at Second and Folsom
Streets; and the Museum of Modern Art parking garage on Minna Street.

Regarding the granting of exceptions to Planning Code requirements under Section 309 generally, this is a
policy decision that is made by the Planning Commission on a case-by-case basis. To the extent that the
granting of such exceptions would result in physical impacts, those impacts are analyzed in this EIR. The
fact that a project would require one or more exceptions to Planning Code requirements does not, in itself,
indicate that the project would have a significant physical effect on the environment.

Accountable Planning Initiative

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish eight Priority Policies. These
policies are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of
neighborhood character (discussed in Section IV.A, Land Use); (3) preservation and enhancement of
affordable housing ( Section IV.C, Population and Housing); (4) discouragement of commuter
automobiles (Section IV.E, Transportation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from
commercial office development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership;

(6) maximization of earthquake preparedness (Questions 7a -7d, Geology and Soils, in Section IV.O,
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity); (7) landmark and historic building preservation (Section IV.D, Cultural
Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Questions 3a and ¢, Recreation, in Section IV ], Recreation
and Public Space, as well as Section IV.H, Wind, and Section IV,], Shadow). The Priority Policies, which
provide general policies and objectives to guide certain land use decisions, contain some policies that
relate to physical environmental issues. Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an Initial
Study under CEQA, and prior to issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and
prior to taking any action that requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City is required
to find that the proposed project or legislation is consistent with the Priority Policies. In evaluating
General Plan consistency of the project and reviewing the building permit application for the proposed
project, the Planning Commission and/or Planning Department would make the necessary findings of

consistency with the Priority Policies.

The staff report for the Planning Commission will analyze the project’s consistency with General Plan

policies and zoning, and will discuss in detail any exceptions requested or modifications required.

Case Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E 71 Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower
207439



CHAPTER IV
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

Analysis Assumptions

This EIR analyzes potential environmental effects associated with the proposed Transit Center District
Plan (November 2009 draft; the “draft Plan”) and Transit Tower. As described in Chapter II, Project
Description, the proposed Transit Tower would be a 61-story, 1,070-foot-tall (including sculptural
element) building containing approximately 1.3 million square feet of office space and about

16,500 square feet of retail space. Analysis of physical impacts of implementation of the draft Plan is
based upon assumptions regarding potential development within the Plan area. These assumptions were
formulated by the Planning Department for development that could occur at locations in the Plan area
where increased height limits are proposed (see Figure 3, Existing and Proposed Height Limits, p. 14), as
well as on several so-called “soft sites” (sites where existing development is at a substantially lesser
intensity than is permitted, and which are therefore assumed to be redeveloped at a greater intensity in
the future). The sites where development is assumed include several for which specific project
applications are on file with the Planning Department, as described in the Developer-Proposed Scenario,
p- 47. However, for the analysis of the draft Plan, assumptions prepared by the Planning Department
were used, rather than specific projects, because it cannot be assumed that a specific development
application will be approved. It is noted, however, that projects on two sites in the Plan area have been
approved since the draft Plan was published in 2009: a 26-story (350-foot-tall), 430,650-square-foot office
building at 222 Second Street, in 2010, and a 24-story (375-foot-tall), 356,000 square feet office building at
350 Mission Street, in 2011; the latter site is analyzed at a height of 700 feet under the draft Plan, while the

former is analyzed as approved, consistent with the draft Plan.

The Plan area sites where development is assumed are shown in Figure 14, and the development
assumptions used in the transportation analysis prepared in support of this EIR are listed in Table 3. The
total development assumed in the Plan area between 2005 (the base year for the analysis because it was
the most recent full set of data available when the draft Plan was developed) amounts to approximately
6,100 new households (about 9,470 residents) and about 7 million square feet of commercial space,

90 percent of which would be office space, with most of the remainder being hotel space and also
including about 100,000 square feet of retail space; total employment would increase by about 29,300, of
which 24,800 (85 percent) would be office jobs. Of the growth in the Plan area forecast by 2030, about one-

third of the office space, 60 percent of the residential units, and 80 percent of the hotel rooms would be
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

TABLE 3
PLAN AREA DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS

Height Limit
Location/Address (Block / Lots) @ Existing Proposed Development Assumptions
41 Tehama Street (3736 / 74-78A) 200 360 276 dwelling units, GFR
181 Fremont Street (3719 / 10,11) 350 700 424,000 sf office, 61 dwelling units, GFR
50 1st Street (3708 / 6,7,9-12,55) 550 850 1,160,000 sf office, 165 dwelling units,
330 hotel rooms, GFR
4 350 Mission Street (3710, Lot 017) 550 700 471,000 sf office, 67 dwelling units,
135 hotel rooms, GFR
201 Second Street (3736 / 94-98) 350 350 297,000 sf office, GFR
6  TJPA“Parcel F" (3721 /15A) 450 750 670,000 sf office, 96 dwelling units,
191 hotel rooms, GFR
7 Transit Tower (3720/1) P 550 1000 1,526,000 sf office, GFR
Golden Gate University (3708 / 98) 550 700 726,000 sf office, 104 dwelling units,
208 hotel rooms, GFR
9 222 2nd Street (3735 / 63) 350 350 439,000 sf office, GFR
10 Palace Hotel Tower (3707 / 52-SW crnr.) 300 600 449 dwelling units, GFR
11 524 Howard Street (3721 /13 -15) 450 450 535,000 sf office, GFR
12 543 Howard Street (3736 /111) 85 85 58 dwelling units, GFR
13 TJPA “Parcel M” (3718 /27 N. ptn.) n/a 85 90,000 sf office, GFR
15 176 Second St. (3722 / 17) 150 150 22 dwelling units, GFR
16 661 — 667 Howard Street (3735/ 39-40) 250 250 175,000 sf office, GFR
17 648 — 660 Howard Street 250 350 394,000 sf office, GFR

(3722/11,12,14, 23,24,26)

a Numbers in left-hand column keyed to Figure 14

b plan analysis assumes a larger development at the Transit Tower site than the actual building program on file.

sf — square feet

GFR - ground-floor retail space

Note: Table does not include existing building space to be demolished (approximately 775,000 square feet total, not all of which is occupied). There is
no site #14.

SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department

attributable to the increment of additional growth that would be allowed under the increased height

limits and elimination of floor-area ratio maximums proposed in the draft Plan.>*

It is noted that the development program for the Transit Tower site assumed in the analysis of the draft
Plan and shown in Table 3 is greater than the actual Transit Tower building program currently proposed

by the TJPA, because the transportation analysis was undertaken based on preliminary assumptions

54 The analysis of cumulative impacts includes additional development elsewhere in the region and the City,
including several specific projects or development sites near the western boundary of the Plan area, such as the
proposed expansion of the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art; renovation of the Aronson (Mercantile)
Building at 86 Third Street/700 Mission Street and an adjacent proposed residential tower that would also house
the Mexican Museum; and potential expansion of Moscone Convention Center, including a new hotel and office
space, at the northeast corner of Third and Folsom Streets. Consideration of these project will occur regardless of
Plan approval.
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concerning the Transit Tower. This means that the quantitative analysis of impacts from the Tower, such

as traffic and transit impacts, is conservative. However, the Plan analysis remains valid.

Citywide Growth

As described more fully in Section IV.C, Population and Housing, Business Activity, and Employment,
p- 176, the Planning Department forecasts that San Francisco’s household population®® will reach
approximately 912,000 by 2030, an increase of some 132,500 residents from the 2005 total of 779,500.56
Employment in 2005 totaled approximately 552,000. The Department forecasts employment growth of
241,300 additional jobs by 2030. Of this potential increase in employment, office jobs are forecast to
represent one-half of the total, followed by retail/entertainment and production, distribution, and repair
at 11 percent each, medical/health services at 8 percent, and hotel jobs at 4 percent. Employment growth
in the Plan area is forecast to make up 21 percent of the citywide increase in office jobs and 25 percent of
the citywide growth in hotel employment. The Plan area would also accommodate about 7 percent of

citywide population growth.

55 Household population excludes about 2.5 percent of the City’s total population that lives in what the U.S.
Census calls “group quarters,” including institutions (jails, nursing homes, etc.), college dormitories, group
homes, religious quarters, and the like.

56 Consistent with recent trends, this incremental growth is anticipated to occur in relatively smaller households;
that is, growth would occur in households that would be smaller than the average household size in 2000 of 2.3
persons per household.
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A. Land Use

This section describes the existing land uses and zoning in the Plan area. It compares existing land uses to
land use changes anticipated under the proposed project and describes the nature and magnitude of the

potential changes.

Environmental Setting

Project Location and Vicinity

San Francisco’s Downtown neighborhood functions as the densely developed center of commerce and
employment for the City as well as for the nine county Bay Area. The Downtown, as defined by the C-3
use district, extends along both sides of Market Street from San Francisco Bay to Van Ness Avenue,
extending as far north as Washington Street and south to Folsom Street; in common parlance, many refer
to “downtown” as the area between Van Ness Avenue and the Bay, south of approximately Broadway.
Development within the Downtown is governed by the policies in the 1985 Downtown Plan (an area plan
contained within the General Plan, see Chapter III, Compatibility with Existing Plans and Zoning). As the
eastern subset of the Downtown area, the Financial District is often divided along Market Street into
north and south components.>” The Plan area, roughly bounded by Market Street, Steuart Street, Folsom
Street and Third Street, consists of approximately 145 acres in the southern portion of the Financial
District. The Plan area is centered on the site of the new Transit Center currently under construction and
surrounded by several neighborhoods including Rincon Hill, Yerba Buena Center, the eastern portion of
the South of Market neighborhood (SoMa), and the northern Financial District. Much of the southern
edge of the Plan area, along the north side of Folsom Street, consists of vacant land formerly occupied by

elevated freeway ramps (discussed below under “Existing Land Uses”) in the Plan area.

The western portion of the Plan area, like the South of Market neighborhoods generally, is characterized
by a street grid that is fundamentally different from the area north of Market Street (and elsewhere in
San Francisco) and that results in blocks that are more than two-and-one-half times the size of north-of-
Market blocks. Blocks west of First Street generally measure 825 by 550 feet (east-west dimension by
north-south dimension), compared to a typical north-of-Market block at 412.5 by 275 feet. East of First
Street, the east-west dimension of the Plan area blocks decrease to 275 feet (north-south remains the same,
at 550 feet), and even these blocks are larger than north-of-Market blocks. The blocks south of Market
Street, combined with the wide streets —many of which carry one-way traffic—accommodated light
industrial and service uses, including auto- and truck-oriented uses, throughout much of the

20th century. At the same time, the historical land uses, along with the scale of these blocks and the long
distance between intersections, have made for less pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly streets than in many
neighborhoods. This is notwithstanding the mid-block streets (often referred to as “alleys”) that divide

many south-of-Market blocks; although some, particularly in the western portion of SoMa, contain a high

57 Consistent with San Francisco practice, Market Street and streets parallel to Market Street are considered east-
west streets. For example, Folsom and Mission Streets are considered to run east-west while Second and Third
Streets are considered to run north-south.
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A. LAND USE

concentration of residential units, many, particularly to the east, including the Plan area, function largely

as back entrances to buildings that face the major streets.

Moreover, beginning with construction of the Transbay Terminal in 1939, substantial portions of the Plan
area have been devoted to transportation infrastructure. The Transbay Terminal was linked to the Bay
Bridge by an elevated loop that originally carried Key System trains and later AC Transit buses. When the
Embarcadero Freeway was completed in 1959, it was linked to the Bay Bridge by a series of ramps known
as the Terminal Separator Structure, which also included vehicle on- and off-ramps at Main and Beale
Streets and on Folsom Street. Together with the Transbay Terminal bus loop, the Terminal Separator
Structure occupied the northern frontage of Folsom Street between Essex Street and Spear Street, where
the Embarcadero Freeway turned north. The Main/Beale ramps occupied most of the area between those
two streets, from Folsom Street north to Mission Street. The effect of the combined Terminal Separator
Structure and the Transbay Terminal bus loop was to isolate the area within the loop and to effectively
separate the areas north and south of the elevated freeway. Additionally, the Main/Beale ramps served as
a psychological barrier to pedestrians along the south side of Mission Street, where the ramps touched
down.58 Most of these former freeway parcels and a portion of the area once occupied by the eastern half
of the bus loop are now within Zone 1 of the adopted Transbay Redevelopment Plan.

Rincon Hill, a twelve-block area abutting the Plan area south of Folsom Street, is characterized by an
emerging mixed-use neighborhood. Once dominated by industrial uses, this area has experienced
redevelopment over the last 25 years in the form of rehabilitated industrial buildings to house residential
uses and newly constructed large-scale residential towers. Since 2005, development has been guided by
an updated Rincon Hill Plan that seeks to transform Rincon Hill into a mixed-use downtown
neighborhood accommodating high-density housing and associated services and amenities.

Extending from Market Street to Harrison Street and from Hawthorne Street to Fourth Street, the 87-acre
Yerba Buena Center (YBC) neighborhood overlaps the easternmost portion of the Plan area. Development
in the YBC area, under a Redevelopment Plan that terminated in 2011, includes the Moscone Center
convention and meeting facilities, Yerba Buena Gardens and Center for the Arts, several prominent
museums including the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, the Four Seasons and Marriott hotels, the
Metreon retail and entertainment center, a Children’s Garden, grocery store, and more than

2,500 residential units.

Further east and south of the Plan area, the East SoMa neighborhood abuts the Plan area’s southwest
corner. East SoMa is occupied by a mix of land uses, including offices, wholesale and retail
establishments, entertainment venues, and residential and live-work units, often located within the same
block. Many of the buildings that line the major streets offer small office or light industrial space (often
described as “production, distribution, and repair,” or PDR space). Housing units are located in primarily
two to four story buildings that line the small alleys of the residential enclave districts, as well as in
newer, larger buildings on some of the major streets. Residential uses in East SoMa also include higher-

58 The building at 201 Mission Street, when constructed in 1983, included a pedestrian overcrossing over Beale
Street and its primary lobby was at the mezzanine level where the overcrossing ended.
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A. LAND USE

end residential buildings in South Beach, live/work lofts, and affordable housing, such as single-room-
occupancy hotels. As a part of the Eastern Neighborhoods planning effort, the East SoMa Plan, adopted
in early 2009, encourages the retention of space for existing businesses and residential uses, while
allowing space for new development, especially affordable housing, to be built.

Historically, San Francisco’s Financial District was contained north of the Plan area, primarily across
Market Street. This northern portion of the Financial District is characterized by the intensity and
compactness of its development. Land use consists primarily of high-rise structures occupied by
commercial office uses and associated ground-floor retail. As described in the 1985 Downtown Plan, the
Financial District spills across Market Street to the south, encompassing the Plan area and sharing a
border with the Rincon Hill Plan area along Folsom Street.

Further west of the Plan area, on the north and south sides of Market Street, land uses include large-scale
destination retail. Union Square, which is the core of San Francisco’s shopping district, lies approximately

one-quarter mile west of the Plan area’s northwest corner.

Overall, the majority of the City’s new large-scale office and residential uses have been planned and

developed in San Francisco’s greater Downtown neighborhoods as described above. Since the mid-1980s,
development has also included new visitor, hotel and retail uses establishing the greater Downtown area
as an entertainment and tourist destination. Similarly, new cultural and institutional uses have expanded

within the Downtown.

Transit Center District Plan Area

Existing Land Uses

Development patterns in the Plan area reflect its proximity to the historic Financial District to the north,
the Bay Bridge and I-80 off-ramps, the former Transbay Terminal, and the redevelopment of Rincon Hill.
As illustrated by Figure 15, development in the Plan area overwhelmingly comprises office use. Most
office buildings contain ground-floor retail (including restaurant) space, in a pattern typical of much of
downtown San Francisco. The Plan area also has several residential buildings, along with institutional
uses such as Golden Gate University, the Academy of Art University, the consulate of Mexico on Folsom
Street, and the headquarters of the Pacific Coast Marine Firemen, Oilers, and Watertenders and Wipers
Association (Marine Firemen’s Union) on Second Street. The Plan area includes the Palace Hotel at
Market and New Montgomery, the Courtyard Marriott hotel at Second and Folsom Streets, and the
smaller Harbor Court and Griffon hotels on Steuart Street near the Embarcadero, with several other
hotels just west of the Plan area. There is also a relatively extensive portion of the Plan area that is
devoted to transportation infrastructure, including the location of the former Transbay Terminal (and
new Transit Center), the existing Temporary Transbay Terminal, and on- and off-ramps that connect to
the Bay Bridge. There are scattered light industrial uses and surface parking lots. A large part of the
southern portion of the Plan area, along Folsom Street, consists of vacant land that is the former location
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of the “Terminal Separator Structure” of ramps that connected the Bay Bridge to the now-demolished
Embarcadero Freeway and Transbay Terminal. This area, which generally coincides with Zone 1 of the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan, is approved for primarily residential development with ground-floor
retail uses fronting on Folsom Street, as well as open space. Public open space in the Plan area consists
entirely of privately owned publicly accessible open spaces (sometimes known as POPOS) that have been
developed in conjunction with office towers built over approximately the last 40 years. These open spaces
include both outdoor gardens and plazas as well as indoor atria-greenhouse spaces. There are no public
parks as such within the Plan area, although South Park, Justin Herman Plaza, and Union Square are
located a few blocks away (within one-third to one-half mile), as are Yerba Buena Gardens, Rincon Park
and the Embarcadero Promenade.

The Plan area contains more than 18 million square feet of office space, more than one-fifth of the total
office space in the greater Downtown and about 18 percent of the citywide total of just over 100 million
square feet.>® Most of the office space is in high-rise towers built since 1980, although there is a
concentration of older, early 20th century office buildings in and around the New Montgomery-Second
Street Conservation District, near the Plan area’s western edge. Office use occupies more than 60 percent
of the developable land (non-street acreage) in the Plan area, and an even greater percentage of the
building floor area, given that most office space is in towers taller than buildings that are devoted to other

uses.

Although the Plan area has experienced growth in residential units in recent years, residential uses
occupy a very small proportion of the land in Plan area—about 3.5 percent of the developable land,
according to the Planning Department Land Use database. Most residential units are in buildings newly
constructed for residential use since 2000; there are also a handful of older office and other commercial
buildings that have been converted to residential use, including the newest such project, at One Ecker
Street, a former ice house converted to 51 residential units in 2010. The largest potential such conversion
is the former Pacific Telephone & Telegraph building at 140 New Montgomery Street, approved for
conversion to residential use (175 units, including adjacent new construction) in 2008; to date, however,
no construction has occurred. The largest of the new residential developments in the Plan area are the
60-story Millennium Tower (approximately 420 units) at 301 Mission Street, completed in 2008; the
apartments at Rincon Center, a pair of 25-story towers built in 1989 that contain approximately 320 units;
a 24-story tower at One Hawthorne Street (approximately 190 units), completed in 2010; a 16-story
building at 199 New Montgomery Street (approximately 170 units; 2004); and a 17-story building at

246 Second Street (about 90 units; 2000). There are also large residential buildings just west and south of
the Plan area, including a recently completed (2009) 21-story building at 631 Folsom Street (known as
“Blu”) and several larger projects within the Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Area (the residential
portion of the St. Regis tower and the 40-story Paramount, both at Third and Mission Streets, and two
mid-rise buildings at Third and Folsom Streets, St. Francis Place and Museum Parc).

59 Seifel Associates, “Downtown San Francisco: Market Demand, Growth Projections, and Capacity Analysis.”
May 2008; p. II-9. Available on the Transit Center District Plan webpage (reviewed January 8, 2011) at:
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/CDG/docs/transit center/R TransitCenter 051308 Final.pdf.
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With the exception of the Palace Hotel between New Montgomery and Annie Streets, large parcels along
Market Street contain mostly high-rise office buildings. This pattern of high-rise office buildings extends
from Market Street southward along Main Street nearly to Folsom Street. Much of the land in the
southern portion of the Plan area is occupied by the site of the new Transit Center, now under
construction, and associated freeway ramps. South of Mission Street and east of First Street, large parcels
of vacant land or surface parking reflect the path of the former Terminal Separator Structure and
Embarcadero Freeway and their associated off-ramps, now demolished.

A broader mix of uses characterize the blocks west of First Street. Although many of these smaller parcels
are occupied by office uses in older buildings, they also house residential and other uses. Vacant land,
often used for surface parking, is notably present throughout this area west of First Street and south of
Mission Street. Between Market and Howard Streets, the Second/New Montgomery Streets corridor is
characterized by historic office buildings, with ground-floor retail. Although there are a few high-rise
structures, mid-rise buildings (generally, three to eight stories) predominate. A similar pattern of office
over retail and restaurant uses prevails on New Montgomery Street between Market and Howard Streets.
Land uses are somewhat more varied on Howard Street, with a mixture of office uses—in some cases
occupying former industrial or warehouse-type buildings—and remaining PDR uses, residential and live-
work buildings.

There are no hospitals or pre-college educational institutions in the Plan area. The Plan area does contain
several licensed children’s day care centers, including facilities at the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. building
(77 Beale Street; child-care located at the corner of Mission and Main Streets) and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency building (75 Hawthorne Street; facility located in adjacent building at 95 Hawthorne),
and in office buildings at 342 Howard Street, 221 Main Street, and (just outside the Plan area) 303 Second
Street and 2 Harrison Street.

Transit Tower Project Site

Existing Land Uses

As described in the Chapter III, Project Description, this EIR analyzes the environmental impacts
associated with developing the Transit Tower on a project-specific level. The Transit Tower project site is
on the south side of Mission Street between Fremont and First Streets (see Figure 8 in Chapter III, Project
Description, p. 39). The site is approximately 50,000 square feet in size and was last used as the Transbay
Terminal passenger waiting and loading and Muni drop-off/layover area. As of early 2011, the terminal
building has been demolished, along with the associated vehicle ramps that allowed bus access to the
former terminal’s loading area, and construction of the new Transit Center is under way. The Transit

Tower portion of the former Transbay Terminal site is now vacant. The site is flat.

Buildings in the immediate vicinity exhibit a variety of heights, building styles, ages and uses although,
as described above, land uses consist primarily of office space above ground-floor retail stores. An
approximately 24-story office tower (100 First Street) is located west of the project site, across First Street.
To the north, two office buildings occupy the north side Mission Street frontage across the street from the
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project site. At the northeast corner of Mission and Fremont Streets is the 43-story tall Fremont Center at
50 Fremont Street (the tallest office building in the Plan area). On the northwest corner of Mission and
First Streets is 440 — 450 Mission Street, an older five-story office building with retail below. An alleyway
separating these two buildings runs perpendicular to the project site. Directly across Fremont Street, east
of the project site, is the new Millennium Tower at 301 Mission Street. This 58-story, 645-foot-tall
residential tower occupies the southeast corner of Mission and Fremont Streets. This project consists of
the tower and the associated 12-story residential and amenity building on the southwest corner of
Mission and Beale Streets. The Millennium Tower is the tallest existing building in the Plan area. In
February 2011, an approximately 355-foot-tall office tower was approved at 350 Mission Street (Case

No. 2006.1524E; Final EIR certified February 10, 2011), diagonally across the intersection of Mission and
Fremont Streets from the Transit Tower site.

Impact Analysis

Significance Criteria

The proposed project would have a significant effect on land use if it would:

e Physically divide an established community; or

e Have a substantial adverse impact on the existing character of the vicinity.

A third criterion for evaluation of potential significant impacts that is contained in the Planning
Department’s CEQA checklist is: Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect? Potential inconsistencies with applicable land use plans and policies
are discussed in Chapter III. However, a conflict with a General Plan or other policy does not, in itself,
indicate that a project would have a significant physical effect on the environment within the context of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Instead, this criterion is intended to ensure that the
physical impacts of such conflicts are evaluated for their potential effect on the environment. That is, an
affirmative response to the foregoing question means that the consequences of any such conflict must be
considered to determine whether such a conflict could cause a substantial adverse physical change that
might be considered significant. The physical environmental impacts that could result from such conflicts
are analyzed in the applicable environmental topic sections this EIR. These include, in particular, the

analysis of aesthetics, traffic and transportation, noise, air quality, wind, and shadow.

As noted, potential inconsistencies with applicable land use plans and policies are discussed in

Chapter III, Compatibility with Existing Plans and Zoning. Potential policy conflicts are considered by
the applicable decision-making body independently of the environmental review process. Thus, in
addition to considering inconsistencies that affect environmental issues, the Planning Commission, Board
of Supervisors, or other approving body considers other potential policy inconsistencies, independently
of the environmental review process, as part of the decision to approve or disapprove a proposed project,

including the draft Transit Center District Plan and proposed Transit Tower. Any potential conflict not
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identified in this environmental document would be considered in that context and would not alter the

physical environmental effects that are analyzed in this EIR.

Transit Center District Plan

Impact LU-1: Implementation of the draft Plan would not physically divide an existing community.
(Less than Significant)

The draft Plan is proposed as a regulatory program, not a physical development project. The Plan policies
and implementing change in the Planning Code would not create any new physical barriers in the Plan
area. There are no major planned roadways, such as freeways, attributable to the proposed project that

would disrupt or divide the Plan area or individual neighborhoods or subareas.

The proposed Plan would allow for construction of the tallest building in San Francisco—the 1,000-foot
Transit Tower —as well as several other buildings that would be among the City’s tallest. These buildings
would be developed within the existing block configuration and would not alter the Plan area’s street
grid. Moreover, the new uses called for in the Plan would continue and intensify the existing land use
pattern of the Plan area. As discussed in the Setting, the existing land use in the Plan area consists largely
of office space. Consequently, the project would not physically disrupt or divide an established
community in any direct sense. Although the Plan would allow for several very tall buildings to be built,
such development would not alter the patterns of moving about the area, nor physically interfere with
interaction between existing or future uses of the Plan area or its residents and employees. The Plan
would, however, indirectly affect established communities by altering the land use characteristics of the

Plan area, and this is discussed below.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact LU-2: The draft Plan would not substantially alter the existing character of the Plan area. (Less
than Significant)

Changes in Plan area character would not be caused by the zoning itself, but by projects —including
changes in the use of existing buildings, additions, new construction, and demolition—that could occur
on individual sites within the Plan area after Plan adoption and rezoning, if applicable. However, because
zoning establishes which land uses are permitted, prohibited, or limited in each district, and also
establishes maximum building height and bulk, it determines how much land and potential building
space is available in the city for each type of use.

The draft Plan would extend the C-3-O (SD) use district northward to encompass the area generally
defined by Market, Steuart, Natoma, and Annie Streets. In so doing, the draft Plan would increase the
land area eligible to develop with increased density through the transfer of development rights from
other sites. The new zoning would replace existing C-3-O district—where there is less flexibility with
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respect to transfer of development rights —as well as a small area of the existing C-3-S district along
Hawthorne Street and between Folsom, Second, and Tehama Streets, in the southwest corner of the Plan
area. Where the C-3-O (SD) replaces the C-3-S district, controls would allow for more office development.

Around the new Transit Center, the boundary of the Public use district would be shifted slightly to allow
for redevelopment of the Transit Center and its ramps and to recognize the removal of some former Bay
Bridge vehicle ramps. The proposed Transit Tower site would be rezoned to C-3-O (SD). The area zoned
Transbay-DTR, within Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan area, would remain unchanged,
except for a small shift to C-3-O (SD) along Clementina Street.

In addition to changes to the underlying use districts, the draft Plan would include additional policies
and land use controls in the form of a commercial/office subdistrict. Additional controls within this
subdistrict would apply to large opportunity sites within the area bounded roughly by Market, Beale,
Clementina, Tehama and a line midway between Second and New Montgomery Streets. With the
intention of achieving an overall ratio of no less than 70 percent office space within the larger Plan area,
the subdistrict would limit the amount of allowable non-office uses on these opportunity sites by
requiring a minimum ratio of commercial to non-commercial (e.g. residential, hotel, cultural) uses.
Specifically, as stated on p. 19 of the November 2009 Draft Plan, “On development sites larger than

15,000 square feet within a prescribed sub-area of the C-3-O (SD) district, new construction greater than
6:1 FAR would be required to have at least three square feet of commercial [office] space for every one
square foot of residential, hotel, or cultural space.” The proposed limitation on non-office space within
the core of the Plan area, centered on the new Transit Center, would continue and intensify the prevailing
use within this sub-area. Therefore, the proposed requirement that larger sites be developed primarily
with office space would not be anticipated to result in substantial adverse change in the character of the
Plan area. (Zone 1 of the adopted Transbay Redevelopment Plan, however, permits substantial residential
development, generally along the north side of Folsom Street.)

To maximize the potential for the Plan area to accommodate future job growth, the Plan also proposes a
minimum level of development—a FAR of at least 9:1 —on sites larger than 15,000 square feet. In
addition, the proposed Plan seeks to encourage continuous consumer retail uses on key street frontages,
and maximize the diversity of businesses on the ground floor to create lively destination commercial
areas. Finally, the draft Plan proposes increases in height limits on a number of development opportunity
sites within the Plan area, as shown in Figure 3, p. 14 in the Project Description, and elimination of the
maximum floor area ratio of 18:1 in the C-3-O (SD) district; instead, building height and bulk controls
would govern development density.

The combination of all of these proposed use district and height limit changes would encourage increased
density and the construction of larger and, in select instances, substantially taller structures than
currently exist within the Plan area, and would also promote a high concentration of office development.
In total, the draft Plan anticipates the addition of approximately 6.35 million square feet of office space to
the Plan area over the next approximately 20 years, which is some 2.2 million square feet more than could
be permitted under existing zoning and height controls. However, because the Plan area already contains
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predominantly office uses—more than 18 million square feet—within a dense urban area, the
implementation of the draft Plan would intensify the existing character of the Plan area but would not
fundamentally alter it. While the increased scale of development would be noticeable in terms of new
large developments and more crowded streets and sidewalks, these changes would occur gradually over
time, as approvals are granted and funding becomes available to implement individual development
projects on sites throughout the Plan area. Based on the above, the proposed changes would not be

characterized as significant or adverse, in terms of their effects on the character of the Plan area.

In addition to office uses, over time the Plan area would experience an increase in residential units
(approximately 1,300), hotel rooms (approximately 1,000), and retail uses (86,000 square feet). This would
create a mix of new uses, both at and above the ground level, although office uses would be maintained
as the predominant land use. However, all of these uses currently exist in the Plan area as complements
to the primary office use of the neighborhood, and therefore the character of the district is unlikely to

change substantially as a result of this intensification of existing land uses.

It is important to note that some subareas within the Plan area would experience less noticeable change.
For instance, blocks east of Main Street are largely built out and the draft Plan does not target them for
major new development (i.e., no opportunity sites have been identified within this area). The character of
these blocks would remain largely intact, although they may experience higher levels of pedestrian and
vehicle activity along with the rest of the Plan area. Similarly, blocks west of Second Street, which contain
older, more moderately-scaled buildings, including those in the New Montgomery-Second Street
Conservation District, would also experience a lesser degree of change. While some new development
within this subarea may lead to greater densities and building heights, new structures would be generally
mid-rise in scale, in compliance with the lower height limits, and would not greatly impact the overall
character of these areas. Thus, the draft Plan would not result in significant adverse impacts within these

subareas.

Other changes to typical building heights and styles that are expected with the increase in residential
development are described in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, and include taller buildings of contemporary

design with features such as curtain glass walls, unadorned facades, and a regular pattern of fenestration.

Overall, while the expected land use changes may alter the existing character of several discrete subareas
in the Plan area, the changes would not be considered substantial, even if some observers in certain
subareas might find them to be adverse, because, as noted, the same land use pattern would prevail as
under existing conditions. Moreover, in many instances, the proposed changes, such as pedestrian realm
improvements, could serve to enhance the streetscape and the overall character of the neighborhood, by
attracting services and directing public improvements to address existing deficiencies as well as new
neighborhood needs. For all of the reasons discussed above, the implementation of the draft Plan would

result in less-than-significant impacts to the land use character of the Plan area.

Mitigation: None required.
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Transit Tower

Impact LU-3: The implementation of the Transit Tower project would neither divide an existing
community nor substantially alter the existing character of the Plan area. (Less than Significant)

The Transit Tower, a planned 61-story, approximately 1,070 foot tall office building, would be located north
of and adjacent to the new Transit Center on the south side of Mission Street between Fremont and First
Streets. Under the proposed project, the Transit Tower would encompass approximately 1.35 million square
feet of office space and about 16,500 square feet of retail space. Once constructed, it would become the most
densely developed parcel within the City, built on a lot that, until recently, was occupied by the loading
area in front of the Transbay Terminal. At completion, the Transbay Tower would alter the land use
character of its vicinity, but not to a substantial degree, in that the building would provide office and
associated retail uses in the same fashion as the majority of buildings in the area. Under existing conditions,
there are approximately 10 million square feet of office space within about one block of the Transit Tower
site and, in this context, the project’s addition of 1.35 million square feet of office space would not result in a
noticeable change in the types of activity in the immediate neighborhood. While the new structure would
greatly intensify the land uses at the project site and introduce a high level of pedestrian activity to the site

itself, the change would not be substantial in the context of the immediate vicinity or the larger Plan area.

Most of the tower floors would be occupied by office uses; however, retail uses would be provided on the
lower levels, including the ground level. Although the character of land uses experienced by the
pedestrians would be different from how the site is perceived today, and how it was perceived when
occupied by the former Transbay Terminal forecourt (now demolished), the ground-floor character of the
Transit Tower would be consistent with other ground-level retails uses that can be found throughout the
immediate vicinity and the Plan area. Thus, at the ground level, the proposed changes would be

noticeable but would not be considered adverse.

The Transit Tower would be developed within the existing street grid, and thus would not divide the
community. The building, including rooftop sculptural element, would be more than 400 feet taller than
the tallest existing buildings in the vicinity. This greater height, while readily apparent to anyone looking
up, would not be expected to physically divide the community or adversely affect the character of the
area, because most pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers—most of those who could see the top of the
building upon observation—are not anticipated to spend a large amount of time looking up as they travel
through the neighborhood, for the simple reason that most persons moving through the area must pay
attention to their path of travel.

Because the Transit Tower project would continue the types of uses that already predominate within the
Plan area, its construction is not likely to adversely affect the overall land use character of the project site

and its immediate surroundings. For this reason, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-LU: The draft Plan, including the Transit Tower, along with other cumulative development,
would neither divide an existing community nor substantially alter the existing character of the Plan
area. (Less than Significant)

Other cumulative development in the vicinity, described in the introduction to Chapter IV would
combine with the draft Transit Center District Plan, including the proposed Transit Tower, to result in
further changes in land use in the Plan area and vicinity. In particular, approved development within
Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan would add more than 3,000 additional dwelling units to the
Plan area, mostly in residential towers along Folsom Street. Retail space would be provided at the ground
level. Some 4,000 residential units are approved in the Rincon Hill Plan area. Together, these residential
units in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan (Zone 1) area and in Rincon Hill would create a high-density
residential neighborhood on the edge of the greater downtown. Additional nearby development, such as
a proposed new residential tower that would also accommodate the Mexican Museum at the northwest
corner of Third and Mission Streets, just west of the Plan area, would further the goal of creating a high-

density, mixed-use neighborhood focused on, and located near, the Transit Center.

The new Transit Center structure will extend from Beale Street west to just east of Second Street, between
Minna and Natoma Streets. It will thus cover an area slightly larger than the area occupied by the former
Transbay Terminal, which ended near Shaw Alley. The new Transit Center, at approximately 70 feet in
height (the approximate equivalent of a five-story office building or six-story residential building), will
also be taller than the old Transbay Terminal, which had a 50-foot-tall center section (between First and
Fremont Streets) that was flanked by 40-foot-tall wings to the east and west. The new Transit Center will
extend three blocks east-to-west within the Plan area and will be situated in much the same manner as
was the old Transbay Terminal although, as with the old terminal, both vehicular and pedestrian traffic
would be able to pass beneath the Transit Center on First and Fremont Streets. Despite the additional
height of the Transit Center compared to the former Transbay Terminal, the effect in terms of physical
division would be comparable to the condition that existed for some 70 years, until the Transbay
Terminal was demolished beginning in 2010. Arguably, the new Transit Center’s extensive use of glazing
and multiple pedestrian openings on the ground floor would result in a much “lighter” and more
welcoming building that would reduce the effect of physical “blockage” at street level. Hence, to the
extent that the Transit Center will create physical division, neither the draft Transit Center District Plan
nor the Transit Tower would make any meaningful contribution to this condition or make it worse,
because neither the Plan nor the Transit Tower would result in any physical division of the community,
as described further under Impacts LU-1 and LU-3, above. Conversely, the draft Plan is in part intended
to physically and functionally integrate the Transit Center with the surrounding area.

Exceptions to Planning Code Bulk, Wind, and Shadow Requirements

As noted in Chapter II, Compatibility with Existing Policies and Plans, Planning Code Section 309, Permit
Review in C-3 Districts, allows the Planning Commission to grant exceptions to certain Planning Code

standards. Review of Planning Department records and Planning Commission minutes revealed that
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there were more than 30 cases involving exceptions from Planning Code requirements for ground level
winds (Section 148) and building bulk (Section 270) that were granted since the Downtown Plan and
accompanying zoning regulations were approved. About 27 of these buildings have been constructed,
including most major downtown buildings built since the adoption of the Downtown Plan. Another
project granted an exception (Trinity Plaza, at Eighth and Market Streets) is under construction in phases.
Planning Code Section 146(c), which states that new buildings and building additions shall be shaped “so
as to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks in the C-3 Districts” [other than on specified
streets that are governed by another Code section], if this can be accomplished “without creating an
unattractive design and without unduly restricting the development potential of the site in question.”
Determinations are made with respect to compliance with this requirement as part of the Section 309
downtown project review process. Planning Department records reveal at least two projects that have
been granted exceptions with respect to the Code’s wind and bulk provisions have also been specifically
determined to be in compliance with the Section 146(c) requirement, including the Millennium residential
tower, across Fremont Street from the Transit Tower site, and the office building at 555 Mission Street.

With regard to wind (Section 148), in particular, the vast majority of projects involving high-rise
buildings that have been approved since adoption of the Downtown Plan have required, and have been
granted, an exception to the Planning Code wind requirement that, “When preexisting ambient wind
speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed building or addition may cause ambient wind
speeds to exceed the comfort level, the building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to
meet the requirements.” This is because existing winds at many locations in downtown San Francisco
exceed both the comfort criterion of 7 miles per hour (mph) in public seating areas and the comfort
criterion of 11 mph in areas of substantial pedestrian use (generally, sidewalks), and it is generally not
feasible to design a new building that would reduce existing wind speeds such that the these criteria

would be met, or, in many instances, to avoid creating a certain number of new exceedances.

In terms of cumulative effects related to compliance with Section 146, the effect of each potential project’s
shadow is evaluated by Planning Department staff, with the conclusions presented in the proposed
approval motion that was presented to the Planning Commission and then reviewed and, for those
projects approved by the Commission, consented to by the Commission as part of the findings required
under Planning Code Section 309, Permit Review in C-3 Districts. In general, findings have indicated that,
with respect to determinations under Section 146(c), as well as exceptions to Section 146(a), which
governs specific streets (including only Second and New Montgomery Streets in the Plan area), approvals
were granted when a project did not result in substantial new shadow on sidewalks and streets. That is,
shadow from any individual project, including the proposed Transit Tower, would (or does, in the case of
existing buildings) cover a relatively small area of sidewalk and/or street, for a relatively short duration.
The Downtown Plan EIR of 1984 acknowledged that assumed development could result in several hours
of sunlight being eliminated in the winter at a particular sidewalk location, but found that several hours
of existing sunlight would often remain during spring, fall, and summer. Moreover, much of the activity
on Downtown sidewalks consists of routine travel from one place to another that is unlikely to be

adversely affected by incremental new shadow, as opposed to recreational activity. Finally, to the extent
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that a project that exceeds the Planning Code bulk limits is responsible for additional shadow, compared to
a compliant building, the bulk exceptions are likely to be made for the building’s upper tower, where
bulk requirements are more stringent. This means that potential shadow impacts of such a bulk exception
are likely to be more distant from the building’s location (because shadow from a taller building extends
much farther than shadow from a short building). As the distance from a building increases, so too does
the chance that this building’s shadow on a distant site is intercepted by shadow from a building closer to
the distant site, even if the closer building is shorter than the building in question. Thus, the impact
would not appear to “substantially affect the usability of other existing publicly accessible open space or
outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas” (the criterion for an effect under CEQA), and the
cumulative exceptions granted do not appear to warrant a conclusion that such exceptions could combine

to result in a cumulative significant impact with respect to shadow on Downtown sidewalks.

Beyond effects on ground-level winds and shadow, building bulk affects visual impacts as well.
However, a comparison of views of the Downtown from Potrero Hill (one showing 2008 conditions, and
another showing long-term projected development as assumed in the Downtown Plan EIR) shows that, in
general, development in the Downtown has resulted in a configuration of the Downtown skyline that is
comparable to that forecast in the Downtown Plan EIR, despite the fact that, as noted above, more than
two dozen buildings have been built without full compliance with the Downtown Plan bulk controls. Full
compliance with the bulk controls would have resulted in a relatively minor change, compared to now-
existing conditions, in the sculpting of the top of newer buildings, particularly with regard to the rooftop
cupola-like elements. However, it does not appear that development that has proceeded since adoption of
the Downtown Plan has resulted in substantially different building bulks than was anticipated in the
Downtown Plan EIR.

Developed projects in the Plan area that were granted exceptions to Planning Code wind, shadow, and/or
bulk requirements, pursuant to Section 309, include office buildings at 555 and 560 Mission Street, 55 and
101 Second Street, 199 and 215 Fremont Street, and the three office buildings of Foundry Square at First
and Howard Street; the Millennium residential tower at Fremont and Mission Streets and another
residential building at 199 New Montgomery Street; the Courtyard-Marriott Hotel at Second and Folsom
Streets; and the Museum of Modern Art parking garage on Minna Street.

Regarding the granting of exceptions to Planning Code requirements under Section 309 generally, this is a
policy decision that is made by the Planning Commission on a case-by-case basis. To the extent that the
granting of such exceptions would result in physical impacts, those impacts are analyzed in this EIR. The
fact that a project would require one or more exceptions to Planning Code requirements does not, in itself,
indicate that the project would have a significant physical effect on the environment.

In summary, the draft Plan and Transit Tower would, in combination with other nearby development,
contribute to an intensification of land use in the greater Downtown, but would not result in adverse
effects with respect to the character of the Plan area and vicinity, nor would such development physically

divide an existing community.
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Mitigation: None required.
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This section describes existing visual conditions in the Transit Center District Plan area and analyzes the
potential for the draft Plan to affect those conditions. This section focuses primarily on the visual
character of the Plan area, views of the Plan area from public vantage points throughout the city, and
light and glare issues. This section specifically analyzes the physical changes proposed by the Plan as
described in the Project Description. This section also describes and analyzes the potential visual impacts
associated with implementing the development of the Transit Tower project, located on Mission Street,
between Fremont and First Streets. Photographs and visual simulations (photomontages) are included in
this section to supplement the analysis of the existing visual character of the Plan area and the individual

Transit Tower project.

Environmental Setting

Transit Center District Plan Area

Visual Character

The Plan area covers approximately 145 acres and is surrounded by the Northern Financial District,
Rincon Hill, and East SOMA neighborhoods, with The Embarcadero waterfront abutting the Plan area to
the east. The boundaries of the District are roughly Market Street to the north, Steuart Street to the east,
Folsom Street to the south, and a line to the east of Third Street to the west. The visual setting of the Plan
area is varied, reflecting the visual characteristics of its natural and built elements, including the
topography, street grid, elevated freeway segments, individual buildings and blocks, vacant and
underutilized lots and public open spaces. However, it is possible to describe some general characteristics
that establish the Plan area’s visual setting.

The Plan area’s topography is at a gradual but slight incline, ranging from an elevation of zero, SFD,0
along the Plan area’s eastern portion near the waterfront to a crest of between about 25 and 40 feet, SFD,
near the Plan area’s western boundary (just east of Third Street). Such gradual inclines are not easily
perceptible to the eye and most of the area appears relatively flat to a typical pedestrian. There are no
hills or valleys of note within the Plan area, although Rincon Hill begins its rise to about 100 feet in the

southern portion of the Plan area.

The type and distribution of land uses and building types within the Plan area also contribute to its visual
character. The Plan area is made up largely of office and retail uses, although it also contains a limited
amount of residential, light industrial, cultural/institutional/educational, and public uses, as well as
vacant/underutilized lots and surface parking lots. The office uses exist within a variety of structures,
from the recently converted single-story former industrial buildings to early 20th Century mid-rise office

buildings clad in masonry to the more modern glass-encased office towers. Many contain retail and

60  SFD, or San Francisco City Datum, establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately
8 feet above mean sea level.
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dining uses on the ground level, such as shops, restaurants, cafes, and bars. The prevalence of high-rise
towers north of Minna Street visually defines this portion of the Plan area. The towers are consistent with
the area’s functions as the southern extension of City’s business center, which continues from the North
Financial District, north of Market Street.

A number of residential towers, including the Millennium Tower at Fremont and Mission Streets in the
eastern portion of the Plan area and One Hawthorne, 199 New Montgomery, and 246 Second Street in the
western part of the Plan area, have also been constructed within the last 20 years, as have several smaller
residential development and conversion projects. In terms of visual character, the newer residential
towers appear similar to the other high-rise buildings in the area, employing extended silhouettes and
facade materials (such as glass) that are similar to the office towers, albeit with lesser floor-to-floor
heights.

Several subareas within the Plan area establish a departure from the built-up vertically-oriented character
of the Plan area and contribute a different set of visual attributes to the Plan area. One of them is the area
defined by the series of on- and off-ramps that linked the Bay Bridge to the former Transbay Terminal
and to surrounding streets, as well as the site of the former terminal itself. This area, bounded generally
by Mission, Beale, Folsom, and Essex Streets, was the subject of prior environmental review and is
encompassed within the adopted Transbay Redevelopment Plan. In particular, the area within the
looping elevated ramps that carried buses to and from the Transbay Terminal has experienced very
limited new development even as some surrounding blocks were redeveloped beginning in the 1970s and
1980s with office towers built to the east, on Main and Spear Streets, and continuing in the 1990s and
2000s with office and residential high-rise development to the west, on and near Second Street. The other
enclave that departs from the vertical quality of the Plan area is the area containing the New
Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District and the Second and Howard National Register
Districts. These areas, located within the western portion of the Plan area, contain a more moderately
scaled development pattern, consisting mostly of two to 8 story buildings constructed in the early

20t Century. Both of these enclaves are discussed further below.

The remaining transportation infrastructure, associated with both Bay Bridge vehicle ramps and the
former Transbay Terminal ramps, also influences the visual character of the Plan area by creating strong
visual boundaries and voids within the neighborhood. Several blocks and streets, particularly those
surrounding the new Transit Center, are interrupted by vehicular overpasses. Furthermore, the Plan area
is proximate to the I-80 freeway and its Bay Bridge on-ramps. Proximity to freeways and concentrated
amounts of office space within the Plan area contribute to streets that are often congested with vehicles,
bicycles, and pedestrians, particularly during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The moving traffic, as well as
heavily used sidewalks, add to the intensified urban nature of the Plan area. Surface parking lots, often
filled to capacity during weekdays, as well as open spaces through the Plan area create voids between the

visually dominant high-rise structures.

In general, although this neighborhood contains a high proportion of the City’s high-rise buildings, the
area as a whole lacks a high degree of visual definition or coherence beyond that of a very dense,
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vertically built neighborhood with some of moderately developed subareas. The existing visual character
of the Plan area is, therefore, mostly defined by its location and prevailing urban form; the geometry and
scale of its street grid and surrounding transportation infrastructure; and variety of building types,
including early 20th century masonry buildings and contemporary office and residential towers. The
following section describes visual quality of the Plan area in greater detail.

Streets and Street Pattern

The large scale of streets and blocks contributes to the visual character of the Plan area. The Plan area
abuts Market Street to the north, which acts as a seam between the street grids to its north and south. The
orientation of the streets is abruptly offset by 45 degrees along Market Street. This shift, in combination
with the fact that most of the blocks to the south of Market are nearly four times as large as those the
north of Market Street, creates a wholly different grid system south of Market.

Within the Plan area, blocks west of First Street are the largest (825 feet by 550 feet), while blocks to the
east of First Street measure 275 feet by 550 feet. Most of the larger blocks west of First Street are broken
up by mid-block, east-west and/or north-south alleys,®! reducing their perceived length at the street level.

The primary north-south oriented streets, such as Steuart, Spear, Main, Beale, Fremont, First, Second, and
New Montgomery, are relatively wide (right-of-way of 82.5 feet, except New Montgomery, which is
about 70 feet wide) and accommodate up to four lanes of traffic (in addition to one or two parking lanes).
These streets, with the exception of Second Street, carry one-way traffic through the Plan area, connecting
it to the surrounding roadways, including some that connect directly to the north of Market streets and
some that connect to the nearby freeways and the Bay Bridge. The primary east-west oriented streets,
Mission, Howard and F