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A
AB 939
ABAG

Active Ground
Floor Uses

AERMOD
ARB
ARDTP
AST

AST

AT

ATP
BAAQMD
BART

bgs

BLIP

BMP
Breast height

C-3

GLOSSARY

Inhalation breathing factor

Assembly Bill 939, California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989

Association of Bay Area Governments

A flexible mix of permitted arts, cultural, educational, retail, and office uses on the
lower floors of project buildings intended to activate the ground floor and accommo-
date emerging types of nontraditional building uses consistent with an active ground
floor, to be more specifically defined in the proposed Fifth/Mission Special Use
District.

Model used in preparation of Health Risk Assessments

California Air Resources Board

Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan

Anthropological Studies Center (ASC)

above-ground storage tank

Average time over which exposure to an air pollutant is measured

Archaeological Testing Plan

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Bay Area Rapid Transit

Below the ground surface

Branch Library Improvement Program

Best Management Practices

4.5 feet above the ground surface surrounding the tree

Downtown Commercial Districts
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C-3-0 Downtown Office District

C-3-S Downtown Support District

Cair Concentration of particulate matter in air
CalEEMod California Emission Estimator Model

California

Register California Register of Historical Resources
California

ISO California Independent System Operator

Cal-OSHA State of California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
CARB California Air Resources Board

CCR California Code of Regulations

CEC California Energy Commission

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CDMG California Division of Mines and Geology

CH4 methane

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CoO carbon monoxide

CO: carbon dioxide

CO2e carbon dioxide equivalent

COG Councils of Government

Corps U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

CRAF Cancer risk adjustment factor
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D4D

dB

dBA

DBI

DBR

DDA
Differential

Compaction

Downtown

DPH
DPM
DPW

East SoMa

ED
EEA
EF
EIR
EMS

EMT

Design for Development

decibel

A-weighted decibel

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection

Adult daily breathing rate

Development and Disposition Agreement

A phenomenon in which non-saturated, cohesionless soil is made more dense by
earthquake vibrations, causing differential settlement.

As used in this document, the area defined by the San Francisco Downtown Area
Plan. The Plan area is irregularly shaped, but is generally bounded by Washington
Street on the northeast; The Embarcadero on the east; Folsom Street on the south; and
Market Street on the northwest.

San Francisco Department of Public Health

Diesel particulate matter

San Francisco Department of Public Works

As used in this document, the area defined by the East SoMa (South of Market) Area
Plan. The Plan area is irregularly shaped and is generally bounded by Mission Street
and Folsom Street on the north; The Embarcadero on the east; Townsend Street,
Harrison Street, and Mission Creek Channel on the south; and Seventh Street and
Fourth Street on the west.

Exposure duration

Environmental Evaluation Application

Exposure frequency

Environmental Impact Report

Emergency Medical Services

Emergency Medical Technician
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EP

ESA

ESL
FAR
FEMA
FIRM

FTE

GHG

gpm

gsf

GWh
HABS
HCD
HDMT
HRA
HRE
HVAC

IWMP

San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division
Environmental Site Assessment, a professional investigation that characterizes
existing conditions related to hazardous materials and hazardous waste
contamination at a site.

Environmental Screening Levels

floor area ratio

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Flood Insurance Rate Map

Full-time-equivalent employees; refers to the number of employees working the
equivalent of 40-hour work weeks.

greenhouse gases, the gases primarily responsible for global climate change

gallons per minute

Gross square feet of floor area, calculated pursuant to Planning Code Section 102.9.
Gsf for all proposed buildings includes gross building areas above existing street
grades, and excludes basement accessory parking areas and mechanical penthouses
as defined by Planning Code Sections 102.9(b)(1) and (b)(9), and other parking areas.
Gsf is calculated to include external building walls, and no deductions are made to
gsf for internal elevator or service cores. All gsf numbers in this document are
approximate.

gigawatt hours

Historic American Building Survey

California Department of Housing and Community Development

Healthy Development Measurement Tool

Health Risk Assessment

Historical Resource Evaluation Report

Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning

Integrated Waste Management Plan
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JOA

Lateral
spreading

LEED
Leq

LID

Liguefaction

Joint Operating Agreement

The phenomenon in which surface soil is displaced along a zone that has formed
within an underlying liquefied layer.

day-night average noise level
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Continuous equivalent noise level

Low Impact Design, a stormwater management approach that promotes the use of
ecological and landscape-based systems that mimic pre-development drainage
patterns and hydrologic processes by increasing retention, detention, infiltration, and
treatment of stormwater at its source.

The transformation of soil from a solid to a liquefied state during which saturated
soil temporarily loses strength resulting from the buildup of excess pore water
pressure, which may occur during earthquakes.

Lmax maximum instantaneous noise level
Lmin Minimum instantaneous noise level
LOS level of service

LUST leaking underground storage tank
MEI Maximum Exposed Individual

mgd million gallons per day

MMTCO:E million metric tons of CO:zE

mpg miles per gallon

mph miles per hour

MPL Multiple Property Listing

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization
MRZ-4 Mineral Resource Zone 4

DRAFT EIR 0CTOBER 2014

Xiii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

MTA
MTC
MUNI
MUR
Nz20
NAAQS
NC-T
NEPA
NFIP
NO:
NOA
NOP
NPDES
NPRA
NwWIC
Os
OAHPP
OEHHA
OPR

Passive
recreation

San Francisco Metropolitan Transportation Agency

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

San Francisco Municipal Railway

Mixed Use Residential Use District

nitrous oxide

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Neighborhood Commercial Transit Use District

National Environmental Policy Act

National Flood Insurance Program

nitrogen dioxide

Notice of Availability

Notice of Preparation

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

National Parks and Recreation Association

Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University

ozone

Office-Affordable Housing Production Program

California Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Also called "low intensity recreation;" emphasizes the open-space aspect of a park
and allows for minimum alteration to the park’s environment, and usually involves a
low level of development, such as landscaping, benches and trails.

Public Use District
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Pb
PCB
PG&E
PM
ppb
pphm
pphm
ppm
ppv
PRC
PV
RED
REL
RHNA
rms
ROG
RPD
RSD
SB

SF Datum

SFBAAB

lead

Polychlorinated biphenyl, a class of organic compounds considered toxic

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
particulate matter

Parts per billion

Parts per hundred million

Parts per hundred million

Parts per million

Peak particle velocity

State of California Public Resources Code
Photovoltaic

Residential Enclave Use District
Referenced exposure level

Regional Housing Needs Allocation
Root mean square

Reactive organic gases

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department

Residential Services District

California Senate Bill

Establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet
above the zero elevation for the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929, which
was based on the sea level datum in 1929. Since 1929, the mean sea level has

increased by approximately 0.44 feet.

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin
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SFFD San Francisco Fire Department

SFPD San Francisco Police Department

SFHA Special Flood Hazard Area

SFPL San Francisco Public Library

SFPUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
SFSDF San Francisco School of Digital Filmmaking
SFUSD San Francisco Unified School District
Shared

public ways Streets “designed along a single plane (i.e., typically the sidewalk-level grade) that
share space among pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles

SOz sulfur dioxide
SOCAP Social Capital Markets
SoMa South of Market Area; as used in this document, the SoMa is irregularly shaped and

is generally bounded by Mission, Stevenson, and Natoma Streets on the north; Essex
Street on the east; Townsend and Bryant Streets on the south, and 13th Street on the

west.
SRO single room occupancy
SSMP Sewer System Master Plan
SUD Special Use District
TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons
TPHd total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel
UMB Unreinforced masonry building
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
UST underground storage tank
UWMP Urban Water Management Plan
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Vara Spanish unit of linear measurement equivalent to 2.77 feet

VOC volatile organic compound

Western As used in this document, the Western SoMa area is irregularly shaped and consists
SoMa of two connected areas: 1) one generally referred to as “north of Harrison Street,”

roughly bounded by Minna Street (an alleyway between Mission and Howard
Streets) to the north, Thirteenth Street to the east, Bryant Street to the south, Seventh
Street to the west; and 2) one generally referred to as “south of Harrison Street,”
roughly bounded by Harrison Street to the north, Fourth Street to the east, Townsend
Street to the south, and Seventh Street to the west.

WISP Water System Improvement Program

WSA Water Supply Assessment
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Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Bicycle Parking. The project would provide bicycle parking in the amounts required by the Planning
Code. The Office Scheme would provide approximately 540 Class 1 bicycle parking facilities and 120

Class 2 bicycle racks. The Residential Scheme would provide 591 Class | bicycle parking facilities and

95 Class 2 bicycle racks.” Bike parking facilities could be located on the ground floor or first basement
level of project buildings, and would be located throughout the site in accordance with the Fifth and
Mission SUD, including in plaza areas, building entries, and park space. Lockers and showers would
also be provided in amounts required by the Planning Code and in locations pursuant to the Fifth

and Mission SUD to encourage biking.

Loading. Proposed loading zones are shown in Figure 11-19. Freight loading would occur at the
ground level through an off-street drive-through between Howard and Natoma Streets in Building
H-1, and off-street bays on Minna Street in Buildings N-1 and N-2. Service delivery vehicles would be
directed below grade at the following basement locations: Buildings N-1 and N-2 (accessible via

Howard Street).

Architecture and Design

According to the project’s Design for Development document (D4D), the proposed project is intended
to draw in both the diverse architectural character of SoMa and the density and height of Downtown
to provide varied design with large floor plates and sufficient density to build community and attract
and retain San Francisco’s emergent urban companies. The resulting design standards and guidelines
for the project reflect a range of building forms and heights with a continuum of floorplate sizes, with
building mass and height concentrated along the eastern and southern portions of the site in Buildings
N-1 and H-1 and an activated interior public realm of open spaces and pedestrian-friendly streets on

the interior of the site, as reflected in Figure 11-6. The project-specific design controls are described in

19 Per San Francisco Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle
parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather.
Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking,
and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked to the rack (with
one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.
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greater detail below, under Project Approvals, but are generally proposed to consist of the following:
1) Zoning Map and Planning Code text amendments, including a Special Use District (SUD) (together
with confirming General Plan amendments) recommended for approval by the Planning Commission
and approved by the Board of Supervisors, which establishes development controls governing major
project elements such as permitted land uses, maximum allowable development, setbacks, height,
building separation and bulk and massing controls, projections, open space, vehicle and bicycle
parking, loading, and ground-level wind limits; and 2) the D4D document which would contain
specific design standards and guidelines for buildings, streetscape, open space and other improve-
ments, as well as other design regulations that would guide development of individual buildings and
associated open space and streetscape uses. The Planning Commission would review and approve
Conditional Use Authorizations for new development on the project site. The SUD would delegate
review of individual site/building permit applications and detailed architectural plans to the Planning

Director, who would review and approve them based on consistency with the SUD and D4D.

Canopies, Projections and Installations. The project proposes a variety of projections and canopies
that would project over public rights-of-way. The size of the projections would range from 6 inches to
2 feet for architectural features of buildings, to up to 15 feet for canopies designed to address wind
conditions. The SUD permits such projections and canopies consistent with the D4D. All projections
on the project site would be subject to applicable encroachment permit requirements. The D4D allows

for building, wall, and window installations incorporating projection or illumination.

Visual Simulations of Proposed Project

Visual simulations were prepared to illustrate the massing of the project from several viewpoints
around the project site. These simulations are included in this EIR to provide additional information
about the look of the project, and not to assist in the impact analysis. Representative viewpoints were
selected by the Planning Department and include short- and long-range views that depict visual
conditions within the vicinity after completion of the project. Figures 11-23 through 11-26 show the
location and visual simulations for each of the identified viewpoints. The simulations depict
conceptual building massing and do not show specific architectural detailing. In addition, the visual

simulations primarily depict the Office Scheme, since buildings associated with this development
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program would be taller than the Residential Scheme. The visual simulations thus depict a worst-
case, conservative depiction of the potential building form and massing on the site that would occur
with the proposed project.22 The staff report for the project approvals will include a detailed design

submittal that includes architectural detailing.

Construction

The project sponsor indicates that project construction would be dictated by the market and demand
for space, and would likely consist of concurrent construction of multiple buildings. Although there
is no specific project phasing scheme, for purposes of environmental review, the proposed project is

analyzed as two overlapping illustrative construction periods, as follows:
Demolition of four existing buildings located at 910, 912, and 924-926 Howard Street, and
190 Fifth Street;
Construction of Building M-2;
Construction of Building H-1;
Renovation of the interior layout of Building M-1 (Chronicle Building); and

Renovation and rehabilitation of Building N-3 (Dempster Printing Building).

Commencement of construction/renovation of these five buildings is anticipated to begin in 2016 and
extend over approximately 48 months. In 2019, and extending over approximately 60 months, the

following remaining buildings are assumed to be demolished/constructed:

Demolition of the existing Examiner Building at 110 Fifth Street, the existing two-story
pedestrian connector between the Chronicle and Examiner Buildings, and the existing

Camelline Building at 430 Natoma Street;

2 Recently enacted amendments to CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(10) eliminate aesthetics
as an impact that can be considered in determining the significance of physical environmental effects under CEQA
for projects meeting certain criteria. Accordingly, this EIR does not contain a separate discussion of the topic of
aesthetics. Visual simulations of the proposed project are provided for informational purposes only. See page 120
of Chapter IV, Environmental Setting and Impacts, for further discussion of Public Resources Code Section 21099.
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Addition of rooftop open space on Building M-1, with new public elevator and potential
new staircase; addition of secondary facade entrances, windows and openings; interior
structural and circulation changes; and upgrade and consolidation of mechanical, electrical

and plumbing (MEP) systems.
Construction of Building N-1; and

Construction of Building N-2 (including the H-1/N-2 Connector).

A specific construction plan for the project has not been developed. However, for purposes of the
analysis in this EIR, project construction is expected to entail the use of a mix of construction
equipment typical of large development projects, including bulldozers, jackhammers, graders, and

pile drivers.

PROJECT SETTING
Project

The project site is located in the southwest quadrant of Fifth and Mission Streets at the intersection of
the Downtown and SoMa neighborhoods in San Francisco. The approximately 4-acre, 22-parcel
project site is flat and developed with seven surface parking lots and the following eight buildings: 1)
the three-story Chronicle Building (901-933 Mission Street), plus a five-story clock tower located at its
northeast corner; 2) the three-story Examiner Building (110 Fifth Street); 3) the four-story Dempster
Printing Building (447-449 Minna Street); 4) the two-story Camelline Building (430 Natoma Street),
plus a partial third story at the northwest corner of the building; 5) the two-story Zihn Building (190
Fifth Street); 6) the two-story J.M. Kepner Building (910 Howard Street); 7) a three-story commercial
building (924-926 Howard Street); and 8) a one-story industrial building (912 Howard Street). Please
refer to Figure 11-2 for photographs of the project site, Table I1-1 for additional information on
building size, use, and date of construction, and Table 11-7 for each of the building’s zoning, height,
and bulk designations. See Figures 11-27 and 11-28 for a map of zoning and height/bulk districts in

and around the project site.
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InterContinental Hotel

View from Howard Street at Third Street looking southwest

FIGURE I1-24
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View from Howard Street at Langton Street looking northeast

FIGURE I1-26
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USE DISTRICTS

S Market MU Districts Commercial Districts FIGURE I1-27
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- Named, Controls Vary) MUG | Mixed Use, General [r———— )
Project Site
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SOURCES: CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; LSA ASSOCIATES, INC., 2012, 3725 ! Zoning Map
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The segment of Mission Street adjacent to the project site is 80 feet in width and contains 12-foot-wide
sidewalks on the northern side and 15-foot-wide sidewalks on the southern side. The segment of Fifth
Street adjacent to the site is 85 feet in width and contains 10-foot-wide sidewalks on the eastern side
and 13-foot-wide sidewalks on the western side. Howard Street adjacent to the site is 82 feet in width
and contains 12-foot-wide sidewalks on the northern side and 12-foot-wide sidewalks on the southern
side. Minna Street is 40 feet in width, and contains 9-foot-wide sidewalks on the northern side and 11-
foot-wide sidewalks on the southern side. Natoma Street is 35 feet in width, and contains 6-foot-wide
sidewalks on the northern side and 8-foot-wide sidewalks on the southern side. Mary Street, parallel

to Fifth Street, is 20 feet in width and contains 4-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides, and per Planning

Code Section 102.1, is an alley.”

Table 11-7:  Existing Building, Use District, and Height and Bulk Designations

Height and Bulk
Building Name and Address Use District District
Chronicle Building C-3-S 160-F
(901-933 Mission Street) (Downtown Support) 90-X
Examiner Building C-3-S 160-F
(110 Fifth Street) (Downtown Support)
Camelline Building C-3-S 160-F
(430 Natoma Street) (Downtown Support)
Dempster Printing Building C-3-S 160-F
(447-449 Minna Street) (Downtown Support)
Zihn Building RSD
(190 Fifth Street) (Residential Services District) 40-X/85-B
J.M. Kepner Building RSD
(910 Howard Street) (Residential Services District) 40-X/85-8
Light Industrial Building RSD
(occupied by TechShop) . . . s 40-X/85-B
(924-926 Howard Street) (Residential Services District)
Vacant Industrial Building RSD_ _ _ o 40-X/85-B
(912 Howard Street) (Residential Services District)

Source: City and County of San Francisco, 2011.

2 All measurements are approximate and rounded to the nearest foot.
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As described above, the site is located at the southern edge of Downtown San Francisco and at the
northern edge of the East SoMa neighborhood. Other neighborhoods/planning areas that surround
the project site include Yerba Buena, Transbay, and Rincon Hill to the east and West SoMa to the

south and west.

Land uses in the vicinity of the site include hotel, retail, office, residential, convention, parking, and
public facilities uses that typify Downtown San Francisco and its immediate surroundings in the
SoMa neighborhood. North of the site, across Mission Street, land uses include those associated with
the Old U.S. Mint Building (a National Historic landmark that is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places) and Mint Plaza (Fifth and Mission Streets and 88 Fifth Street), including a pedestrian
plaza, restaurants, cafes, and a multi-use performance venue, and the two-story S.F. Provident Loan
Association building (66 Mint Street) (considered a historical resource for environmental review
purposes).22 East of the project site, across Fifth Street, land uses include a seven-story parking
garage, an office building, and the 32-story Intercontinental San Francisco Hotel (888 Howard Street).
South of the project site, across Howard Street, land uses include one- to three-story mixed-use
buildings and a project currently under construction. West of the site, adjacent to the Dempster

Printing Building, land uses include one-to two-story light industrial-type buildings.

Major structures near the site include: the Intercontinental San Francisco Hotel; the Fifth and Mission
Garage (833 Mission Street); the Hotel Pickwick (85 Fifth Street); Westfield Mall (865 Market Street);
Moscone Center West (800 Howard Street); and the Old U.S. Mint Building. Parks and recreational
spaces in the vicinity of the project site include the privately-owned Mint Plaza (located directly
across Mission Street from the site) as well as publicly-owned facilities, including Hallidie Plaza (0.1
mile to the north of the site), Boeddeker Park (0.4 mile to the northwest of the site), Gene Friend
Recreation Center Park (0.4 mile to the southwest of the site), Victoria Manalo Draves Park (0.5 mile

to the southwest of the site), and Union Square (0.5 mile to the northeast of the site). Yerba Buena

2 This building was formerly referred to as the San Francisco Remedial Loan Association Building.
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Gardens is located 0.3 mile to the east of the site and contains hotel, office, retail, convention, cultural,

and public open space uses.

Cumulative Setting™

The project site is located in an area where a number of future projects are reasonably foreseeable.
Table 11-8 summarizes major planned projects known to the Planning Department in 2012 that are
generally within the vicinity of the site (where impacts of reasonably foreseeable future projects may

combine with project impacts to result in cumulative impacts).

Table 11-8: Reasonably Foreseeable Projects in the Site Vicinity

Case
Number Address Project Summary

The Plan area is irregularly shaped and consists of two connected areas:
one generally referred to as “north of Harrison Street,” roughly
bounded by Minna Street to the north, 13t Street to the east, Bryant
Street to the south, and Seventh Street to the west; and a second area,
generally referred to as “south of Harrison Street,” roughly bounded by
Harrison Street to the north, Fourth Street to the east, Townsend Street
Western SoMa to t_he sou_th, and Seventh Stre_ze_t to_the west. K_ey plannlr?g_ principles,
2008.0877E . which guide the land use policies in the Plan include: mitigate to the

Community Plan . . . ;

fullest extent possible neighborhood impacts resulting from new

development; stabilize the neighborhood against speculative land use
proposals and developments; promote safety in all areas of the public
realm (e.g., streets, sidewalks, parks, etc.); maintain and encourage the
existing cultural diversity of the community, and maintain and promote
diversity (e.g., day/night, living/working, spectrum of uses, etc.) of
neighborhood land uses.

747 Howard Street would increase the gross square footage of the
Moscone Center convention facility by about 20 percent, from
approximately 1.2 million square feet to 1.5 million square feet. New
construction would be primarily above grade both north and south of
Howard Street in buildings up to approximately 95 feet tall. Additional
space would be created by excavating and expanding the existing
below-grade exhibition halls that connect the Moscone North and South
buildings.

747 Howard Street
2013.0154E (aka Moscone Center
Expansion Project)

2 The EIR will include an analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed project in the context of general
City-wide population growth anticipated to occur in the foreseeable future, as well as development associated
with the implementation of plans such as the proposed Central SoMa Plan (formerly the Central Corridor Plan).
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Table 11-8;

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects in the Site Vicinity

Case
Number

Address

Project Summary

2009.0291E

151 Third Street
(aka SFMOMA
Expansion Project)

151 Third Street would include an up-to-approximately 235,000 square
foot expansion of the existing San Francisco Museum of Modern Art
(SFMOMA), a private non-profit modern art museum, and the
relocation of San Francisco Fire Department Station No. 1 (Fire Station
No. 1) from 676 Howard Street to 935 Folsom Street. The existing
building at 935 Folsom Street would be demolished and, in addition to
construction of a new fire station fronting Folsom Street, a residential
building containing up to 13 units would be constructed .

2008.1084E

706 Mission Street

Partial demolition and rehabilitation of Arson Mercantile Building into
a new 42-story, 500-foot-tall building containing 185 dwelling units,
retail space, and a 36,560-square-foot Mexican Museum. Project also
includes purchase of adjacent Jessie Square Garage and approximately
260 of its parking spaces.

2011.0038E

250 Fourth Street

Demolition of an existing three-story office building and construction of
a hotel with 220-guest bedrooms that would contain 78,000 square feet
and be 119 feet tall.

2005.0759E

725 Harrison Street

Demolition of 141,600 square feet of improvements on six lots and
construction of 572 new residential units, 10,000 square feet of retail/
commercial space, and 656 parking spaces. Project would encompass
six buildings, up to 85 feet in height, totaling 791,800 gsf.

2006.0444E

397 Fifth Street

Demolition of two existing buildings and surface parking lot and new
construction of 24 residential units, 5,110 square feet of retail space, and
19 parking spaces. The new structure would be approximately 40 feet in
height and four stories, and would contain 37,027 gsf.

2006.0679E

205 Shipley Street

Demolition of two existing commercial buildings and construction of a
four-story, residential over commercial building, containing 51 residen-
tial units, 41 parking spaces, and 6,000 square feet of commercial space.

2009.0291E

935 Folsom Street

Demolition of an existing industrial building, site subdivision, and
construction of both a 14,400 gsf, 13-unit residential building with 13
tandem off-street parking spaces and a 15,000 gsf City-owned Fire
Station with 10 off-street parking spaces. The proposed Fire Station
would be a replacement for Station 1 (676 Howard Street) that is
scheduled for demolition under the SFMOMA expansion project
(2009.0291E).

2005.0424E

465 Tehama Street

Construction of two four-story residential buildings on a to-be-
subdivided lot with a 13-unit building fronting Tehama Street and a
12-unit building fronting Clementina Street.

2011.0119E

214 Sixth Street

Demolition of an existing 144-room hotel building and construction of a
new mixed-use building with 56 affordable dwelling units, approxi-
mately 3,074 square feet of retail space, and 15 off-street parking spaces.

2011.0586E

363 Sixth Street

Demolition of an existing 12,396-square-foot industrial building and
construction of an 8-story, 85-foot-tall mixed-use building. The

proposed new building would include 64 dwelling units, 30 parking
spaces, and 2,332 square feet of commercial space along Sixth Street.
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Table 11-8: Reasonably Foreseeable Projects in the Site Vicinity
Case
Number Address Project Summary
Demolition of two buildings and construction of an affordable housing
2004.0588E 255 Seventh Street project with 49 dwelling units, 47 off-street parking spaces, and
approximately 20,000 gsf to be used for an outpatient health clinic.
Seven-building mixed-use development containing 416 rental dwelling
2007 1035E 350 Eighth Street unlt_s in 384,000 square feet of bu_lldlng §pace, vx_nth 50,000 square feet of
retail space, 8,700 square feet of industrial studio space, and 409
parking spaces below-ground on the site of the SoMa bus yard.
2005.1074E 935-965 Market Street Demol_lt!on of three buildings and construc_tlon ofa flve_ buildings
comprising 375,000 square feet of commercial and parking space.
?ﬁzzir'rli:r?l?nsr:rse; Demolition of an existing two-story 25,000 square foot office and
2008.0197E p commercial building and construction of a 15-story, 87,265 square foot
Francisco Downtown/
. (172 room) hotel.
Convention Center)
Construction of 269 dwelling units comprised of 160 studio/
2007 0689E 900 Folsom Street _one-bedroom units and 109 twoibedr_oom units. The two-be_droom units
include 29 townhomes and 8 units with accessory commercial space.
The project would include 221 off-street parking spaces.
Note: The projects in this table are ones for which the Planning Department has received Environmental Evaluation or

similar applications. These present and reasonably foreseeable projects are ones which may combine with the
project to result in cumulatively considerable effects that will be discussed in the EIR as applicable.
Source:  San Francisco Planning Department, 2012.

PROJECT APPROVALS

The proposed project would require the following approvals (by the designated authorities):

Planning Commission

1. Certification of the EIR.

2. Recommendations to the Board of Supervisors to approve the following General Plan

Amendments:

Downtown Land Use and Density Plan Map (Map 1): reflect rezoning of RSD parcels to

C-3-S and modification of floor area ratio (FAR) requirement;

Downtown Proposed Height and Bulk Districts Map (Map 5): reflect maximum

building heights on the site ranging from 85 feet to 455 feet in height and change the

corresponding bulk designations for the project site. Parcels would be zoned either “S”

or “X.”
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o Downtown Plan Figures 1 through 4, annotation concerning Project building bulk and
tower separation.

o  South of Market Area Plan Generalized Land Use Map: reflect rezoning of RSD parcels
to C-3-§;

o  South of Market Area Plan Density Plan Map: reflect rezoning of RSD parcels to C-3-S;
and

o  South of Market Area Plan Height Plan Map: reflect rezoning of RSD parcels to C-3-S.

3. Recommendations to the Board of Supervisors to approve Zoning Map and Planning Code
text amendments to create an SUD for the project site, to reclassify parcels with existing
RSD zoning to the C-3-S District, and to allow changes in the height and bulk

classifications.
4. Approval of the Fifth and Mission Design for Development document.

5. Conditional Use Authorization(s) for compliance with SUD/D4D (in place of Planning
Code Section 309 Determination of Compliance), for buildings (and related improvements)

within the project site.

6. Raising of the absolute cumulative shadow limits for Boeddeker Park pursuant to Planning

Code Section 295 (joint action with Recreation and Park Commission).
7. Authorization of office space under Proposition M of the Planning Code.

8. Recommendation to approve a Development Agreement under Administrative Code
Chapter 56, addressing issues such as project vesting, phasing, fees and exactions and other

public benefits.

9. General Plan Referral for sidewalk widening, major encroachment.

Historic Preservation Commission

10. Permit to Alter (Planning Code Article 11), as needed, for potential exterior seismic

retrofit/rehabilitation of the Dempster Printing Building.
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Department of Public Works

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Recommendation of street vacation of Mary Street
Recommendation of vacation of Natoma Street air space parcel.
Approval of parcel mergers and new subdivision maps.
Recommendation of approval of Major Encroachment Permits.
Recommendation of approval of sidewalk widening legislation.

Authorization of street tree removal.24

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

17.

18.

Approval of directional changes for Mary Street and pedestrian-only segments of Mary Street.

Approval of left turn restriction from Fifth Street (northbound) onto Minna Street (westbound).

Department of Real Estate

19.

Recommendation of approval of street transfer agreement.

Board of Supervisors

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

Approval of General Plan, Zoning Map, and Planning Code text amendments.
Authorization of street vacation and approval of transfer agreement.
Approval of Major Encroachment Permit(s).

Approval of sidewalk widening legislation.

Approval of development agreement.

24 As discussed in the Initial Study, there are two significant trees within the site, three significant trees
adjacent to the site, and 10 street trees that could be affected by the project. The proposed project would likely
remove all of these trees, subject to DPW review and approval.
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Building Department

25. Approval of site/building permits and demolition permits.

SUD and D4D. A special use district, the Fifth and Mission SUD, to be recommended for approval by
the Planning Commission and approved by the Board of Supervisors together with conforming
General Plan and Zoning Map amendments, would be conterminous with the project site and would
establish development controls governing major project elements such as permitted land uses,
maximum allowable development, setbacks, height, building separation and bulk and massing
controls, projections, open space, auto and bicycle parking, loading and ground level wind limits. The
Planning Commission would adopt a D4D containing specific design standards and guidelines for
buildings, streetscape, open space and other improvements, as well as other design regulations that
would guide development of individual buildings and associated open space and streetscape uses.
The Planning Commission would review and approve Conditional Use Authorizations for new
development on the project site. The SUD would delegate review of subsequent individual site/
building permit applications and detailed architectural plans to the Planning Director, who would

review and approve them based on consistency with the SUD and D4D.

Amendments to the City’s General Plan and Planning Code would be proposed to implement the
Fifth and Mission SUD and D4D. See Chapter Il1, Plans and Policies, for additional detail. Specifically,

the SUD proposes amendments to existing code provisions at the project site relating to:

Building Bulk: revises base height limits for the District to permit 103-foot base heights in
200-X, 455-S, and 180-S districts; provides specific bulk controls (maximum length,
maximum diagonal and maximum floor area) for 420-X bulk district; applies S-bulk

requirements to 180-X district, with maximum diagonal of 205 feet.

FAR: permits FAR to be measured as a district-wide average, and sets a maximum FAR of

11:1.

Dwelling Density: Removes dwelling unit density limitations so long as at least four units

per residential floor are provided.
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Upper Level Setbacks for Buildings above 145 Feet: provides a 75-foot tower separation
standard for portions above 145 feet, in lieu of upper level setback requirements in

Planning Code Section 132.1(d).

Projections and Canopies: permits non-occupiable architectural features and wind-

baffling features as set forth in the D4D.

Open Space Requirements: permits location of residential open space anywhere within the
district so long as at least 15% of all required open space shall be exclusively for residential
use and located within or adjacent to buildings containing residential use; and clarifies that
the district is a mixed use nonresidential/residential project for the purposes of Section

138(g) of the Planning Code.

Off-Street Parking: permits location of accessory parking designated for commercial and
residential uses in a subterranean garage beneath one or more buildings within the district;
permits up to 0.5 spaces for every residential unit within the district (to permit calculation

of parking limits on a site-wide basis).

Off-Street Loading: permits off-street loading locations as identified in the D4D; permits
off-street loading openings within the district to be 27 feet if including a 5-foot-wide bicycle
lane, a combined automobile parking and freight loading opening of up to 30 feet on the

Howard Street frontage, and two loading openings of up to 25 feet on Minna Street.

Ground Floor Land Uses: in addition to all ground floor uses permitted in the C-3-S district,
permits office uses on the ground floor with requirements for transparency and with a

minimum amount of street-facing frontage required to be fenestrated.

Streetscape Improvements: exempts the project from streetscape and street tree planting
requirements of Section 138.1(c) instead applies streetscape improvements and street tree

plantings in accordance with the D4D.

Bicycle Parking: permits Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking in locations identified in the
D4D; permits Class 1 parking on the ground floor or first subterranean parking floor;
permits consolidation of non-residential Class 1 spaces and all Class 2 spaces within the

district with certain requirements for the number and location of consolidated parking
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areas; permits provision of shower and locker facilities on a district-wide basis so long as

they remain accessible and free of charge to commercial tenants and employees.

Ground Level Wind Limitations: provides a specific methodology for reviewing ground
level wind limitations in the district and addressing exceedance of pedestrian comfort

limitations.

Artworks: permits artworks required under Section 429 of the Planning Code to be located

throughout the district.

Signage: permits wayfinding signage of certain maximum height and size within the

district.

Transferrable Development Rights: prohibits the sale of transferrable development rights

from any property within the district.

The D4D would provide standards and guidelines for the following:

Public Realm & Streetscape Improvements, including:
o Planting

o  Site furnishings

o Paving

o Lighting

Circulation and Connectivity

Streets and Alleys

Building Form & Massing

Architectural Design for Existing Structures

Architectural Design, including:
o Building Treatments
o Buildings Treatments at Pedestrian Level

o N2-H1 Connector
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o Architectural Projections and other Details
o Roofs

o Private and Public Open Spaces

Circulation and Transportation, including:
o Bicycle Storage and Support locations and types
o Car Parking and Car Share

o Loading and Services

Systems and Sustainability
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lll. PLANS AND POLICIES

This chapter provides a summary of the relevant plans and policies of the City and County of San
Francisco (City) that are applicable to the proposed project and focuses in particular on the project’s
potential inconsistencies with applicable plans and policies that could result in environmental
impacts. Because the Office and Residential Schemes would be substantially similar in terms of the
proposed overall square footage, building configuration, and other improvements and would only
differ in the mix of residential and office space provided, both schemes are analyzed in this chapter as
the proposed project — except where policy conflicts may differ between the two schemes. In those

cases, the two schemes are analyzed individually.

The determination of whether a project is consistent with a specific plan or policy can be subjective,
and is best made with a broad understanding of the often-competing policy objectives in a planning
document. As a result, policy consistency determinations are ultimately made by the City’s local
decision-making body (i.e., Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors). This consideration of
policies would occur independent of the environmental review process, as part of the decision to
approve or reject the project. The analysis in this chapter is intended to provide decision-makers with
a discussion of planning considerations that are pertinent to the proposed project and associated
development site, and a preliminary conclusion regarding whether the project may be inconsistent
with identified plans and policies. These preliminary conclusions are intended to supplement

decision-makers’ own understanding of the various and often-competing policy considerations.

Furthermore, a policy inconsistency is considered significant pursuant to CEQA only when it would
result in a significant, adverse physical environmental impact. The potential instances of such

conflicts are discussed in the topical sections of this EIR.
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The main documents that guide planning and land use within and around the project site that are
discussed in this chapter are:

San Francisco General Plan, including:

o Downtown Area Plan

o South of Market Area Plan (SoMa Area Plan)

South of Market Redevelopment Plan (SoMa Redevelopment Plan)

Draft Central SoMa Plan (Central Corridor)!

San Francisco Planning Code

Proposition M, The Accountable Planning Initiative

Sustainability Plan

Climate Action Plan

Better Streets Plan

Transit First Policy

Bicycle Plan

Figure 111-1 shows the project site in the context of major area-wide planning efforts.

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 the characteristics of the City’s physical environment. The proposed project
would not obviously or substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental plan or policy.
Resource-specific and regional plans and policies are discussed in specific topical sections of this EIR

(e.g., Air Quality), as appropriate.

! The Draft Central SoMa Plan is currently undergoing environmental review and plan refinement ; it has
not been adopted.
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I1. PLANS AND POLICIES

SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN

The San Francisco General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions
in the City, and embodies the City’s vision for the future physical development of San Francisco. The
General Plan comprises ten elements (each of which pertains to a particular topic or resource area
that is important throughout the City). The elements include: Air Quality; Arts; Commerce and
Industry; Community Facilities; Community Safety; Environmental Protection; Housing; Recreation
and Open Space; Transportation; and Urban Design. These elements provide a policy context for
future development in the City. In addition, the General Plan includes area plans that outline goals

and objectives for specific geographic and community planning areas (such as the Downtown Area).

The Planning Department, Zoning Administrator, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, and
other City decision-makers will evaluate the proposed project in the context of the General Plan, and
as part of this review process will consider potential conflicts. This consideration of General Plan
objectives and policies would occur independent of the environmental review process, as part of the
decision to approve or reject the proposed project. Any potential conflict not identified in this EIR
would be considered in that context and would not alter the analysis of physical environmental

impacts found in this EIR.

Three General Plan elements that are particularly applicable to planning considerations associated
with the proposed project are the Commerce and Industry, Urban Design, and Housing elements.
These elements are discussed in detail below. Other elements of the General Plan that are applicable
to technical aspects of the proposed project include the Air Quality, Community Facilities,
Community Safety, Housing, Recreation and Open Space, and Transportation Elements. The project’s
consistency with the individual policies contained in these more technical elements is discussed in

the appropriate topical sections of this EIR.

The Commerce and Industry Element addresses the broad range of economic activities, facilities, and
support systems that constitute San Francisco’s employment and service base. The Commerce and

Industry Element seeks to promote continued economic vitality, social equity, and environmental
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quality. The proposed project would not obviously conflict with any goals, objectives, or policies of

the Commerce and Industry Element.

The Urban Design Element of the General Plan focuses on the physical character and order of the city,
and is concerned both with development and preservation. The Urban Design Element also seeks to
protect public views of open space and water bodies, and protect and enhance the aesthetic character
of San Francisco. Potential conflicts with Urban Design Element policies are discussed below,

beginning with identification of applicable policies for which the project may conflict.

Policy 2.4. 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.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the demolition of the Camelline Building
located at 430 Natoma Street, considered a historical resource under CEQA due to its eligibility for
listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 (architecture). Therefore, demolition of the
Camelline Building could potentially conflict with Policy 2.4. Associated physical environmental

impacts are discussed in Section 1V.C, Cultural and Paleontological Resources.

Policy 2.8: Maintain a strong presumption against the giving up of streets areas for private

ownership or use, or for construction of public buildings.

As part of the proposed project, the City would vacate Mary Street between Minna and Natoma
Streets and the street would be re-aligned through dedication to the City of a new alignment
approximately 75 feet west of the existing right-of-way along the western boundary of the site (the
vacated right of way would become part of the Mary Court open space). The relocated segment of
Mary Street would be off-set from the newly created North Mary Street Pedestrian Alley (between
Mission and Minna Streets) and Mary Street between Natoma and Howard Streets. The relocated
Mary Street between Minna and Natoma Streets would be 32 feet wide (12 feet wider than the
existing right-of-way), include 10-foot sidewalks on both sides, include one lane for northbound

traffic, and would accommodate vehicular and bicycle circulation. The realigned Mary Street segment
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would be a shared public right-of-way and Mary Street between Natoma and Howard Streets would

remain unchanged.

The vacated right-of-way portion of Mary Street would become part of the public Mary Court open
space. The North Mary Street Pedestrian alley would also continue to be a public right-of-way. In
addition, realignment of the street would not result in any significant impacts to the circulation
system (see Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation). Therefore, vacation of the segment of
Mary Street and conveyance to the project sponsor, together with dedication of the newly aligned
Mary Street segment between Minna and Natoma Streets, would not substantially conflict with
Urban Design Policy 2.8, or any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

The project would also require General Plan map amendments to reflect the rezoning of the RSD
parcels in the southern portion of the project site to the C-3-S District, and modification of the existing
FAR requirement (refer to Chapter I, Project Description for a complete overview of the requested
project approvals). As discussed under “San Francisco Planning Code,” below, the proposed project
would establish the Fifth and Mission Special Use District (SUD), which would provide development
standards for land uses, maximum allowable development, building height, and bulk and massing
controls, and other design elements. The SUD would impose specific design standards on the
proposed buildings in order to break up the perception of bulk on building exteriors. These design
standards would include those related to the development of multiple towers, the establishment of a
minimum distance between building towers, and the use of varied architectural treatments. Please
refer to “San Francisco Planning Code” for additional discussion of the policy considerations
associated with the amendments to General Plan maps that would be required to reflect the proposed

rezoning and adjustment to the FAR requirements.
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The 2009 Housing Element Update was originally adopted by the Planning Commission in March
2011 and certified by the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) in
July 2011.2 The key objective of the 2009 Housing Element is to promote the development of new
housing in San Francisco and the retention of existing housing in a way that is protective of neighbor-
hood identity, sustainable, and is served by adequate community infrastructure. A particular focus of
the Housing Element is on the creation and retention of affordable housing, which reflects intense
demand for such housing, a growing economy (which itself puts increasing pressure on the existing
housing stock), and a constrained supply of land (necessitating infill development and increased
density). In general, the 2009 Housing Element supports projects that increase the City’s housing
supply (both market-rate and affordable housing), especially in areas that are close to the City’s job
centers and are well-served by transit. The proposed project, which is a mixed-use project containing

housing, would not obviously conflict with any objectives or policies in the Housing Element.

Downtown Area Plan

The majority of the project site is located within the boundaries of the Downtown Area Plan
(Downtown Plan), which is a part of the San Francisco General Plan. The Downtown Plan area is
irregularly shaped, generally bounded by Washington Street on the northeast; The Embarcadero on
the east; Folsom Street on the south; and Van Ness Avenue on the northwest. The Downtown Area
Plan was designed to promote development in Downtown that sustains the neighborhood as a
commercial, employment, and visitor center while protecting the area’s existing housing stock. The
Downtown Area Plan places particular emphasis on reducing the use of private vehicles in favor of
enhancing travel by bicycle, foot, and public transit. The Plan also promotes the development of
different kinds of open space throughout Downtown, including a series of linked spaces around the

high-density Downtown core. One of the fundamental concepts of the Downtown Plan is the

2 Pursuant to a court order, the 2011 certification was set aside and a partially Revised Environmental
Impact Report (Revised EIR) for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element was later certified by the Planning
Commission on April 24, 2014. No changes were made to the objectives or policies contained within the
Housing Element as a result of this action.
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expansion of the City’s downtown office core south from its traditional center north of Market Street.
The proposed project would not obviously conflict with most of the objectives or policies in the

Downtown Plan, with two exceptions, as discussed below.

As discussed on pages 145 and 146 of Section IV.A, Land Useg, the project would introduce new mid-
and high-rise buildings to the area that are generally taller and larger than other buildings in the

vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project may conflict with Policy 13.1 of the Downtown Plan:

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.

As noted under the discussion of General Plan Urban Design Element Policy 2.4, implementation of
the proposed project would result in the demolition of the Camelline Building located at 430 Natoma
Street, a historical resource under CEQA. Demolition of the building could also conflict with Policy
12.1 of the Downtown Area Plan, which is similar to Urban Design Element Policy 2.4. Associated
physical environmental impacts are discussed in Section I1V.C, Cultural and Paleontological

Resources.

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.

South of Market Area Plan

The portion of the project site that has an RSD use district designation is currently located within the
boundaries of the South of Market Area Plan, which is part of the San Francisco General Plan. The
Plan area is irregularly shaped, generally bounded by Mission, Stevenson, and Natoma Streets on the
north; Essex Street on the east; Townsend and Bryant Streets on the south, and 13th Street on the west.
The SoMa Area Plan contains a comprehensive analysis of the physical, social, cultural and economic
conditions and forces within the area. The Plan identifies existing community characteristics,
problems, and amenities, as well as the types of development pressures and market forces that may

affect the SoMa area over a 20-year period (roughly from 1995 to 2015).
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In recent years, the SoMa Area Plan has been supplemented with additional area plans covering
geographic areas in SoMa that are facing specific development pressures, widespread changes in land
use, or other planning issues. These plans include the East SoMa Area Plan and Western SoMa
Community Plan (both approved), and the Central SoMa Plan, which is currently in draft form. All
three plans are discussed in this section. As the area approaches the outer limit of the study timeline
covered by the SoMa Area Plan (2015), it is expected that the three recent SoMa area plans will
provide more timely guidance for development in the area. In addition, the SoMa Area Plan
generally excludes areas zoned C-3. The portion of the project site that is immediately adjacent to the
SoMa Area Plan would be rezoned from RSD to the C-3-S District, thus further limiting the
applicability of the Plan to the proposed project. The proposed project would not obviously conflict
with the overall policy initiatives of the SoMa Area Plan in that the project would result in
redevelopment of the site with a mixture of uses, including residential and active ground floor retail

uses.

The following policies would be relevant to the RSD-zoned parcel, which is proposed to be rezoned
to C-3-5, and are included as context only regarding other nearby parcels which are within the SoMa

Area Plan.

Policy 7.1: Establish height and building intensity limits for new development which
would preserve the existing scale and strengthen the physical form of areas appropriate for
new development, enhance the character of adjacent landmark buildings, maintain sun

exposure to open space resources, and preserve view corridors.

Policy 7.4: Preserve individual architecturally and/or historically significant buildings
which contribute to the area’s identity, give visual orientation, and which impart a sense of

continuity with San Francisco’s past.
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The project is within the Downtown Area and within the proposed Central SoMa Plan (discussed
below), which both generally encourage taller building heights and increased densities as compared
to the SoMa Area Plan. Although the project would rezone the RSD parcel, the rezoning would be
generally consistent with the proposed designation under the draft Central SoMa Plan. The
Camelline Building is outside the boundaries of the SoMa Plan Area and its demolition is not subject
to the policies of the SoMa Area Plan. Therefore, the project would not obviously conflict with
implementation of the SoMa Area Plan where it applies to adjacent parcels or obviously conflict with

its policies and objectives such that a physical impact would occur within the plan area.

SOUTH OF MARKET REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

The SoMa Redevelopment Plan, now implemented by the Successor Agency to the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency,? was established following the Loma Prieta Earthquake (which occurred in
October 1989) for “the purposes of repairing, restoring, and/or replacing buildings and physical
infrastructure damaged by the earthquake, and to provide economic development assistance to
neighborhood-serving businesses and retail establishments.” In 2005, the Redevelopment Plan was
amended to allow for redevelopment activities to go beyond post-earthquake rebuilding in order to
promote economic development, affordable housing, and the aesthetic quality of the physical
environment. The Plan area, which comprises approximately 70 acres and encompasses the southern
portion of the project site, is roughly bounded by Stevenson, Mission, and Natoma Streets on the
north; Fifth Street on the east; Harrison Street on the south; and Seventh Street on the west. The
Redevelopment Plan is focused on the Sixth Street corridor (which is characterized by older
residential and commercial buildings, and a preponderance of single room occupancy hotels). Recent
redevelopment activities have consisted of streetscape and alleyway improvements along Sixth Street

and the development of affordable housing in the area.

3 In response to changes in State Law concerning redevelopment agencies, the City and County of San
Francisco has created the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure as the Successor Agency to the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency (“Successor Agency”). This agency now implements the redevelopment plans
within the City that were previously implemented by the Redevelopment Agency.
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The Redevelopment Plan contains goals in five categories: Housing; Business and Jobs; Community
Quiality of Life; Transportation and Parking; and Neighborhood Development and Land Use. In
general, the proposed project would not obviously conflict with implementation of the
Redevelopment Plan or obviously conflict with its policies and objectives such that physical impacts

would occur within the plan area.

The Redevelopment Plan includes Goal E4, which is similar to General Plan Urban Design Element

Policy 2.4 and Downtown Plan Policy 12.1.

Goal E4: Preserve historically and/or architecturally significant buildings that contribute to
the area’s identity, give visual orientation, and impart a sense of continuity with San

Francisco’s past.

The project could conflict with this goal due to demolition of the Camelline Building, which is a
historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. Associated physical environmental impacts are discussed

in Section IV.C, Cultural and Paleontological Resources.

DRAFT CENTRAL SOUTH OF MARKET (CENTRAL CORRIDOR) PLAN

In 2011, the Planning Department initiated the Central SoMa#* community planning effort, focused on
the SoMa neighborhood areas adjacent to the Central Subway. The Draft Plan is currently undergoing
environmental review and plan refinement; it has not been adopted. The Central Subway is a project
that would extend the existing Third Street rail line northward along the Fourth and Stockton Street
corridors, providing rail service into Chinatown. The boundaries of the Plan area include Market
Street to the north, Second Street to the east, Sixth Street to the west, and Townsend Street to the

south. The area comprises about 32 city blocks and over 300 acres of land in SoMa. The focus of the

4 In September 2013, the Planning Department changed the name of the project from “Central Corridor”
to “Central SoMa” to better reflect its geography. The purpose and content of the planning effort has not
changed.
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Plan is to integrate land use and transportation planning associated with the Central Subway
fixed-rail alignment along the Fourth Street corridor. The five major goals of the project are to:

1) support transit-oriented growth, particularly workplace growth, in the Central SoMa Area;

2) shape the area’s urban form recognizing both city and neighborhood contexts; 3) maintain the
area’s vibrant economic and physical diversity; 4) support growth with improved streets, additional
open space, and other elements of "complete communities;” and 5) create a model of sustainable

growth.

The Central SoMa Plan would designate the entire project site as C-3-S. The Plan identifies the project
site as being under independent study, noting that: “While the properties comprising the 5M Project
fall within the Central SoMa Plan Area, the scale and complexity of issues in the proposed 4 acre
development require a more tailored solution than can be provided by the Plan’s rezoning. The City
is working with project sponsors on a more detailed, site focused planning effort that includes land
use controls and specific design standards and guidelines for this major project. Although the 5M
Project will be governed by project-specific controls and is not subject to the Central SoMa Plan, the
controls for the 5M property have been developed in coordination with the Central SoMa Plan and

with particular consideration to its goals with respect to program, scale and character.”

The Planning Department released the Draft Central SoMa Plan and NOP/Notice of Public Scoping
Meeting (Case No. 2011.1356E) in April 2013. The plan is currently undergoing environmental review
and plan refinement. Although the Planning Department’s current boundary for the Central SoMa
Plan includes the project site, the proposed Fifth and Mission SUD and companion D4D would be the
controlling documents for rezoning and establishing development controls for the project site. The
proposed project, which would intensify land uses in the vicinity of the Central Subway Project,
would not be expected to conflict with the Central SoMa Plan. As noted above, the 5M Project is an
independent project that would develop its own development controls in the context of the Central

SoMa Plan and would not be subject to, dependent or reliant on the Central SoMa’s adoption.
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SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE

The San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code), which incorporates the City’s Zoning Maps,
implements the General Plan and governs permitted uses, densities, and configurations of buildings
within the City. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter and demolish existing buildings) may
not be issued unless: 1) the proposed project conforms to the Planning Code; or 2) allowable

exceptions are granted pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code.

The following section describes the proposed Fifth and Mission SUD and D4D guidelines proposed
as part of the project and discusses the land use districts and use, bulk, height, and other regulations
associated with the project site. Figure 11-23 and Figure 11-24 in Chapter I, Project Description show
the land use and bulk/height districts on the project site. Table 11-7 also lists each existing building’s
zoning, height, and bulk designations. Table 111-1 compares select existing planning controls to those

proposed as part of the project.

Table I11-1:  Select Existing and Proposed Development Controls

Development Control Existing Proposed
Maximum Height 160 feet (at roof) 455 feet (at roof)
Bulk Controls

M-1 90-X/160-F 90-X/85-X

M-2 160-F 200-S

N-1 160-F 455-S

N-22 160-F 180-S

N-3 160-F 85-X

H-1 40-X/85-B 420-X
Non-Residential Open Space 1 square foot of open space to every | Same

50 gsf of uses with open space
requirements

Private Residential Open Space 36 square feet of usable open space | Same
per dwelling unit (if all private
open space)

Common Residential Open Space 1.33 x requirement for private Same
usable open space
Open Space Location Specific lot Throughout project site

2 Includes the H-1 N-2 Connector.

Source: Forest City Residential Development, Inc., Design for Development, 2013.
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In addition, the relationship of the proposed project to the following sections of the Planning Code is
discussed in this section: Sections 135, 138, and 412 (open space); Section 148 (wind); and Sections
146, 147, and 295 (shadow patterns). Refer to Sections IV.H, Public Services and Recreation and 1V.G,
Wind and Shadow for more detailed discussions related to physical environmental impacts

associated with open space and wind and shadow patterns.

Fifth and Mission Special Use District

The proposed project includes the establishment of the Fifth and Mission SUD, which would be
conterminous with the project site boundaries and proposes specific modifications to address the
proposed project’s inconsistency with certain current Planning Code provisions. The SUD includes
development standards for land uses (including active ground floor uses), maximum allowable
development, streetwall, setbacks, height, building separation and bulk and massing controls, open
space, ground-level wind, parking and loading, artwork and signage, as further described in the

“Project Approvals” section of Chapter I, Project Description.

Moreover, the proposed D4D contains specific design guidelines for buildings, streetscape and open
space, and other design regulations that would guide development of the proposed commercial,
residential, retail, arts, and open space uses. The SUD specifies project review procedures for

compliance with its controls and the D4D guidelines.

Use Districts

Currently, the project site is located within two different use districts. The majority of the site,
including the northern and central portions, is within the C-3-S (Downtown Support District),
including: the Chronicle (901-933 Mission Street), Examiner (110 Fifth Street), Camelline (430 Natoma
Street), and Dempster Printing (447-449 Minna Street) Buildings. The remaining southern portion of
the site is within the RSD (Residential Services District), including the: Zihn (190 Fifth Street) and J.M.
Kepner (910 Howard Street) Buildings, 924-926 Howard Street, and an industrial building used as
storage (912 Howard Street). The intent of these districts and the consistency of the proposed project

with the specific land use controls associated with each district are discussed below.
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The C-3-S (Downtown Support) District is intended to encourage and support the growth of
Downtown San Francisco as a business and employment center that is dense and located in close
proximity to transit. According to Section 210.3 of the Planning Code, the District “accommodates
important supporting functions such as wholesaling, printing, building services, and secondary office

space. It also contains unique housing resources.”

The RSD (Residential Services District) is intended to serve as a housing opportunity area within the
SoMa Mixed Used Districts. According to Section 815 of the Planning Code, the District controls are
“intended to facilitate the development of high-density, mid-rise housing, including residential hotels
and live/work units, while also encouraging the expansion of retail, business service and commercial
and cultural arts activities. Continuous ground floor commercial frontage with pedestrian-oriented

retail activities along major thoroughfares is encouraged.”

The proposed project would merge existing parcels on the project site and re-subdivide the property
to accommodate the proposed development program as well as rezone the southern portion of the
site (located between Natoma and Howards Streets and currently zoned RSD) to C-3-S, to be
consistent with the existing underlying C-3-S zoning for the majority of the site. The proposed project
would comply with the land use controls of the C-3-S District which, in addition to office and
residential uses, permit retail, personal services, assembly, and entertainment uses on the ground
floor. All other uses are to be located on the floors above or below the ground floor. Without
approval of the Planning Commission, development within the C-3-S district is allowed at a base
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 5.0:1 and the maximum FAR may not exceed 1Y times the basic floor area
limit for the district (7.5:1).5 The proposed project would exceed this permitted density under either
of the proposed project schemes and would therefore require an amendment to the Planning Code to
increase the allowable density of development on the site. As previously discussed, the proposed

project includes establishment of the Fifth and Mission SUD, which would amend the Planning Code

5 Planning Code Sections 123 and 124.
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to allow the FAR for the site to be measured as a district-wide average and sets a maximum FAR of
11:1. With the attendant rezoning (as proposed) the project would allow for development of a mix of
commercial, residential, cultural, and educational uses on the project site at a higher density than

allowed under the Planning Code.

Height and Bulk Districts

The City’s height and bulk districts are intended to serve a variety of urban design purposes.
Generally, these height and bulk districts seek to relate the scale of new development to existing
development, in order to prevent the new development from overwhelming or dominating the City’s
skyline. The regulation of height and bulk is also intended to promote harmony in the visual
relationships and transitions between new and existing development. The site is located in three
different height and bulk districts (see Figure 11-24). With the exception of the northernmost portion
of the Chronicle Building fronting Mission Street, which is within the 90-X Height and Bulk District
(establishing a 90-foot height limit), the northern and central portions of the project site are within the
160-F Height and Bulk District (establishing a 160-foot height limit, with limitations on maximum
dimensions above 80 feet). The southern portion of the site is within the 40-X/85-B Height and Bulk

District (establishing an 85-foot height limit, with a base height of 40 feet).

The Fifth and Mission SUD would amend the height and bulk limitations set forth in the City Zoning
Map. With implementation of the proposed project, buildings on the site would range in height from
approximately 50 feet to 470 feet. Under the Office Scheme, building heights would be a maximum of

470 feet, while under the Residential Scheme building heights would be a maximum of 411 feet.

The heights listed below reflect the approximate maximum building envelope, including rooftop
mechanical screening enclosures and architectural appurtenances that are otherwise not included in

Planning Code Section 260 measurements for height limits. Taking into account the Planning Code
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measurements for height limits, maximum building heights on the site would range from 85 feet to

455 feet:s

Under both the Office Scheme and Residential Scheme, the renovated Chronicle Building

would be about 50 feet (3 stories);

Under the Office Scheme and Residential Scheme, Building M-2 would be approximately
220 feet tall (20 stories);

Under the Office Scheme, Building N-1 would be 470 feet tall (46 stories); under the

Residential Scheme, this building would be 393 feet tall (38 stories);

Under the Office Scheme and Residential Scheme, Building N-2 would be approximately

195 foot tall (11 stories);

Under the Office Scheme and Residential Scheme, the H-1/N-2 Connector would be located
approximately 50 feet above the ground floor and would extend up to a total of 145 feet (6

stories);

Under the Office Scheme and Residential Scheme, the existing four-story Dempster

Printing Building would remain; and

Under the Office Scheme, Building H-1 would be 434 feet tall (23 stories); and under the

Residential Scheme, this building would be 411 feet tall (32 stories).

In addition to changing the maximum heights allowed under the Planning Code, the proposed
project would also change the corresponding bulk designations for the project site. Parcels would be
zoned either “S” or “X” and would comply with the applicable Planning Code bulk controls as

modified by the Fifth and Mission SUD.

6 Forest City Residential Development, Inc., 5M Project/Design for Development, September 2013. A copy of
this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Parcels zoned 180-S would comply with the Planning Code’s S-bulk controls with the following
exceptions: 1) lower tower bulk controls would apply above the base (103 feet) up to 180 feet; and

2) above the base, the maximum diagonal would not exceed 205 feet. In order to balance the need for
expansive interiors with controls to break up the perception of bulk on building exteriors, the
following bulk standards would apply to parcels in zones 420-X: 1) above the base, the building
would be designed to be perceived as two towers, connected internally; 2) the two-tower building
would maintain a minimum height difference of 40 feet between expressed towers, measured as the
difference of each tower’s total height and inclusive of architectural elements visible from the ground;
and 3) the two massings within the two-tower building would have different architectural
treatments, through the use of either material, color, vertical articulation elements or spacing. To
provide space for views between the dense, tall buildings, towers (i.e., buildings over 220 feet in
height) would be separated by a minimum of 75 feet above 145 feet, with two exceptions: two
buildings may reduce this distance to 1) a minimum separation of 55 feet between two single points
and a building fagade and 2) a minimum separation of 65 feet between a single point and a building
face. There would also be no less than 100 feet between buildings at the Fifth Street property line and
no less than 75 feet average distance between subject buildings measured at 10-foot intervals along

the two most proximate fagades.

Street Trees

The purpose of Planning Code Section 138.1 is to “establish requirements for the improvement of the
public right-of-way associated with development projects, such that the public right-of-way may be
safe, accessible, convenient and attractive to pedestrian use and travel by all modes of transportation
consistent with the San Francisco General Plan, achieve best practices in ecological stormwater
management, and provide space for public life and social interaction, in accordance with the City's
‘Better Streets Plan.”” The Better Streets Plan governs the design, location, and dimensions of all
pedestrian and streetscape items in the public right-of-way, including crosswalks, bulbouts, street
furniture, planters, and trees. Section 138.1 requires street trees in most districts (including the C-3-S
District) for projects involving: the construction of a new building; relocation of an existing building;

the addition of gross floor area equal to 20 percent or more of the gross floor area of an existing

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

97



I1. PLANS AND POLICIES

building; the addition of a new dwelling unit, garage, or additional parking; or paving and repaving
more than 200 feet of the front setback. One 24-inch box size street tree must be installed for each 20
feet of frontage along each street or alley, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage
requiring an additional tree, unless a waiver is granted because inadequate sidewalk width, utilities,
or driveways make installation impractical. In lieu of compliance with Section 138.1, the project
would be subject to the D4D provisions related to street trees. The D4D requires street trees at the
perimeter streets that border the project site (Mission, Fifth, and Howard Streets) and a minimum of
four trees on the portion of Minna Street that is within the project area boundaries. Tree spacing
along the perimeter streets would be a maximum of 30 feet or less, an increase in spacing compared
to the requirements of Section 138.1. Trees would be a minimum of 36-inch box size, a larger size than

required by Section 138.1.

Please refer to Better Streets Plan, below, for a discussion of policy considerations related to the

proposed street design.

Open Space

Sections 135, 138 and 412 of the City Planning Code regulate the provision of open space to be
provided for by private development projects. These sections are described in detail below, followed

by a discussion of the consistency of both the Office Scheme and Residential Scheme.

Section 135. Section 135 of the City Planning Code specifies the amount of usable open space
required to be supplied by new development in the C Zoning District. Usable open space is defined
as an outdoor area or areas designed for outdoor living, recreation or landscaping, including such
areas on the ground and on decks, balconies, porches, and roofs, which are safe and suitably surfaced
and screened. These areas must be on the same lot as the dwelling units that they serve and must be
designed and oriented in a manner that will make the best practical use of available sun and other
climatic advantages. “Private usable open space” is defined as areas private to and designed for use
by only one dwelling unit; “common usable open space” is defined as an area or areas designed for

joint use by two or more dwelling units. In C-3 Zoning Districts, 36 gsf of usable open space per
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dwelling unit is required if all open space is to be private. Where common usable open space would
be used to satisfy all or part of the requirement, such space is required to be provided in an amount
equal to 1.33 gsf per square foot of the private usable open space that would otherwise be required
(or 47.88 gsf per unit). Open space requirements for non-residential uses are governed by Planning

Code Section 138, below.

Section 138. Within the C-3 Zoning District, the provision of privately-owned public open space,
except for residential and institutional uses and uses in a predominantly retail building, is governed
by Section 138 of the Planning Code. “Privately-owned public open space” is defined as areas that are
designed for use of the general public while owned and maintained under private ownership. This
section specifies that construction of new buildings or additions of gross floor area equal to 20
percent or more of an existing building within the C-3-S Zoning District” shall provide a ratio of 1
square-foot of open space per 50 gross gsf of uses that already have an open space requirement.
However, per Planning Code Section 138(g), in mixed use nonresidential/residential projects, open
space which meets the requirements of Section 135 regarding common usable open space for
residential uses, and separately meets the requirements of Section 138 regarding open space for
nonresidential uses, may be counted against the open space requirements for both Sections 135 and

138.

Section 412. Section 412 of the City’s Planning Code sets forth the requirements and procedures for
the Downtown Park Fee and establishes the Downtown Park Fund. While the open space require-
ments imposed on individual office and retail developments address the need for plazas and other
local outdoor areas to serve employees and visitors in the downtown, the need for additional public

park and recreation facilities within the Downtown districts will increase as the daytime population

7 Parcels currently located within the RSD District would be converted to the C-3-S District with
implementation of the proposed project; therefore, the open space requirements for the C-3-S District are applied
to all parcels within the project site.
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increases with new development. The amount of the fee is two dollars per square foot of the net

addition of gross floor area of office use.

Office Scheme. Asshown in Table I1-5 in Chapter Il, Project Description, about 44,600 gsf of shared
open space (including 34,450 gsf of privately-owned publicly-accessible open space) would be
provided throughout the site with implementation of the Office Scheme. Publicly-accessible open
space would be provided as part of the larger program of public realm improvements that would
occur throughout the project site. The public realm includes traditional publicly-accessible spaces
that, together, are intended to meet Planning Code requirements for commercial and residential open
space, as modified by the Fifth and Mission SUD and the D4D, which would be implemented as part
of the project and contain specific development controls and design guidelines for the provision of
open space on the projects site. Project Description Figure 11-18 shows the proposed open space plan.
A discussion of how the proposed Office Scheme would meet the requirements of Planning Code

Sections 135 and 138 is provided below.

As previously discussed, per Planning Code Section 135, 36 gsf of usable open space per dwelling
unit is required within C-3 Zoning Districts if all open space is to be private. Where common usable
open space would be used to satisfy all or part of the requirement, such space is required to be
provided in an amount equal to 1.33 gsf per square foot of the private usable open space that would
otherwise be required (or 47.88 gsf per unit). Therefore, the required open space for the 914
residential units on the site would vary depending on the combination of private and shared open
space provided. If all residential open space would be private, about 32,904 gsf would be required. If

all residential space would be shared, about 43,762 gsf would be required.

In addition, per Planning Code Section 138, construction of new buildings or additions of gross floor
area equal to 20 percent or more of an existing building within the C-3-S Zoning District shall provide
a ratio of 1 square-foot of privately-owned public open space per 50 gsf of uses that already have an
open space requirement. Per this requirement, the proposed project would be required to provide

17,438 gsf of common open space for the 871,900 gsf of office space. However, per Planning Code
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Section 138(g), in mixed nonresidential/residential projects, when the provision of open space meets
the common open space requirements required for the residential component, additional open space
is not required for the nonresidential component, provided that the open space provided would

otherwise meet the required square footage outlined in Section 138.

The proposed project would provide a combination of private and public open space to meet the
requirements of Planning Code Sections 135 and 138. Generally, open space would be provided in
two main locations on the project site, including: a court between Minna and Natoma Streets (Mary
Court) and open space on the roof of Building M-1 (Chronicle Rooftop). Open space would also be
provided within several smaller areas throughout the project site, including landscape segments
along the segment of Mary Street between Mission and Natoma Streets, and the relocated segment of
Mary Street between Minna and Natoma Streets. All open space areas and corresponding square

footages are outlined below.

Mary Court. The former segment of Mary Court, between Minna and Natoma Streets,

would include 12,450 gsf of privately-owned publicly accessible open space.

North Mary Street Pedestrian Improvements. A 1,600-square-foot band of open space would
be established on the west side of the North Mary Street alleyway which would be

converted to a pedestrian-only alleyway.

Central Mary Street Pedestrian Improvements. A 650-square-foot band of open space
landscaping would be established on the west side of the re-aligned Mary Street right-of-
way.

Chronicle Rooftop.Approximately 22,000 gsf of publicly-accessible private open space would

be developed on the existing Chronicle Building rooftop.

Other Open Spaces. Other open spaces would be developed around the site, for use by
residents of the site, as summarized below. These open spaces would not be open to the

public.
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o Building M-2 Stepped Terrace. An approximately 4,400-square-foot terrace would be
developed on the ground floor, stepping up to the second floor, on the west side of

Building M-2.

o Building N-1 Open Space. A 3,500-square-foot open space would be developed on the

ground floor.

Mary Court and the Chronicle Rooftop would be publicly accessible in accordance with the Fifth and
Mission SUD, which would allow certain limited restrictions on access. In addition, the Fifth and
Mission SUD would permit residential open space to be provided in various locations throughout the
project site (as opposed to on the same lot as the associated units, as would typically be required

under Planning Code Section 135).

As outlined above, of the total 44,600 gsf of open space that would be provided on the project site,
7,900 gsf would be for use by residents only, and 36,700 gsf would consist of shared open space uses
for use by project residents, workers, and the public. Per Planning Code Section 135, 43,762 gsf of
shared open space or 32,904 gsf of private open space would be required to serve the residential use.
Under Planning Code Section 138, about 17,438 gsf of common open space would typically be
required to serve the commercial component of the project. However, because the proposed project
would otherwise meet the requirements of Planning Code Sections 135 and 138 for the provision of
common residential open space, the project is not required to provide additional open space for the
commercial component of the project. Therefore, the proposed project exceeds the required open
space provision. As such, the Office Scheme would meet the on-site demand for parks and open

space services generated by new residents and workers as defined by the Planning Code.

Residential Scheme. About 62,100 gsf of shared open space (including 34,450 gsf of privately-owned
publicly-accessible open space) would be provided throughout the site. The overall combination of
private and public open space provided by the Residential Scheme would be similar to the Office
Scheme, with the exception that an additional 17,500 gsf of podium rooftop open space would be

provided within Building H-1.
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Under the Residential Scheme, the required open space for the 1,209 units on the site would vary
depending on the combination of private and shared open space provided. If all residential open
space would be private, about 43,524 gsf would be required. If all residential space would be shared,
about 57,887 gsf would be required. In addition, the proposed project would be required to provide
11,790 gsf of common open space for the 598,500 gsf of office space. However, because the proposed
project would otherwise meet the requirements of Planning Code Sections 135 and 138 for the
provision of common residential open space, the project is not required to provide additional open

space for the commercial component of the project.

Of the total of 62,100 gsf of open space that would be provided on the project site, 7,900 gsf would be
for use by residents only and the remaining 51,200 gsf would consist of shared open space uses for
use by project residents, workers, and the public. Therefore, the proposed project exceeds the
required open space provision. As such, the Residential Scheme would meet the on-site demand for
parks and open space services generated by new residents and workers as defined by the Planning

Code.

Wind

Planning Code Section 148 establishes equivalent wind speeds of 7 mph as the comfort criterion for
seating areas and 11 mph as the comfort criterion for areas of substantial pedestrian use, and states
that new buildings and additions to buildings may not cause ground-level winds to exceed these
levels more than 10 percent of the time year-round between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. If existing wind
speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a project would result in exceedances of the comfort
criteria, an exception may be granted, pursuant to Section 309, if the building or addition cannot be
designed to meet the criteria “without creating an unattractive and ungainly building form and
without unduly restricting the development potential” of the site. The proposed Fifth and Mission
SUD would eliminate the requirements for an exception from the comfort criteria and instead would
provide that development would need to comply with D4D requirements related to wind baffling

measures to address wind impacts.
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Section 148 also establishes a hazard criterion, which is a 26 mph equivalent wind speed for a single
1-hour period, or approximately 0.0114 percent of the time. Under Section 148, new buildings and
additions may not cause wind speeds that meet or exceed this hazard criterion. This hazard criterion
is used to determine significant effects on wind patterns pursuant to CEQA, and an exceedance of
this criterion is considered a significant impact pursuant to CEQA. Under Section 148, no exception
may be granted for buildings that result in winds that exceed the hazard criterion. The comfort
criteria are based on wind speeds that are measured for 1 minute and averaged. In contrast, the
hazard criterion is based on wind speeds that are measured for 1 hour and averaged; when using the
same metric as the comfort criteria wind speeds, the hazard criterion wind speed is a 1-minute

average of 36 mph.

As discussed in detail in Section IV.G, Wind and Shadow, the project would result in a relatively
modest worsening of wind comfort conditions and would not result in significant effects related to
the wind hazard criterion. The project D4D document would require the implementation of
additional design features to further minimize the impact of wind levels on pedestrian comfort.

Generally, the proposed project would not conflict with Section 148 of the Planning Code.

Shadow

Three sections of the Planning Code relate to the potential impacts of the proposed project on shadow
patterns: Section 295, 146, and 147. These sections are described in detail below, followed by a brief
summary of the project’s consistency. A detailed discussion is provided in Section IV.G, Wind and
Shadow, which focuses on impacts of the larger building heights that would occur with the Office

Scheme.

Section 295. Section 295, the Sunlight Ordinance, was adopted through voter approval of
Proposition K in November 1994 to protect certain public open spaces from shadowing by new
structures. Section 295 prohibits the issuance of building permits for structures or additions to
structures greater than 40 feet in height that would shade property under the jurisdiction of, or

designated to be acquired by, the Recreation and Park Commission, during the period from 1 hour

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

104



I1. PLANS AND POLICIES

after sunrise to 1 hour before sunset, unless the Planning Commission, following review and
comment by the general manager of the Recreation and Park Department, in consultation with the
Recreation and Park Commission, determines that such shade would not be adverse to the use of
such property. Boeddeker Park in the vicinity of the project site is under Recreation and Park

Department jurisdiction and subject to Section 295.

Section 146. Planning Code Section 146 is intended to protect sun access on sidewalks along certain
street segments in the C-3 zoning district. Subsection (a) of this section applies primarily to sidewalks
along portions of the following streets, none of which are adjacent to the project site: Bush, Sutter,
Post, Geary, O’Farrell, Ellis, Powell, Stockton, Grant, Kearny , Second, New Montgomery, and Market
Streets. For each listed street segment, Section 146 identifies the side of the street to which the
standards apply, and indicates the maximum permitted street wall height and the required sun
access angle (i.e., the plane defined by an angle sloping away from the street above the maximum
street wall height, which may not be penetrated by building mass) of buildings on the applicable side
of the street. However, Section 146(c) applies to other street segments in the C-3 district, other than
those on streets listed above. This section specifies that: “New buildings and additions to existing
buildings shall be shaped, if it can be done without creating an unattractive design and without
unduly restricting the development potential of the site in question, so as to reduce substantial

shadow impacts in C-3 Districts other than those” on the street segments listed in subsection (a).

Section 147. Planning Code Section 147, applicable to the C-3, RSD, SLR, SLI, and 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 designed 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 (pursuant to Section 147): the amount of area shadowed;

the duration of the shadow; and the importance of sunlight to the type of open space being

shadowed.
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Parking and Loading

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 1V, Environmental Setting and Impacts, the proposed project
is subject to Public Resources Code Section 21099, which eliminates parking as an impact that can be
considered in determining the significance of physical environmental impacts under CEQA for
projects meeting certain criteria. However, parking is discussed below and in Section I1V.D,

Transportation and Circulation, for informational purposes.

Section 151.1 establishes minimum loading and maximum parking requirements for C-3 Districts
(i.e., no minimum parking requirements are established). In C-3 Districts, two off-street freight
loading spaces are required for a use with gross floor area ranging from 200,001 to 500,000 square
feet. Parking for non-residential uses in C-3 Districts may not exceed 7 percent of gross floor area.
Section 7.3 (Car Parking and Car Share) of the proposed D4D contains parking controls, which are
generally consistent with the parking requirements for C-3 Districts. For instance, a total of five off-
street freight loading spaces would be required at the site, and parking for non-residential uses
would not be permitted to exceed 7 percent of gross floor area. Please refer to Section 1V.D,

Transportation and Circulation, for a more detailed analysis of the project’s parking supply.

Implementation of the Office Scheme would include up to 663 parking spaces while the Residential
Scheme would include up to 756 parking spaces. Parking would be shared by all buildings on the

site, in accordance with accessory parking controls proposed in the Fifth and Mission SUD.

Section 155.2 establishes the following requirements for bicycle parking:
Residential Units: 100 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every four dwelling units over
100. One Class 2 space per 20 units.
Office Uses: One Class 1 space for every 5,000 occupied square feet. Minimum of two Class 2
spaces for any office use greater than 5,000 gross square feet, and one Class 2 space for each
additional 50,000 occupied square feet.
Retail Uses: One Class 1 space for every 7,500 square feet of occupied floor area. For uses

larger than 50,000 gross square feet, 10 Class 2 spaces plus one Class 2 space for every
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additional 10,000 occupied square feet. (Note that requirements for restaurant uses differ

slightly from these retail uses requirements.)

The Office Scheme would provide 540 Class 1 bicycle parking facilities and 97 Class 2 bicycle racks.
The Residential Scheme would provide 591 Class | bicycle parking facilities and 97 Class 2 bicycle
racks. Bike parking facilities could be located on the ground floor or first basement level of project
buildings, and would be located throughout the District in accordance with the Fifth and Mission
SUD and D4D, including in plaza areas, building entries, and open space. Lockers and showers
would also be provided to encourage biking. The proposed project would thus not substantially

conflict with the parking and loading requirements outlined in the Planning Code.

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, and
was also included in the General Plan. The Priority Policies, which provide general policies and
objectives to guide certain land use decisions, generally relate to physical environmental issues, and
each of these issues are addressed in this EIR. These policies, and the sections of this EIR addressing

the environmental issues associated with the policies are:

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced (see

Section IV.A, Land Use);

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods (see Section IV.A, Land

Use);

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced (see Section 1V.B,

Population and Housing and Initial Study pages 65 to 66);

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit services or overburden our streets or

neighborhood parking (see Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation);
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5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced (see

Section IV.A, Land Use);

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and the
loss of life in an earthquake (see Section IV.H, Public Services and Recreation, and Initial

Study, pages 122 to 128);

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved (see Section IV.C, Cultural Resources);

and

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from

development (see Section IV.H, Wind and Shadow).

Proposition M also established an annual cap on office space development and required that an
applicant seeking to develop at least 25,000 square feet of office space obtain an allocation from the
annual City-wide limit from the Planning Commission. The proposed project includes a request for
authorization of office space in accordance with existing procedures established under Planning Code

Section 321.

Prior to issuing a permit for any project which requires an EIR under CEQA, and prior to issuing a
permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action which
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. Prior to issuing a permit for any project
that requires an Initial Study under CEQA; 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 action is consistent with the
Priority Policies. The consistency of the proposed project with the environmental topics associated
with the Priority Policies is discussed in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation

Measures, or in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, of the NOP/Initial Study (see
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Appendix A to this EIR), providing information for use in the case report for the proposed project.
The staff reports and approval motions prepared for the decision-makers will include a
comprehensive project analysis and findings regarding the consistency of the proposed project with

the Priority Policies.

Potential conflicts of the proposed project in regard to land use, cultural resources, wind and shadow,
transportation and circulation, and public services and recreation associated with the Priority Policies
are discussed in the relevant topical sections of this EIR. The project case reports and approval
motions will contain the Planning Department’s comprehensive project analysis and findings

regarding consistency of the proposed projects with the Priority Policies.

SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

In 1993, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors established the Commission on San Francisco’s
Environment, charged with, among other things, drafting and implementing a plan for San
Francisco’s long-term environmental sustainability. The notion of sustainability is based on the
United Nations characterization that “a sustainable society meets the needs of the present without
sacrificing the ability of future generations and non-human forms of life to meet their own needs.”
The Sustainability Plan for the City of San Francisco was a result of community collaboration with the
intent of establishing sustainable development as a fundamental goal of municipal public policy. The
Sustainability Plan is divided into 15 topical areas, including ten that address specific environmental
issues (air quality; biodiversity; energy, climate change and ozone depletion; food and agriculture;
hazardous materials; human health; parks, open spaces, and streetscapes; solid waste; transportation;
and water and wastewater) and five that are broader in scope and cover more general environmental
and non-environmental issues (economy and economic development, environmental justice,
municipal expenditures, public information and education, and risk management). In addition, the
Sustainability Plan contains indicators designed to create a base of objective information on local
conditions and to illustrate trends toward or away from sustainability. Although the Sustainability

Plan became official City policy in July 1997, the Board of Supervisors has not committed the City to
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perform all of the actions addressed in the Plan. The Sustainability Plan serves as a blueprint, with

many of its individual proposals requiring further development and public comment.

One way the energy provisions of the Sustainability Plan are promoted is through the implementa-
tion of the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance and the Municipal Green Building Ordinance.
New private-sector residential buildings, new non-residential buildings larger than 5,000 square feet,
and major renovations to areas larger than 25,000 square feet in existing buildings (or mechanical,
electrical, or plumbing upgrades to areas larger than 25,000 square feet) are required to conform to
energy conservation standards specified by the San Francisco Building Code, including the San
Francisco Green Building Ordinance. The measures required by the San Francisco Green Building
Ordinance are intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with new construction and
rehabilitation activities, increase energy efficiency, and realize other environmental gains. The

proposed project would be subject to the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance.

Under the Municipal Green Building Ordinance, all large commercial buildings and major
renovations (over 25,000 square feet) are required to achieve Leadership in Energy and Environ-
mental Design (LEED) Gold certification from the U.S. Green Building Council or equivalent.8 Multi-
family residential buildings require LEED Silver certification. As described in the D4D, the proposed
project includes sustainability standards and guidelines which are designed to reduce the energy
demand of the proposed buildings and uses and to ensure compliance with the City’s Sustainability
Plan and Climate Action Plan. In addition, the project would achieve the LEED certification or

equivalent. The proposed project, by intensifying land uses in neighborhoods that are well-served by

8 LEED is a green building certification system which provides third-party verification that a building or
community was designed and built using strategies intended to improve performance in metrics such as energy
savings, water efficiency, carbon emission reduction, improved indoor environmental quality, and stewardship
of resources. Buildings can qualify for four levels of certification based on the number of “points” a project
receives for incorporating green design features: Certified (40-49 points; Silver (50-59 points); Gold (60-79
points); and Platinum (80 points and higher).
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transit and by incorporating energy efficiency measures, would not obviously conflict with the

Sustainability Plan.

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 (SFPUC), and other appropriate City agencies to complete a local action
plan targeting GHG emission reduction activities. In September 2004, the San Francisco Department
of the Environment and the SFPUC published the Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local

Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Emissions (Climate Action Plan).

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 based on recent scientific reports; presents estimates of San Francisco’s baseline GHG
emissions inventory and reduction targets; describes recommended emissions reduction actions in
the key target sectors — transportation, energy efficiency, renewable energy, and solid waste manage-
ment — to meet stated goals by 2012; and presents next steps required over the near term to imple-
ment the Climate Action Plan. Although the Board of Supervisors has not formally committed the
City to perform the actions addressed in the Climate Action Plan, and many of the actions require
further development and commitment of resources, the Climate Action Plan serves as a blueprint for

GHG emission reductions, and several actions are now in progress.

As described above under Sustainability Plan, compliance with the San Francisco Green Building
Ordinance would reduce the use of energy by the proposed project. The proposed project, by
intensifying land uses in neighborhoods that are well-served by transit and by incorporating energy

efficiency measures, would not obviously conflict with the Climate Action Plan. Please refer to pages
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78 to 101 in the Initial Study, found in Appendix A, for additional information related to the project’s

less-than-significant impacts on climate change.

BETTER STREETS PLAN

The Better Streets Plan, adopted in 2010, describes a vision for the future of San Francisco's pedestrian
environment and involved adoption of a set of City-wide streetscape and pedestrian policies and
guidelines to help accomplish this vision. The Planning Department, Department of Public Works,
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission were
joint project sponsors of the Plan on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco. The Better Streets
Plan seeks to balance the needs of all City street users. The Plan identifies goals, objectives, policies,
and design guidelines, as well as future strategies to improve the pedestrian realm in San Francisco.
Pedestrian areas mainly include sidewalks and crosswalks and, in some instances, portions of
roadways. Major concepts covered in the Better Streets Plan range from increased pedestrian safety

and accessibility features to improved ecological performance of streets and streetscape greening.

The proposed project would not physically remove travel-ways on major pedestrian or vehicle
thoroughfares adjacent to the project site. The project could promote Policy 7.2 of the Plan: “Increase
connectivity and access across barriers to pedestrian travel.” As part of the project, the City would
vacate Mary Street between Minna and Natoma Streets and the street would be realigned through
dedication to the City of a new alignment approximately 75 feet west of the existing right-of-way
along the western boundary of the site (the vacated right of way would become part of the Mary Court
open space). The project would thus remove direct vehicle access between Mission and Howard
Streets via Mary Street. However, Mary Street is an alley and does not serve as a major vehicle route.
Therefore, vacation of a segment of Mary Street would not result in a significant physical environmen-
tal impact and would not obviously conflict with the Better Streets Plan. In addition, as discussed in
Section 1V.D, Transportation and Circulation, proposed sidewalk widths along Mission, Fifth, and

Howard Streets adjacent to the project site would be consistent with the Better Streets Plan.
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As discussed under Planning Code, above, the Better Streets Plan prohibits the planting of street trees
on sidewalks with a width of 6 feet or less, unless trees can be planted in curb extensions on the
street. Due to the narrower sidewalk conditions of the interior streets (Minna, Natoma, and Mary
Streets), street trees would not be required in order to reserve space for through pedestrian access. In
order to provide green space on these streets, landscaped screens, landscaped walls, and parklets are
encouraged by the D4D. Perimeter streets (Mission, Howard and Fifth Streets) would all be planted
with street trees. Because tree plantings on interior streets would be excluded to allow for through
pedestrian access, this lack of street trees on Minna, Natoma, and Mary Streets would not conflict
with the Better Streets Plan (which allows for deviations from targeted standards in order to respond

to localized street conditions).

TRANSIT FIRST POLICY

The City of San Francisco’s Transit First policy, adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1973 and
contained within Section 8A.115 of the City Charter, 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 project site is located in close proximity to numerous transit routes and is easily accessible by
bicycle, and the use of alternative transportation by project employees and residents is expected to be

high. Therefore, the project would not obviously conflict with the Transit First Policy.
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BICYCLE PLAN

In August 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. The Bicycle Plan
includes a Citywide bicycle transportation plan and implementation strategy for specific bicycle
improvements identified within the Plan. There is currently a westbound bicycle lane on Howard
Street that extends between Fremont and Eleventh Streets, and bike routes along Market and Fifth
Streets. The bike route along Market Street extends between Steuart and Eighth Streets, and the bike

route along Fifth Street extends between Market and Townsend Streets.

The Bicycle Plan identifies short-term and long-term bicycle improvement projects. Identified short-
term improvements in the vicinity of the project site include the development of bike lanes along
Fifth Street from Market Street to Townsend Street. No changes are proposed to the existing
westbound bicycle lane along Howard Street. The proposed project would not physically change the
travel lanes of streets in the vicinity of the site for bicycles. The Mary Street alleyway would be re-
aligned and converted to a pedestrian path and green space as part of the project, but through bicycle
access would continue to be available. Therefore, the proposed project would not obviously conflict
with the Bicycle Plan (see Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation, for a discussion of potential

operational effects of the project on bicycle circulation).

SUMMARY

In general, the proposed project promotes policies in the relevant planning documents described in
this chapter related to the development of new housing, provision of active, pedestrian-oriented
neighborhoods, and the development of a mixture of compatible land uses. The project would
redevelop an underutilized site in downtown San Francisco with a mix of uses that would
complement surrounding dense urban neighborhoods, and contribute to the neighborhood’s
employment base and housing stock. The project would not obviously conflict with General Plan
policies relating to the creation of jobs and housing. With implementation of the Fifth and Mission
SUD and the project specific D4D the project would not obviously conflict with the Planning Code.
However, the project could potentially conflict with policies in the General Plan, SoMa Area Plan,

and South of Market Redevelopment Plan related to the preservation of historic resources (due to
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demolition of the Camelline Building), the introduction of office uses within the SoMa Area Plan, and
changes to the scale and density of the site. The project application includes requests for amendments
to existing land use designations and development controls, and the staff report for the Planning
Commission will evaluate the consistency of the proposed project with General Plan policies and

applicable Planning Code regulations.
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS

This chapter contains an analysis of each issue that was identified in the Initial Study as a topic for
analysis in the 5M Project EIR. Sections A through | of this chapter describe the environmental setting
of the project site related to each specific environmental issue evaluated in the EIR, as well as the
impacts which may result, and how each project scheme may potentially affect impacts. Mitigation
measures to reduce potential impacts are identified, where appropriate. The conclusions of the
previously-prepared Initial Study are summarized in the topical sections contained in this chapter, as

needed, for informational purposes.

The project sponsor, Forest City Residential Development, Inc., filed an application February 2, 2012,
for the environmental evaluation of the proposed project. Based on the Initial Study published on
January 30, 2013 (Appendix A), the San Francisco Planning Department determined that an EIR is
required. The Initial Study concluded that many of the physical environmental effects of the
proposed project would be less than significant, or that mitigation measures, agreed to by the project
sponsor and required as a condition of project approval, would reduce significant impacts to a less-
than-significant level. CEQA does not require further assessment of the project’s less-than-significant
impacts, which fall into the following topical areas: Biological Resources; Geology and Soils;
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Hydrology and Water Quality; Hazards/Hazardous Materials;
Mineral/Energy Resources; and Agriculture and Forest Resources. However, the Initial Study found
potentially significant project-specific effects and/or cumulative impacts related to: Land Use;
Population and Housing; Cultural and Paleontological Resources; Transportation and Circulation;
Noise; Air Quality; Wind and Shadow; Public Services and Recreation; and Utilities and Service

Systems. Accordingly, these topics are evaluated in this EIR in separate topical sections.

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

117



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

Under CEQA, a significant effect is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change
in the environment. The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on
scientific and factual data, including the entire record for the project, and not on argument, specula-
tion, or unsubstantiated evidence. Each impact and mitigation measure section of this chapter is
prefaced by certain criteria, which have been developed by the San Francisco Planning Department

for use in determining whether an impact is significant.

Impacts are categorized by type of impact as follows:

Less-Than-Significant. An impact that would not involve an adverse physical change to the
environment, does not exceed the defined significance criteria, or would be eliminated or
reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with existing local, State, and

federal laws and regulations.

Less-Than-Significant with Mitigation. An impact that is reduced to a less-than-significant

level though implementation of the identified mitigation measures.

Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation. An adverse physical environmental impact that
exceeds the defined significance criteria and can be reduced through compliance with
existing local, State, and federal laws and regulations and/or implementation of all feasible

mitigation measures, but cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Significant and Unavoidable. An adverse physical environmental impact that exceeds the
defined significance criteria and cannot be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant
level through compliance with existing local, State, and federal laws and regulations and

for which there are no feasible mitigation measures.
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FORMAT OF ISSUE SECTIONS

Each environmental topic considered in this chapter comprises two primary sections: 1) setting, and

2) impacts and mitigation measures. An overview of the general organization and the information

provided in the two sections is provided as follows:

Setting. The setting section for each environmental topic provides a description of the
baseline physical setting for the project site and its surroundings at the beginning of the
environmental review process (e.g., existing land uses, noise environment, traffic
conditions). An overview of regulatory considerations that are applicable to the specific

environmental topic is also provided.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures. The impacts and mitigation measures section for each
environmental topic presents a discussion of the impacts (i.e., the changes to baseline
physical environmental conditions) that could result from implementation of the proposed
5M Project. The section begins with the criteria of significance, which establish a way of
determining whether an impact is significant. The latter part of this section presents the
impacts from the proposed project and mitigation measures, if required. The impacts of the
proposed project are organized into separate categories based on the criteria listed in each

topical section.

Impacts are numbered and shown in bold type, and the corresponding mitigation measures, where

identified,

measures

are numbered and indented, and follow impact statements. Impacts and mitigation

are numbered consecutively within each topic and include an abbreviated reference to the

impact section (e.g., LU). The following symbols are used for individual topics:

LU: Land Use
PH: Population and Housing
CP: Cultural and Paleontological Resources
TR: Transportation and Circulation
NO: Noise
AQ: Air Quality
WS: Wind and Shadow
0CTOBER 2014
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PS: Public Services and Recreation

UT: Utilities and Service Systems

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21099

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed SB 743, which became effective on January 1, 2014!
and added Section 21099 to the California Public Resources Code. Among other provisions, Public
Resources Code Section 21099(d)(1) changed the typical analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for
urban infill projects and eliminated the measurement of auto delay, including Level of Service (LOS),
as a metric that can be used for measuring traffic impacts in transit priority areas.2 On November 26,
2013, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a memorandum to the Planning Commission
summarizing the provisions of SB 743 as they relate to the Planning Department’s analysis

methodology with respect to aesthetics, parking, and traffic.3

Aesthetics and Parking Analysis

Public Resources Code Section 21099 provides that the “aesthetics and parking impacts of a
residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a

transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly,

1 SB 743 can be found online at: leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/bilINavClient.xhtmI?bill_id=
201320140SB743.

2 A “transit priority area” is defined in as an area within % -mile of an existing or planned major transit
stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit
station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus
routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute
periods. A map of San Francisco Transit Priority Areas can be found online at: sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of
%20San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.

3 San Francisco Planning Department, Memorandum from Viktoriya Wise to San Francisco Planning
Commission, CEQA Update: Senate Bill 743 Summary — Aesthetics, Parking and Traffic, November 26, 2013. The
memorandum is included as Appendix D of this EIR and can be found online at: sfmea.sfplanning.org/CEQA
Update-SB 743 Summary.pdf.
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aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to

result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:#
a. the projectisin a transit priority area;
b. the project is on an infill site; and

c. the project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus this EIR does not consider
aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under

CEQA.

Under Public Resources Code Section 21099, a Lead Agency will continue to maintain the authority to
consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers
and aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources. As such, there will

be no change in the Planning Department’s methodology related to design and historic review.

The Planning Department recognizes that the public and decision-makers nonetheless may be
interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project and may desire that
such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, some
information that would have otherwise been provided in an aesthetics section of the EIR (i.e.,
“before” and “after” visual simulations) has been included in Chapter I, Project Description, of this
EIR. However, this information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to
determine the significance of the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to CEQA as

modified by Public Resources Code Section 21099.

Similarly, the Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the

public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this EIR presents parking demand analysis for

4 Attachment C of Appendix D sets forth the definitions of the terms used in SB 743.
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informational purposes and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained
supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-

of-way) as applicable in the transportation analysis in Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation.

Level of Service Analysis

Public Resources Code Section 21099 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of
transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote the “reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity
of land uses.” It also allows OPR to develop alternative metrics outside of transit priority areas. The
statute provides that, upon certification and adoption of the revised CEQA Guidelines by the
Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency, “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service
or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant
impact on the environment pursuant” to CEQA. In other words, LOS generally shall not be used as a
significance threshold under CEQA. These changes would need to be adopted by the Secretary of the
Natural Resources Agency and are anticipated to be effective sometime in 2015. Therefore, the LOS-
related provisions of Public Resources Code Section 21099 are not yet applicable to the proposed

project and this EIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.

APPROACH TO ANALYSIS

The analysis of each issue topic includes an evaluation of the potential environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the Office Scheme and the Residential Scheme. As described in
Chapter I, Project Description, under both schemes, the proposed project would result in the
construction of new active ground floor space (including office, retail, educational, and cultural uses),
office use, residential dwelling units, and open space. Associated infrastructure and accessory vehicle
and bicycle parking would also be developed to support these uses. The two options are similar in
massing and propose the same land use on all parcels except Howard Street. Both schemes would
entail renovation of the Chronicle Building (901-933 Mission Street) and Dempster Printing Building

(447-449 Minna Street), demolition of all other buildings on the site and the construction of four new
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buildings with heights ranging from 180 to 470 feet. The overall gross square footages are substan-
tially the same between the two schemes, with a difference of about 20,000 gsf. Please refer to Chapter

Il for a description of the two development schemes.

In general, the evaluation of environmental impacts focuses on the Office Scheme, which represents
the largest development envelope of the two schemes. However, elements of the Residential Scheme
that differ from the Office Scheme are identified and described. The impacts of the Office and
Residential Schemes are evaluated separately in order to address potentially different effects
associated with the proposed land uses and building program for each scheme. Where impacts of the

two design schemes may differ, mitigation measures are specified for each scheme, as applicable.

APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects, which, when considered
together, are considerable, or which can compound or increase other environmental impacts.” Section
15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate potential environmental impacts that may
be individually limited but cumulatively significant. These impacts could result from the proposed
project alone, or together with other projects. The CEQA Guidelines state: “The cumulative impact
from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of
the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable
future projects.” Cumulative impacts could result from individually minor but collectively significant

projects taking place over time.

For the evaluation of cumulative impacts, CEQA allows the use of either a list of past, present, or rea-
sonably anticipated relevant projects, including projects outside the control of the lead agency, a
summary of the projections in an adopted planning document, or a thoughtful combination of the
two. The cumulative impacts analysis in this Draft EIR is based on information provided by the City
of San Francisco on major planned projects known to the Planning Department in January 2013 that
are generally within the vicinity of the site (where impacts of reasonably foreseeable future projects

may combine with project impacts to result in cumulative impacts), unless otherwise noted in the
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cumulative discussion for each of the topical sections. Cumulative projects are listed in Table 11-8 in

Chapter I, Project Description.

In addition, the cumulative analysis also considers the potential impacts of the proposed project
within the context of general City-wide population growth anticipated to occur in the foreseeable
future, as well as development associated with the implementation of plans such as the proposed

Central SoMa Plan (formerly the Central Corridor Plan).
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A. LAND USE

A. LAND USE

This section discusses the potential effects of the proposed project on land use patterns, land use
compatibility and character, and other related issues. As discussed on pages 58 to 61 of Appendix A,
the Initial Study determined that the proposed project could physically divide an existing community;
conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect; and have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the

site’s vicinity. These potential effects are evaluated in this section of the EIR.

Environmental Setting

The project site is located in the southwest quadrant of Fifth and Mission Streets at the intersection of
the Downtown and SoMa neighborhoods. This area of San Francisco functions as the center of
commerce and employment for the City as well as the nine county Bay Area. As such, land uses
within and in the vicinity of the site are typical of a densely developed, downtown urban area. The
following section describes existing land uses within and in the vicinity of the project site. Figure

IV.A-1 depicts an aerial view of the project site and surrounding land uses.

Land Uses Within the Project Site. The approximately 4-acre project site occupies 22 contiguous
parcels. The site is primarily bordered by existing roadways, including Mission Street to the north;
Fifth Street to the east; Howard Street to the south; and the southern segment of Mary Street, between
Natoma and Howards Streets, to the west. A mix of office and commercial uses are located on
portions of Mission, Minna, and Natoma Streets, and west of the northern segments of Mary Street,

also border to the site to the west.

The site is flat and developed with eight buildings, which provide a total of approximately 317,700
gsf of building space containing office and commercial uses; refer to Figure 11-2 in Chapter Il, Project
Description, for photographs of the project site, and Table 11-1 for additional information on building
size, use, and date of construction. The land uses of the lots that comprise the project site are

described below:

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

125



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
A. LAND USE

901-933 Mission Street (Chronicle Building). This 42,396-square-foot lot is located at the
northeast corner of the site and is currently developed with the 178,700-square-foot, three-
story Chronicle Building, which was built in 1924. The building also contains a five-story
clock tower at its northeast corner (the southwest quadrant of Fifth and Mission Streets)
and a two-story pedestrian bridge over Minna Street connects the building to 110 Fifth
Street. The building includes a variety of office uses, including educational organizations,
and serves as the main headquarters for the San Francisco Chronicle, a newspaper serving
primarily the San Francisco Bay Area. Other businesses include Intersection for the Arts,

Impact Hub, San Francisco School of Digital Filmmaking, Best Buddies, and Yahoo!.

110 Fifth Street (Examiner Building). This 37,871-square-foot lot is located at the southwest
guadrant of the Minna and Fifth Street intersection, south of the Chronicle Building, and is
developed with the 92,100-square-foot, three-story Examiner Building, which was built in
1968. The two-story pedestrian bridge described above connects this building to the
Chronicle Building. An open loading dock runs across most of the south elevation at
ground level. The building is owned by the San Francisco Chronicle and includes office

space currently occupied by Yahoo!.

447-449 Minna Street (Dempster Print Building). This 2,996-square-foot lot is located at the
western border of the project site, about mid-block on Minna Street, and is developed with
the 12,000-square-foot, four-story Dempster Print Building, which was built in 1907. The
brick industrial loft building is currently vacant, although it was formerly occupied by
office and light industrial uses, including printing, wholesale candy, and lamp

manufacturing businesses.

430 Natoma Street (Camelline Building). This 3,197-square-foot lot is located at the northeast
guadrant of the Natoma and Mary Street intersection and is developed with the 9,600-
square-foot two- and three-story Camelline Building, which was built in 1923. The former
industrial building is currently used as office space and is occupied by the San Francisco

Chronicle, IS Logistics and various other tenants.
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190 Fifth Street (Zihn Building). This 1,873-square-foot lot is located at the southwest corner
of the project site and is developed with the 1,900-square-foot two-story Zihn Building,
which faces Fifth Street and was built in 1924. The former warehouse is currently used as

office space and is occupied by Build Inc.

910 Howard Street (J.M. Kepner Building). This 6,089-square-foot lot is located approximately
at the center of the block bounded by Natoma, Fifth, Howard, and Mary Streets. The 6,089-
square-foot two-story J.M. Kepner Building was built in 1922 and is currently used by the

San Francisco Chronicle as a shipping and receiving department.

924-926 Howard Street. This 7,596-square-foot lot is located at the site’s western border and
occupies the western end of the block between Natoma and Howard Streets, east of Mary
Street. The 15,200-square-foot three-story office/commercial building was built in 1923 and

is currently occupied by TechShop and SFMade.

912 Howard Street. This 2,056-square-foot lot is located next to the J.M. Kepner Building and
the 2,100-square-foot one-story building faces Howard Street. The building was built in

1928 and includes commercial and office support uses currently occupied by TechShop.

The project site also currently contains seven surface parking lots with a total of approximately 256
parking spaces accessed from Mission, Minna, Mary, Natoma, Howard, and Fifth Streets. Mary,
Minna and Natoma Streets are streets internal to the site. As discussed above, the site is completely
developed and is covered with building and surface pavements. Existing vegetation is limited to 15
trees on and adjacent to the site, which are present along the Mission, Fifth, Howard, and Mary Street

frontages.

As described in greater detail in Chapter 11, Plans and Policies, the project site is located within the
General Plan’s Downtown planning area and is within the Downtown Support (C-3-S) and
Residential Services District (RSD) land use districts identified by the Planning Code. Refer to Table

11-7 in Chapter Il, Project Description, for the zoning, height, and bulk designations that apply to each
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of the buildings on the site. Figures 11-23 and 11-24 in Chapter Il, Project Description, depict the

zoning map and height/bulk districts in and around the project site, respectively.

Land Uses Around the Project Site. The immediate project vicinity contains a wide range of building
types and land uses and no particular land use predominates. Land uses that surround the project
site include hotel, retail, office, residential, convention, parking, and public facilities that typify
Downtown San Francisco and its immediate surroundings. Buildings in the vicinity of the site
include older commercial, mixed residential/commercial, live/work, and industrial structures, as well

as newer residential buildings.

The urban development pattern in the neighborhood around the project site consists of a grid pattern
of blocks with dimensions of approximately 475 feet by 850 feet, 82-foot-wide one- and two-way
streets, and smaller intersecting alleys. Street fronts primarily include commercial and industrial
uses, with some low-scale office uses. Residential uses are located to the west and south, within the

East and Western SoMa neighborhoods.

North of the site, across Mission Street, land uses include those associated with the Old U.S. Mint
Building (a National Historic landmark that is listed on the National Register of Historic Places) and
Mint Plaza, including a pedestrian plaza, restaurants, cafes, and a multi-use performance venue, the
two-story S.F. Provident Loan Association building (considered a historical resource for environmen-
tal review purposes), and a 15-story, 152-foot-tall hotel project under construction at 942 Mission
Street. East of the project site, across Fifth Street, buildings include a seven-story parking garage, an
office building, and the 32-story, 340-foot tall Intercontinental San Francisco Hotel. South of the
project site, across Howard Street, buildings include one- to three-story mixed-use buildings and a
two-tower, 85-foot-tall mixed-use/residential project currently under construction at 260 Fifth Street.
West of the site, adjacent to the Dempster Printing Building, buildings include one-to two-story light

industrial-type buildings.
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Major structures near the site include: the Intercontinental San Francisco Hotel (888 Howard Street);
the Fifth and Mission Garage (833 Mission Street); the Hotel Pickwick (85 Fifth Street); Westfield Mall,
also known as Westfield San Francisco Centre, which contains Bloomingdale’s and Nordstrom as
major tenants (865 Market Street); Moscone Center West (800 Howard Street); and the Old U.S. Mint
Building (at Fifth and Mission Streets). Parks and recreational spaces in the vicinity of the project site
include Mint Plaza (located directly across Mission Street from the site), Hallidie Plaza (0.1 mile to the
north of the site), Boeddeker Park (0.4 mile to the northwest of the site), Gene Friend Recreation
Center Park (0.4 mile to the southwest of the site), Victoria Manalo Draves Park (0.5 mile to the
southwest of the site), and Union Square (0.5 mile to the northeast of the site). Yerba Buena Gardens
is located 0.3 mile to the east of the site and contains hotel, office, retail, convention, cultural, and

public open space uses.

The project site is located in an area with a high concentration of planned and approved projects,
which are anticipated to be constructed over the next several years. Major projects in the immediate
vicinity of the project site include; 250 Fourth Street (located at the intersection of Fourth and
Clementina Streets), which would include the demolition of an existing three-story office building and
construction of a 78,000-square-foot, 119-foot-tall hotel with 220-guest bedrooms. In addition, the 214
Sixth Street project (located at near the intersection of Sixth and Tehama Streets) would include the
demolition of an existing hotel building and construction of a mixed-use building with 56 affordable
dwelling units, approximately 3,074 gsf of retail space, and 15 off-street parking spaces. The 935-965
Market Street project (located at the intersection of Market and Turk Streets) includes the demolition
of three buildings and construction of a five buildings comprising 375,000 gsf of commercial and
parking space. Other reasonably foreseeable development projects in the vicinity of the project site are

listed in Table 11-8.
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Neighborhoods Surrounding the Project Area. The site is located at the southern edge of the
Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood, within the SoMa neighborhood.! Sub-areas within the
Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood that are in close proximity to the project site include the
Tenderloin and the Theatre/Retail District. Sub-areas within the SoMa Neighborhood that are in close
proximity to the project site include the Yerba Buena, Transit Center District Plan, and Rincon Hill
areas to the east, and the East SoMa and West SoMa areas to the south and west. Figure 111-1in
Chapter 111, Plans and Policies, illustrates areas where the City has undertaken area-wide planning
efforts. Each of these neighborhoods represents an evolving pattern of development that provides
context for existing and future land use patterns within this area of the City. The general boundaries
and overall mix of land uses and character of each of these neighborhoods are generally described
below; refer to Chapter 11, Plans and Policies, for a more detailed description of the planning and

policy context applicable to each of these neighborhoods:

Downtown. The Downtown area, which includes the project site, is centered on Market
Street, approximately one block north of the project site, and is the City’s center for
commerce. The area contains the highest density of development within the City and
contains a wide range of high-rise structures occupied by office, commercial, residential,
institutional, and public uses with active ground floor retail space. Development within

the Downtown area is guided by the Downtown Plan.

East SoMa. The East SoMa neighborhood is characterized by an eclectic mix of commerce,
entertainment and residential space. Historically, buildings consisted of small office or
light industrial space (known as production, distribution and repair, or PDR space) lining
the major streets, while housing units were primarily located in two- to four-story
buildings lining small alleys and comprising residential enclaves. Over the past decade, the
area has changed dramatically with a substantial increase in for-sale residential units and

live/work lofts and the location of technology and internet businesses in the area, resulting

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Neighborhood Groups Map, 2014. This document is available for
review at www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1654 (accessed January 27, 2014).
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in the conversion of small office and light industrial PDR space to residential and office
uses. Residential uses in the East SoMa neighborhood include higher-end residential
buildings in South Beach, live/work lofts, and affordable housing, such as single-room
occupancy (SRO) hotels. As 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.

Yerba Buena. The 87-acre Yerba Buena area extends from Market Street on the north to
Harrison Street on the south and from Second Street on the east to Fourth Street on the
west. Development in the Yerba Buena 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.

Transit Center District Plan. The approximately 145-acre Transit Center District Plan area of
the City is located in the southern portion of the Downtown and is generally bounded by
Market, Steuart, Folsom and Third Streets. The area is primarily developed with office
uses, although it also contains retail and mixed use developments, as well as limited
number of residential buildings, two hotels, and a limited amount of institutional and light
industrial (or PDR) uses. The recently adopted 2012 Transit Center District Plan is centered
on the site of the former Transbay Terminal, which was demolished in 2010 and will be
replaced by the now under-construction Transbay Transit Center (expected to be complete
in 2017). One of the major goals for development in the Transit Center District Plan
neighborhood under the Plan is to ensure a sufficient supply of high-density office space in
the Downtown core, proximate to the high concentration of regional transit service in the
area. As part of the Plan, a 1,070-foot tall office building would be located adjacent to the
new Transit Center. Once constructed, it would be the most densely developed parcel

within the City.
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Rincon Hill. Rincon Hill consists of a twelve block area south of the Transit Center District
Plan neighborhood. The emerging mixed use neighborhood was once dominated by
industrial uses but has experienced redevelopment over the last 30 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 the updated Rincon
Hill Plan, which seeks to transform Rincon Hill into a mixed use downtown neighborhood

accommodating high density housing and associated services and amenities.

Western SoMa. The Western SoMa neighborhood is irregularly shaped and consists of two
connected areas: one generally referred to as “north of Harrison Street,” generally bounded
by 13t Street to the east, Bryant Street to the south, Seventh Street to the west, and Minna
Street to the north; and the second area referred to as “south of Harrison Street,” generally
bounded by Townsend Street to the south, Fourth Street to the east, Harrison Street to the
north and Seventh Street to the west. The area includes a mix of land uses, including
residential uses (single- and multi-family buildings, live/work lofts, and SRO developments),
commercial uses (primarily office and residential), and light industrial and art-related uses.
One of the major goals of the Western SoMa Community Plan is to create a “complete
neighborhood” that would maintain residential uses in appropriate areas with a mix of

services while at the same time minimizing conflicts between uses.

Regulatory Framework

The main documents that guide planning and land use within and around the project site include: the
General Plan, including the Downtown Area Plan, South of Market Area Plan (SoMa Plan), and East
South of Market Area Plan (East SoMa Plan); the South of Market Redevelopment Plan (SoMa
Redevelopment Plan); the draft Central SoMa Plan (Central Corridor); and the San Francisco
Planning Code. These and other applicable planning documents are summarized below and

discussed in detail in Chapter Ill, Plans and Policies.
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General Plan. The San Francisco General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land
use decisions in the City, and embodies the City’s vision for the future physical development of San
Francisco. The General Plan comprises ten elements (each of which pertains to a particular topic or
resource area that is important throughout the City). The elements include: Air Quality; Arts;
Commerce and Industry; Community Facilities; Community Safety; Environmental Protection;
Housing; Recreation and Open Space; Transportation; and Urban Design. These elements provide a
policy context for future development in the City. In addition, the General Plan includes area plans
that outline goals and objectives for specific geographic and community planning areas (such as the

Downtown Area).

The Urban Design Element addresses the physical character of the City and the relationship between
people and their environment. Urban Design Element objectives are intended to: emphasize the
characteristic pattern which gives to the city and its neighborhoods an image, a sense of purpose, and
a means of orientation (Objective 1); conserve resources which provide a sense of nature, continuity
with the past, and freedom from overcrowding (Objective 2); moderate major new development to
complement the city pattern, the resources to be conserved, and the neighborhood environment
(Objective 3); and improve the neighborhood environment to increase personal safety, comfort, pride

and opportunity (Objective 4). Relevant policies include the following:

Policy 2.4: 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 2.8: Maintain a strong presumption against the giving up of streets areas for private

ownership or use, or for construction of public buildings.

Downtown Area Plan. The majority of the project site is located within the boundaries of the

Downtown Area Plan (Downtown Plan). The Downtown Area Plan was designed to promote
development in Downtown that sustains the neighborhood as a commercial, employment, and visitor

center while protecting the area’s existing housing stock.

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

135



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
A. LAND USE

South of Market Area Plan. The southern third of the project site fronting Howard Street (coinciding

with the portion of the site currently zoned RSD) is located at the northern edge of the South of
Market Area Plan (SoMa Area Plan). The SoMa Area Plan contains a comprehensive analysis of the
physical, social, cultural and economic conditions and forces within the area. In recent years, the
SoMa Area Plan has been supplemented with additional area plans covering geographic areas in
SoMa that are facing specific development pressures, widespread changes in land use, or other
planning issues. These plans include the East SoMa Area Plan and Western SoMa Community Plan

(both approved), and the Central SoMa Plan, which is currently in draft form.

East South of Market Plan Area. The southern boundary of the project site, the area fronting Howard

Street is located adjacent to the East South of Market Plan Area (East SoMa Area Plan). The East
SoMa Area Plan is one of four neighborhood plans that were developed or updated as part of the
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans planning effort. The Eastern Neighborhoods
planning effort was designed to guide land use changes occurring within the Plan area in a way that
would foster the development of mixed-use neighborhoods while stabilizing the conversion of

industrial land and encouraging the production of affordable housing.

South of Market Redevelopment Plan. The SoMa Redevelopment Plan, was established following
the Loma Prieta Earthquake (which occurred in October 1989) for “the purposes of repairing,
restoring, and/or replacing buildings and physical infrastructure damaged by the earthquake, and to
provide economic development assistance to neighborhood-serving businesses and retail establish-
ments.” In 2005, the Redevelopment Plan was amended to allow for redevelopment activities to go
beyond post-earthquake rebuilding in order to promote economic development, affordable housing,
and the aesthetic quality of the physical environment. The Redevelopment Plan contains goals in five
categories: Housing; Business and Jobs; Community Quality of Life; Transportation and Parking; and

Neighborhood Development and Land Use.
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Draft Central South of Market Plan. In 2011, the Planning Department initiated the Central South of
Market Plan (Central SoMa)2 community planning effort, focused on the SoMa neighborhood areas
adjacent to the Central Subway. The Draft Plan is currently undergoing environmental review and
plan refinement; it has not been adopted. The focus of the Plan is to integrate land use and
transportation planning associated with the Central Subway fixed-rail alignment along the Fourth
Street corridor. The five major goals of the project are to: 1) support transit-oriented growth,
particularly workplace growth, in the Central SoMa Area; 2) shape the area’s urban form recognizing
both city and neighborhood contexts; 3) maintain the area’s vibrant economic and physical diversity;
4) support growth with improved streets, additional open space, and other elements of "complete
communities;” and 5) create a model of sustainable growth. The 5M Project is independent of the
Central SoMa Plan and would establish its own development controls in the context of the Central

SoMa Plan, and would not be subject to, dependent or reliant on the Central SoMa’s adoption.

Planning Code. The San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code), which incorporates the City’s
Zoning Maps, implements the General Plan and governs permitted uses, densities, and configurations
of buildings within the City. Currently, the project site is located within two different use districts (see
Figure 11-27 in Chapter I, Project Description). The majority of the site, including the northern and
central portions, is within the C-3-S (Downtown Support District), including: the Chronicle (901-933
Mission Street), Examiner (110 Fifth Street), Camelline (430 Natoma Street), and Dempster Printing
(447-449 Minna Street) Buildings. The remaining southern portion of the site is within the RSD
(Residential Services District), including the: Zihn (190 Fifth Street) and J.M. Kepner (910 Howard
Street) Buildings, TechShop (924-926 Howard Street), and an industrial building used as storage (912

Howard Street).

2 In September 2013, the Planning Department changed the name of the project from “Central Corridor”
to “Central SoMa” to better reflect its geography. The purpose and content of the planning effort has not
changed.
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The site is located in three different height and bulk districts (see Figure 11-28 in Chapter Il, Project
Description). With the exception of the northernmost portion of the Chronicle Building fronting
Mission Street, which is within the 90-X Height and Bulk District (establishing a 90-foot height limit),
the northern and central portions of the project site are within the 160-F Height and Bulk District
(establishing a 160-foot height limit, with limitations on maximum dimensions above 80 feet). The
southern portion of the site is within the 40-X/85-B Height and Bulk District (establishing an 85-foot
height limit, with a base height of 40 feet).

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Criteria. Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant effect on land

use if the project would:
Physically divide an established community;

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 plans,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or

mitigating an environmental effect; or

Have a substantial adverse impact on the existing character of the vicinity.

Approach to Analysis. A conflict between a proposed project and applicable land use plans, policies,
and regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project does not necessarily indicate a
significant effect on the environment under CEQA. Instead, the second criterion is intended to ensure
that the physical impacts of such conflicts are evaluated for their potential effect on the environment.
The physical environmental impacts that could result from such conflicts are analyzed in the
applicable topical sections in this EIR. Please refer to Chapter I11, Plans and Policies, for a discussion
of the potential conflicts of the proposed project with the City’s General Plan and other policies. The
staff report for the Planning Commission will include an analysis of the project’s conformity with

General Plan policies and zoning, and will discuss exceptions requested or modifications required.
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Impact Evaluation. This section discusses the impacts to land use associated with implementation of

the proposed project.

Impact LU-1a: The Office Scheme would not physically divide an existing community. (Less Than

Significant)

The division of an established community would typically involve the construction of a barrier to
neighborhood access (such as a new freeway segment) or the removal of a means of access (such as a
bridge or roadway) that would impair mobility within an existing community, or between a
community and outlying areas. For example, the construction of an interstate highway through an
existing community could constrain travel from one side of the community to another. Similarly,

such construction could also impair travel to areas outside of the community.

The project site includes a mixture of small and large parcels, and corresponding buildings and
surface parking lots with small and large footprints. The proposed project would result in the
demolition of six one- to three-story buildings and removal of all seven of the surface parking lots on
the project site to allow redevelopment/renovation of two existing buildings, and construction of four
new buildings and a new connector between two buildings. Implementation of the Office Scheme
would include the development of 1,509,300 net new gsf of use. The proposed project would include
the merger of several lots to accommodate the larger building footprints (see Figure 11-3, Existing and
Proposed Parcel Map on page 23 of Chapter Il, Project Description). The proposed project would also
result in adjustments to the on-site vehicular and pedestrian circulation patterns, which would
change travel patterns in and around the project site. In summary, key changes in vehicle and
pedestrian circulation patterns would involve the vacation of Mary Street between Minna and
Natoma Streets and realignment of that street segment to the west, and the conversion of Mary Street,
between Mission and Minna Streets, into a pedestrian-only alley. No residents currently live in the

project site.
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Although the proposed project would alter the vehicular and pedestrian circulation pattern on the
site, these improvements would facilitate pedestrian connectivity to and through the site, both for on-
site residents and employees, as well as visitors from nearby neighborhoods. Specifically, new
pedestrian facilities and open space areas on the site would function as connections between the
surrounding Downtown, East SoMa, and Western SoMa neighborhoods and Mint Plaza, and
contribute to activity levels within the proposed development itself. After project implementation,
the streets within the site would provide a more pleasant pedestrian experience due to the existence
of a pedestrian-only alleyway, the introduction of new open space, and the development of active
ground floor uses. Changes to the vehicular circulation pattern of the project site, including the
realignment of Mary Street between Minna and Natoma Streets, would not impede access to or
through the site. Similarly, the conversion of the northernmost segment of Mary Street into a
pedestrian-only alley would remove vehicle access, but substitute vehicle access exists approximately
250 feet to the east on Fifth Street and approximately 500 feet to the west on Sixth Street. Mary Street
is an alleyway and does not serve as a major transportation route within the vicinity of the site.
Therefore, the changes to Mary Street that would result from the project would not remove a means
of access that would impair an established community. In addition, although building intensity
would increase on the site compared to existing conditions, new buildings would not constitute a
barrier to access because travel routes equivalent to existing conditions would be provided as part of

the project.

In addition to the street level improvements described above, the proposed project would remove the
existing pedestrian connector that crosses Minna Street and connects the Chronicle and Examiner
Buildings. The Chronicle Building would be renovated and the Examiner Building would be
demolished; thus removal of this pedestrian connector would not adversely affect access internal to
the site. A new connecter would span Natoma Street and connect the H-1 and N-2 Buildings. The

new structure would facilitate circulation and connect office space between the buildings.

Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation, provides a detailed analysis of the potential impacts

associated with alterations to the vehicular and pedestrian circulation pattern and associated level of
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service impacts. Mitigation measures are recommended to reduce these impacts to a less-than-

significant level, to the extent feasible.

The proposed project would increase the density on the site; however, the established grouping of
blocks would generally be maintained. The proposed circulation on and though the site would
generally replicate the existing pattern and implementation of the Office Scheme and would not

physically divide an established community.

Impact LU-1b: The Residential Scheme would not physically divide an existing community. (Less
Than Significant)

The Residential Scheme would result in approximately the same pattern of development on the
ground plane as the Office Scheme, and a similar level of increased density. The pedestrian and
vehicle circulation pattern would be identical to that of the Office Scheme. Similar to the Office
Scheme (Impact LU-1a), implementation of the Residential Scheme would not physically divide an
established community because the established grouping of blocks would generally be maintained
and changes to Mary Street would generally enhance pedestrian circulation and would not create a

barrier to movement.

Impact LU-2a: The Office Scheme would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less Than

Significant)

As discussed in Chapter 111, Plans and Policies, the project would redevelop an underutilized site in
downtown San Francisco with a mix of uses that would complement surrounding dense urban
neighborhoods, and contribute to the neighborhood’s employment base and housing stock. The
project would support General Plan policies relating to the creation of jobs and housing and the
development of vibrant, mixed-use neighborhoods. As discussed in Chapter Ill, the project could

conflict with policies in the General Plan related to the preservation of historic resources (due to
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demolition of the Camelline Building), changes to the scale and density of the site, and policies of the
SoMa Area Plan related to the introduction of office uses. Some of these provisions are proposed to
be amended as part of the proposed project. The staff report for the Planning Commission will
evaluate and make findings concerning the consistency of the proposed project with General Plan

policies and applicable Planning Code regulations.

As part of the proposed project, the southern portion of the project site, located between Natoma and
Howard Streets and currently zoned RSD, would be rezoned to the C-3-S District to be consistent
with the underlying zoning for the rest of the site. According to Section 815 of the Planning Code, the
RSD District is “intended to facilitate the development of high-density, mid-rise housing, including
residential hotels and live/work units, while also encouraging the expansion of retail, business service
and commercial and cultural arts activities.” The RSD zoning is not primarily intended to avoid or
mitigate an environmental effect and is also proposed to be replaced with a C-3-S designation under
the more current Central SoMa planning effort. Accordingly, the proposed rezoning would not
conflict with a land use regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmen-
tal effect. In addition, the Fifth and Mission SUD and D4D would establish development controls and
design regulations that would guide the development of individual buildings, open space, and
streetscapes on the project site. These development regulations would ensure that the project is
developed in a way that minimizes impacts on view corridors, sunlight, and wind exposure, and
protects the quality of the urban environment. Decision-makers could choose to adopt such
legislative amendments as part of their consideration of project approvals. If the proposed legislative
land use amendments (including the amendments to the applicable plans and policies) are adopted
and implemented and other necessary project approvals are granted by the decision-makers, the
potential inconsistencies between the proposed project and local plans and policies would be
generally resolved and, on balance, the project would not obviously conflict with and would be
generally consistent with plans, policies, and objectives applicable to the proposed project. Please
refer to Chapter Ill, Plans and Policies, for a discussion of whether the development controls in the
Fifth and Mission SUD and D4D would conflict with those in the Planning Code that currently

pertain to the project site. As discussed in Section 1V.G, Wind and Shadow, no significant wind or
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shadow-related impacts associated with the increased building heights would occur with develop-

ment of the proposed project.

As described elsewhere in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting and Impacts, the proposed project
would result in environmental impacts related to the transportation and circulation system, air
guality, noise, and cultural resources. Please refer to Sections I1V.D, Transportation; IV.F, Air Quality;

IV.E, Noise; and IV.C, Cultural Resources; for a discussion of these physical environmental impacts.

In conclusion, the conflict between a project and General Plan policy or Planning Code regulation
does not, in and of itself, constitute a significant effect on the environment within the context of
CEQA, and the staff report for the Planning Commission will contain the Planning Department’s full
analysis of the project’s consistency with General Plan policies and zoning, and will discuss any
exceptions requested or modifications required. The decision-makers will consider potential conflicts
between the proposed project and applicable plans, policies, and regulations as part of their
deliberations regarding whether or not to approve one of the project options or one of its alternatives.
As a result, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to a conflict with
applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating

an environmental effect. No mitigation measures are necessary.

In addition, Chapter V, Alternatives, includes the analysis of a Code Compliant Alternative (pages
598 through 609). Under the Code Compliant Alternative the site would be developed with a mix of
office, residential, retail, cultural, educational, and open space uses in accordance with the existing
development controls on the project site. This alternative is intended to reduce or avoid less-than-
significant impacts associated with building size and mass (i.e., wind and shadow impacts), and
significant impacts associated with the operation of more intense uses on the site (i.e., traffic, air
guality, and noise impacts). After implementation of the alternative, there would be a total of 634,600
gsf of building space on the site. Similar to the proposed project, the Code Compliant Alternative
would result in environmental impacts related to the transportation and circulation system and

cultural resources, although transportation impacts may be incrementally reduced due to the smaller

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

143



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
A. LAND USE

amount of development that would occur on the site under the alternative. Unlike the proposed
project, the Code Compliant Alternative would not result in impacts associated with regional air

pollutants.

Impact LU-2b: The Residential Scheme would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies,
or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less

Than Significant)

The Residential Scheme would result in a building envelope that is less than 1 percent smaller (in
terms of gsf of building space) than the Office Scheme; however, all of the planning approvals
requested for the Office Scheme would be the same for the Residential Scheme (see Impact LU-2a).
Similar to the Office Scheme, the Residential Scheme would not obviously conflict with relevant
planning documents and would support General Plan policies relating to job and housing creation,
the development of active mixed-use neighborhoods, and other planning objectives. In addition, with
implementation of the Fifth and Mission SUD and the project specific D4D, the Residential Scheme

would not obviously conflict with the Planning Code.

Similar to the Office Scheme, the Residential Scheme would require the RSD parcels in the southern
portion of the site to be rezoned to the C-3-S District to be consistent with the underlying zoning for
the rest of the site. Since the RSD zoning is not intended to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect,
the proposed rezoning would not conflict with a land use regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Therefore, similar to the conclusions above for the
Office Scheme, the Residential Scheme would result in less-than-significant impacts related to a
conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding

or mitigating an environmental effect. No mitigation measures are necessary.

In addition, Chapter V. Alternatives, includes the analysis of a Code Compliant Alternative (pages
598 through 609). Similar to the proposed project, the Code Compliant Alternative would result in

environmental impacts related to the transportation and circulation systems and cultural resources,
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although transportation impacts may be incrementally reduced due to the smaller amount of
development that would occur on the site under the alternative. Unlike the proposed project, the

Code Compliant Alternative would not result in impacts associated with regional air pollutants.

Impact LU-3a: The Office Scheme would not have a substantial impact upon the existing character

of the site’s vicinity. (Less Than Significant)

As previously discussed, the project area is characterized by a wide variety of existing land uses
typical of an intensely developed downtown urban environment. Land uses near the project site
include hotel, retail, office, residential, convention, parking, and public facilities and building forms
in the vicinity are characterized by older commercial, mixed residential/commercial, live/work, and
industrial structures, as well as newer residential buildings. Building heights and ages vary widely
from one- to two-story older buildings constructed in the early 20t Century to modern buildings
reaching up to 32 stories. The mix of uses proposed for the project site, including office, residential,
and ground floor uses, would be compatible with the existing uses found within the vicinity of the
site, which are generally similar. The site is located at the southern edge of the Downtown, south of
Market Street and north of the East SoMa neighborhood. Planned development within these areas
includes a similar mix of commercial and residential uses, including the intensification of uses in
some areas. The proposed project would continue this pattern of development. Furthermore, high
density mixed residential and commercial uses would be compatible with surrounding uses because
these uses are located within the vicinity of the site (although not immediately adjacent to the site). In
addition, the proposed Fifth and Mission SUD and D4D would include controls to ensure that the
mix of uses on the site is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and would not adversely

affect the character of surrounding land uses.

The Office Scheme would allow development of four new mid- to high-rise structures on the site,
including the 434-foot-tall (23-story) Building H-1; 220-foot-tall (20-story) Building M-2; 470-foot-tall
(46-story) Building N-1; 195-foot-tall (11-story) Building N-2; as well as the 145-foot-tall H-1/N-1

Connector. Although building heights in the immediate vicinity of the site, including areas to the
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north, south, and west of the site, generally range between 45 to 160 feet, a concentration of 300- to
500-foot-tall buildings can be found within one to two blocks to the east, including the 340-foot-tall
(32-story) Intercontinental Hotel at the northeast corner of Fifth and Howard Streets, immediately
across from the project site. The proposed buildings on the project site would be up to approximately
300 feet taller than buildings surrounding the site, and thus would appear to be more massive;
however, taller buildings and increased density on the site would not be inherently incompatible
with surrounding areas, as the Downtown is planned to contain the most intense pattern of urban
development in the City. This area of San Francisco is characterized by a pattern of varied building
forms and heights, ranging from early 20t Century one- to two-story buildings to taller, more
modern construction. The location of more intensely-developed uses on the site near lower-scale
buildings would not inherently conflict with adjacent land uses and would not result in impacts

beyond those physical impacts discussed in the other topical sections of this EIR.

The proposed land use mix and intensity of development on the site would create a mixed use
community with interconnected and shared open spaces and pedestrian pathways that could be
accessed by project residents and workers as well as the public, and would not adversely affect the
existing character of surrounding land uses, such that physical impacts would result. Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant. The impacts of the project on wind and shadow patterns, and
historic architectural resources are discussed in Sections I1V.C, Cultural and Paleontological

Resources, and V.G, Wind and Shadow, respectively.

Impact LU-3b: The Residential Scheme would not have a substantial impact upon the existing

character of the site’s vicinity. (Less Than Significant)

The Residential Scheme would have substantially the same overall gross square footage as the Office
Scheme, but with more square footage devoted to residential uses, and less to office uses. Although
the mix of residential and office uses would differ slightly under the Residential Scheme compared to
the Office Scheme, and the Residential Scheme would include approximately 14,500-square-feet of

additional open space, the overall pattern of development would generally be the same as under the
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Office Scheme (see Impact LU-3a). Similar to the Office Scheme, implementation of the Residential
Scheme would not adversely affect the existing character of surrounding land uses, such that physical

impacts would result. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts. This section discusses the cumulative impacts to land use that could result from

the project in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

Impact C-L U-1: The Office or Residential Schemes, in combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the site, would not contribute to a

considerable cumulative land use impact. (Less Than Significant)

Buildout of the proposed project, in conjunction with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would
not substantially alter the land use pattern within the Downtown or surrounding areas, such that a
cumulatively considerable impact would result in relation to division of existing communities or

development of incompatible land uses. In addition, each individual development project or plan is
evaluated for consistency with applicable land use policies and programs and any physical impacts

associated with policy conflicts are identified and mitigated to the extent feasible.

This analysis of the contribution of the project to cumulative land impacts is based on consideration
of the reasonably foreseeable future projects identified in Table 11-8, Reasonably Foreseeable Projects
in the Site Vicinity, in Chapter Il, Project Description along with development anticipated as part of
the Central SoMa Plan, formerly known as the Central Corridor Plan (see Case No. 2011.1356E). The
Central SoMa Plan is a draft plan that may allow for a large amount of development activity along
the Central Subway, currently under construction, in the vicinity of the project site. The Central SoMa

Plan, if approved, would increase the number of housing units within the Plan Area by 11,715 new
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units and would create about 46,960 new jobs.3 The Plan seeks to accommodate growth primarily by
removing land use restrictions to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses in
the central portion of the plan area and increasing height limits on certain sites (primarily south of

Harrison Street).4

The proposed project would retain existing office uses on the site and introduce new office,
residential, active ground floor uses, and open space to the site. The project, in conjunction with
anticipated development in the vicinity, would increase the amount of office, residential, and retail
space in this area of the City. In addition, these uses would be more intense than the uses that
currently exist on the site. Currently, there is a total of 317,700 gsf of building space on the
approximately 4-acre site and buildings extend to a maximum height of 65 feet. With implementation
of the project, there would be up to 1,827,000 gsf of building space on the site and buildings would
extend to a maximum of 470 feet (including permitted, non-occupiable rooftop structures). The
intensification of uses on the site would continue the trend of higher-intensity development in SoMa,
which would also be promoted by implementation of the Central SoMa Plan (currently in draft form).
Consistent with these planning efforts, the project site is an appropriate location for high density

development due to the proximity of downtown and public transit opportunities.

Reasonably foreseeable future projects in the area would also result in physical changes at the street
level. Plans including the Better Streets Plan and Central SoMa Plan (if approved) would make the
street system more amenable to pedestrians and bicyclists through the creation of new bike lanes and
cycle tracks, pedestrian crosswalks in key locations, wider sidewalks, and new landscape plantings.
In addition, new pedestrian plazas and parks would be developed throughout the area. The project
would contribute to these street-level changes through the conversion of Mary Street between

Mission and Minna Streets to a pedestrian alleyway, the development of Mary Court and other open

3 San Francisco Planning Department, Central Corridor Plan, Draft for Public Review, April 2013. This
document is available for review at www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2557.

4 1bid.
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spaces on the site, and designing building entrances and situating ground floor uses in ways
designed to activate pedestrian areas. These street level-changes, both within and outside the project
site, would support the increases in intensity that would occur as a result of the project and
reasonably foreseeable future projects. The street-level changes and new and renovated buildings
within the site would be developed comprehensively, with open space, street infrastructure, and land
uses designed to function as a unified, coordinated neighborhood. These changes would thus be
compatible with the changes in land use that would occur to the broader SoMa area, including more
intensified land uses and changes to the public realm that facilitate mobility throughout the area and
support an increased number of residents and employees. Therefore, the proposed project would not
make a substantial contribution to adverse cumulative impacts related to the physical division of an

established community, conflicts with plans and policies, or the existing character of the area.
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B. POPULATION AND HOUSING

This section discusses the proposed project’s potential effects on population and housing. As
discussed in pages 65 to 66 of the Initial Study, Appendix A, the proposed project could directly and
indirectly induce substantial population growth in San Francisco and create demand for housing
beyond that proposed by the project. These potential effects are evaluated in this section of the EIR.
The Initial Study found the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people or
existing housing units as no housing units are currently located on the project site. This less-than-
significant impact is discussed on page 65 of the Initial Study and is not addressed further in this

section.

For purposes of this EIR analysis, the proposed project is anticipated to be constructed in two phases.
Phase 1 is anticipated to begin in 2016 and extend over 48 months, and Phase 2 is anticipated to begin
in 2019 and extend over a period of 60 months. Therefore, the time frame used in this analysis is 2010
for existing conditions and 2020 and 2030 for projected project conditions. The information in this
section is based on U.S. Census data for the City and County of San Francisco and Census Tract
176.01; American Community Survey 2011 data; Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) data;!
ABAG’s San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014;2 and the City’s General Plan Housing

Element Parts 1 and 2, Data and Needs Analysis and Objectives and Policies, respectively.?

1 Association of Bay Area Governments, Building Momentum, San Francisco Bay Area Population, Household,
and Job Forecasts, 2009. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

2 Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, June 2008. A
copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

3 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Housing Element, Part 1. Data and Needs
Analysis, March 2011; and San Francisco General Plan, Housing Element, Part 2, Objectives and Policies, 2009. Copies
of these documents are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Environmental Setting

The following section describes existing regional and Citywide population, housing, and

employment trends, and existing population and employment characteristics on the project site.

Population and Housing. As shown in Table IV.B- Table IVV.B-1: City and County of San
1, San Francisco’s population grew steadily over the Francisco Historical Population Growth
10-Year
40-year period between 1970 and 2010, increasing by Year Population Percent Increase
. A 1970 715,674 -

approximately 12.5 percent. As shown in Figure 1980 678.974 5 1%
IV.B-1, between 1970 and 1980, San Francisco 1990 723,959 6.6%

2000 776,733 7.3%
experienced a decline in its population; however, 2010 805,235 3.7%

between 1980 and 2000, the population bounced Source: U.S. Census, 2011.

back and incrementally increased. Between 2000 and

2010, population growth decreased by half from the previous decade as a result of the crash of dot-
com ventures and subsequent sluggish economic growth. As of 2010, San Francisco is ranked as the
second most populous city in the Bay Area behind the City of San Jose, and is the most urbanized
county in the Bay Area, with more than 90 percent of its land developed.* The Department of Finance
estimates that the City’s 2013 total population has steadily increased since 2010, to 825,111.5
According to ABAG projection data, a steady population increase is expected to occur through the

year 2030.

4 Association of Bay Area Governments, Bay Area Census, Ten Largest Bay Area Cities by 201 Ranking, 1960-
2010, 2013. This document is available for review at www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/historical/largecity.htm,
(accessed February 4); and Association of Bay Area Governments, Building Momentum, San Francisco Bay Area
Population, Household, and Job Forecasts, 2009. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

5 California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, Table 2: E-5 City/County Population and
Housing Estimates, January 1, 2013. Revised May 10. A copy of this document is available for review at the San
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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ABAG provides a projection of the amount of growth that may occur within San Francisco and Bay
Area over the next 20-year period. As shown in Figure 1V.B-1 and Table 1V.B-2, between 2010 and
2020, the City’s population is projected to increase by 7.7 percent, and between 2020 and 2030, the
City’s population is projected to increase by 7.8 percent. Overall, ABAG projects the City’s population
will increase by 16 percent over the 20-year period between 2010 and 2030.6 Average annual growth

rates under such projections would be approximately 0.8 percent.

Figure IV.B-1: City and County of San Francisco Population
Growth Trend, 1970-2030

1,000,000

900,000

800,000

Population

700,000

600,000
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030

Source: U.S. Census, 2011 and ABAG, 2009. Projections.

The population of the Bay Area is expected to increase at a slightly faster rate than San Francisco.
Between 2010 and 2020, the Bay Area’s population is estimated to increase by approximately 12.1

percent, and between 2020 and 2030, the Bay Area’s population is expected to increase by 8.8

6 Association of Bay Area Governments, Bay Area Census, Cities, San Francisco City and County, Decennial
Census Data, 2013. This document is available for review at www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/counties/SanFrancisco
County.htm (accessed February 4); and Association of Bay Area Governments, Building Momentum, San Francisco
Bay Area Population, Household, and Job Forecasts, 2009. A copy of this document is available for review at the San
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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percent.” Overall, the Bay Area’s population is expected to increase by 22 percent over that 20-year
period. Average annual growth rates under such projections would be approximately 1.1 percent or

approximately 0.3 percent more than the projected annual growth rate for San Francisco.

Housing. The following section describes the housing characteristics of San Francisco and the Bay

Area. There are no existing housing units or residential population on the project site.

Table IV.B-2: Population and Household Projections for San Francisco and Bay Area
2010-2035

San Francisco Bay Area
Year Population Households Population Households
2010 805,235 376,942 7,150,739 2,785,948
2015 837,500 359,170 7,677,500 2,784,690
2020 867,100 372,750 8,018,000 2,911,000
2025 900,500 386,800 8,364,900 3,039,910
2030 934,800 400,700 8,719,300 3,171,940
2035 969,000 415,000 9,073,700 3,302,780

Notes:

e 2010 data is based on the U.S. Census 2010. Remaining data is based on Association of Bay Area
Governments projections.

« According to California Department of Finance data, as of May 2013, San Francisco’s residential
population is approximately 825,111 and the Bay Area’s residential population is 7,327,626.

Sources: California Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State with Annual
Percent Change — January 1, 2012 and 2013, May 2013; U.S. Census 2010, Table 2: E-5 City/County
Population and Housing Estimates, 2011; Association of Bay Area Governments, 2009 Projections.
These documents are available for review at the Planning Department in Case File No. 2011.0409E.

Households. ABAG defines a household as an occupied dwelling unit, which includes all persons
who occupy a housing unit. As shown in Table IVV.B-2, according to the U.S. Census, in 2010, San
Francisco had 376,942 households, comprising approximately 13 percent of Bay Area households. By

2030, ABAG estimates the number of San Francisco households will increase by 6 percent to 400,700

7 Association of Bay Area Governments, Building Momentum, San Francisco Bay Area Population, Household,
and Job Forecasts, 2009. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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households and continue to represent approximately 13 percent of Bay Area households. In 2010, the
Bay Area had 2,785,948 households, and by 2030, ABAG estimates the number of Bay Area

households will increase by approximately 14 percent to 3,171,940 households.8

According to the 2010 Census, the average household size in San Francisco has remained relatively
steady at 2.26 persons per household, which was less than the Bay Area average of 2.74 persons per
household.® According to the California Department of Finance, as of January 2013, the average
household size in San Francisco is projected to be 2.3 persons per household. Because household
population projections tend to fluctuate over time, for the purpose of population analysis, the 2010

household size of 2.26 is used.

Housing Density. Housing density is measured as average number of units per acre. According to the

General Plan Housing Element, overall density in San Francisco ranges from low (14 units per acre),
moderately low (36 units per acre), medium (54 units per acre), moderately high (91 units per acre), to
high (283 units per acre) density housing. The City’s Downtown, which includes the project area, is
located within a high-density housing area, as designated by the General Plan. According to the
Housing Element, the project site is located within an area of the Downtown Area Plan that has an

average housing density of 283 units per acre.10

Existing Housing Stock. According to the California Department of Finance, as of May 2013, San

Francisco’s housing stock included a total of 378,766 units. Of these, 31,209 units are vacant, resulting

8 Association of Bay Area Governments, Building Momentum, San Francisco Bay Area Population, Household,
and Job Forecasts, 2009. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

9 U.S. Census 2010, Table 2: E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 2011. A copy of this
document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as
part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

10 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Housing Element, Part 1: Data and Needs
Analysis, March 2011. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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in a vacancy rate of approximately 8.2 percent.i* However, other sources indicate a much lower
vacancy rate. RealFacts, a real estate data research group, indicates that the residential vacancy rate in

San Francisco in the third quarter of 2013 was 4.8 percent.?

According to the California Department of Finance, San Francisco’s 2013 housing stock is character-
ized by a majority of multi-family homes (approximately 67 percent of total), and a smaller percentage
of single-family homes (approximately 33 percent of total), with few mobile homes (less than 1 percent
of total).13 In 2011, the City’s housing stock increased by 269 units, the lowest increase since 1993.
However, in the 20 years between 1992 and 2011, the City’s housing stock increased by an average of
1,543 units per year.* Generally, the median price of an owner-occupied home in San Francisco is

about $1 million, and the median price of an occupied rental unit is $3,229.15

Regional Housing Needs Allocation. As required by State law, the Housing Element of the San

Francisco General Plan discusses the City’s fair share allocation of regional housing needs by income
group as projected by ABAG. ABAG’s determination of the local share of regional housing takes into
consideration the following factors: market demand for housing; employment opportunities;
availability of suitable sites and public facilities; commuting patterns; type and tenure of housing

need; and conversion of affordable units to market-rate units. The 2009 Housing Element Update was

11U.S. Census, Table 2: E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 2011. A copy of this document is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File
No. 2011.0409E.

12 Real Facts, Market Overview, November 20, 2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the
San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

13 1bid.

14 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Housing Inventory, May 2012. A copy of this
document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as
part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

15 San Francisco Chronicle, 2014. $1 Million City: S.F. Median Home Price Hits 7 Figures for 1%t Time. July 17.
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originally adopted by the Planning Commission in March 2011 and certified by the California

Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) in July 2011.16

In May 2008, ABAG adopted the Final Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for the period of
2007 to 2014, which allocates housing needs for different income levels among the jurisdictions within
the nine-County Bay Area.l” ABAG has also adopted the Final RHNA for the period of 2014-2022
(July 18, 2013).18 Cities and counties are required to account for the RHNA in the housing elements of
their General Plans. Under State law, all housing elements must be reviewed by the HCD; housing
elements are certified if they comply with State law and meet certain planning objectives. According
to ABAG, some public agencies and private foundations will not provide funding for housing and
redevelopment projects to jurisdictions that do not have a certified housing element. In addition,
jurisdictions without certified housing elements have faced lawsuits from housing advocacy
organizations. While HCD requires cities and counties to show through their housing elements that
they can accommodate the projected housing need, the presence of adequate amounts of land
designated for residential uses does not necessarily result in the actual construction of adequate

housing supplies.

Table IVV.B-3 shows the RHNA for San Francisco and the Bay Area for the current 2007 to 2014 and
future 2014 to 2022 planning periods. According to Table 1-64 in Part | (Data and Needs Analysis) of

the City’s Housing Element, approximately 31,543 residential units are in the “limited pipeline,”

16 Pursuant to a court order, the 2011 certification was set aside and a partially Revised Environmental
Impact Report (Revised EIR) for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element was later certified by the Planning
Commission on April 24, 2014. No changed were made to the objectives or policies contained within the
Housing Element as a result of this action.

17 Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, 2008. A
copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

18 Association of Bay Area Governments, Final Regional Housing Need Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area:
2014-2022, 2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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meaning projects that are currently under construction, entitled projects, and projects of 250 units or
less currently under Planning Department review that are expected to be completed by 2014, when
the RHNA for the 2007 to 2014 period is supposed to be achieved.!® The City’s estimated housing
production between 2007 and 2014 would exceed its RHNA for very low-income units (7,809 units)
and above-moderate-income units (19,081 units), but would have an estimated shortfall of 5,050 units
for low-income units, and 3,586 units for moderate-income units (total of 8,636 units).2 The City plans
to annually assess its priorities to meet housing goal objectives against available resources (e.g.,
public subsidies), adjust program targets appropriately, and allocate resources efficiently and

effectively.2t

Employment. San Francisco is a primary employment hub for the Bay Area and contains regional
employment centers and major transportation thoroughfares. Two types of employment data are
described below: 1) total jobs within the community; and 2) employed residents: the number of
residents of working age who actively participate in the civilian labor force. A comparison of this
data can provide an indication of commute patterns in a community (i.e., whether significant out-

commuting or in-commuting occurs).

19 For units in production between 2007 and 2008, units affordable to Extremely Low and Very Low Income
Households do not include those units that have been acquired and/or rehabbed as permitted by Housing
Element Law. The estimated immediate development (to 2014) does not include major projects under Planning
review including Park Merced, Treasure Island, or Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard Phase Il, which are
expected to be completed after the 2014 reporting period. This limited development pipeline assumption includes
projects that are currently under construction, entitled projects (approved by the Planning Department and
Department of Building Inspection), and projects of 250 units or less currently under review that are expected to
be completed in 2014.

2 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Housing Element, Part 1: Data and Needs
Analysis, March 2011. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

2 |bid.
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Table IV.B-3: City and County of San Francisco and Bay Area Regional Housing Needs
Allocations

Housing Units Allocation Housing Units Allocation
(2007-2014) (2014-2022)
San Percent Percent San Percent Bay Percent

Francisco (%) Bay Area (%) Francisco (%) Area (%)
very Low 6,589 21 48,840 23 6,234 21 46,680 24
Income
Low Income 5,535 18 35,102 16 4,639 16 28,940 16
Moderate 6,754 22 41,316 19 5,460 19 33,420 18
Income
Above
Moderate 12,315 39 89,242 42 12,536 44 78,950 42
Income
Total 31,193 100 214,500 100 28,869 100 187,990 100

Note:  Income levels are based on Area Median Income (AMI), currently $103,000 for a family of four in San
Francisco. “Very Low” = up to 50% of AMI; “Low” = between 51% to 80% of AMI; “Moderate” =
between 81% and 120% of AMI; and “Above Moderate” = above 120% of AMI.

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, 2008;
Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, 2013.
These documents are available for review at the Planning Department in Case File No. 2011.0409E.

The civilian labor force includes: 1) those who are employed (except in the armed forces); and 2) those
who are unemployed but actively seeking employment. Those who have never held a job, who have
stopped looking for work, or who have been unemployed for a long period of time are not considered
to be in the labor force. According to the California Employment Development Department, as of
August 2013, an estimated 484,400 persons in San Francisco were in the labor force.22 Table IV.B-5

provides housing and employment data for San Francisco and Bay Area.

Total Jobs. According to ABAG’s subregional study data, in 2010 San Francisco had 568,730 jobs,
comprising approximately 16 percent of all jobs in the Bay Area. Jobs in San Francisco’s subregional

study area are expected to increase by approximately 14 percent between 2010 and 2020, from 568,730

2 California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division, Monthly Labor Force Data
for Cities and Census Designated Places, August 2013 (Preliminary). This document is available for review at
www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov (accessed November 11).
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to 647,190 jobs, and then by another approximately 16 percent between 2020 and 2030, from 647,190

to 748,100 (see Table IVV.B-4).23

Table IV.B-4: Housing and Employment Data — San Francisco and Bay Area?

2000 2010 2020 2030
San San San San

Francisco | Bay Area | Francisco | Bay Area | Francisco | Bay Area | Francisco | Bay Area
Total Jobs 642,500 3,753,460 | 568,730 3,475,840 | 647,190 4,040,690 | 748,100 4,738,730
Employed |07 533 | 3452117 | 411,900 | 3410300 | 458300 | 3,962,800 | 520,700 | 4,547,100
Residents
Housing
Units 329,700 2,466,020 346,680 2,667,340 372,750 2,911,000 400,700 3,171,940

a2 ABAG data are from the subregional study area.
Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, 2009 Projections.

Total jobs in the Bay Area are projected to increase by approximately 26 percent between 2010 and
2030, from 3,475,840 jobs to 4,378,730 jobs. In 2030, jobs in San Francisco would represent approxi-
mately 16 percent of the Bay Area total and the City is expected to contribute to approximately 14

percent of the total increase in Bay Area jobs through the year 2030.24

Employed Residents. ABAG defines employed residents as employed people who live in the

identified community or county but do not necessarily work there. Unemployed residents are not
counted as employed residents, even if they are actively seeing employment. According to ABAG, the
City’s subregional study area contained 411,900 employed residents in 2010. Employed residents in
San Francisco’s subregional study area are expected to increase by approximately 26 percent between
2010 and 2030, to 520,700 employed residents (see Table 1V.B-4).25 The number of employed residents

decreased by approximately 6 percent between 2000 and 2010, is projected to increase by approxi-

2 Association of Bay Area Governments, Building Momentum, San Francisco Bay Area Population, Household,
and Job Forecasts, 2009. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

2 1bid.
% |bid.
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mately 11 percent between 2010 and 2020, and is projected to increase by 14 percent between 2020
and 2030.

According to ABAG, the Bay Area’s subregional study area contained 3,410,300 employed residents
in 2010. Residents employed in San Francisco represent approximately 12 percent of the Bay Area’s
total. Employed residents in the Bay Area’s subregional study area are expected to increase by
approximately 33 percent between 2010 and 2030, from 3,410,300 employed residents to 4,547,100
employed residents.2s The City is projected to contribute approximately 10 percent of the total

increase in Bay Area-employed residents through the year 2030.

As of shown in Table 1V.B-5, in 2000, approximately 44 percent of the jobs in the City were held by
commuters; over half of these workers commuted into the City via the Bay Bridge corridor. In 2010,
approximately 48 percent of jobs in San Francisco were held by commuters. As a regional job center,
San Francisco will continue to have a larger share of commuters than other cities in the Bay Area. The
regional transportation goal in the next 10 years is to reduce commuting with a smaller share of new

jobs created in San Francisco being taken by non-San Francisco residents.?”

Table IV.B-5: Workers Commuting into San Francisco (2000-2030)

2000 2010 2020 2030

Commuters 257,341 300,069 338,196 357,074
San Francisco Residents 321,913 328,563 362,044 402,829
Total Jobs 579,254 628,632 700,240 759,903
Percent of Commuters (%) 44.4 47.7 48.3 47.0
Increase 49,378 71,608 59,663
Change in Commuters 42,728 80,855 18,878
Regional Goal of Percent

Change of Commuters (%) 86.5 53.2 316

Note: This table is not a job forecast nor does it show the distribution of jobs throughout the area. Rather, it
assumes that more of the future jobs in San Francisco are expected to be taken by San Francisco residents
than has occurred in the past.

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2005 and San Francisco Housing Element, 2011.

% 1bid.

27 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Housing Element, Part 1: Data and Needs
Analysis, March 2011. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Project Area Population and Employment. The Table I1V.B-6: Population and Housing
project site is located within Census Tract 176.01, Characteristics for Census Tract 176.01
. . Percent
which is bounded by Market Street to the north, Increase
0,
Fourth Street to the east, Howard Street to the south, - 2000 2010 (%)
Population 5,756 7,630 32.6
and 11t Street to the west. Table 1V.B-6 shows Households 2,437 4,321 77.3
. . L L Housing Units 2,556 5,296 107.2
population and housing characteristics within Household Size 1.90 171 0.0

Census Tract 176.01 over a 10-year period.2 Source: U.S. Census, 2000 and 2010.

There are currently approximately 943 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees on the project site. No

housing units are located on the site.

Regulatory Framework

The following section describes applicable State and local policies and regulations that pertain to

population and housing.

San Francisco Bay Area Regional Housing Needs Plan 2014-2022. The California Housing and
Community Development Department works with regional Councils of Governments (COGs) to
determine the amount of housing needed within the region. ABAG is San Francisco’s COG and
released its San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014 in June 2008 for the 2007 to 2014
planning period. The regional housing needs allocation for the future 2014 to 2022 planning period
was recently adopted in July 2013. Refer to Table 1V.B-3 for more information on the Regional

Housing Needs Allocation.

General Plan. The General Plan includes objectives, policies, and programs related to population,

housing, and employment within the project area, as described below.

28 U.S. Census, 2000 and 2010 Demographic Profile Data (DP-1), Profile of General Population and Housing
Characteristics. This document is available for review at factfinder2.census.gov (accessed February 4, 2013).
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Housing Element. As previously described, an update to the City’s General Plan Housing Element

was prepared in 2009, as required by State law. The 2009 Housing Element Update was adopted on
March 2011 and certified by the HCD in July 2011. The 2009 Housing Element update was re-adopted

in April 2014, after recertification of a Revised EIR.

Downtown Plan. The Downtown Plan contains the objectives and policies to guide land use decisions

within Downtown San Francisco. The following Downtown Plan objectives and policies address
employment opportunities, Downtown housing, and managing the impacts of employment growth.
In addition, what was originally the Office-Affordable Housing Production Program (now the Jobs-
Housing Linkage Program), implemented in concert with the Downtown Plan to mitigate impacts of

the office employment growth, is also described below.

Objective 2: Maintain and improve San Francisco’s position as a prime location for financial,

administrative, corporate, and professional activity.

Policy 2.1: Encourage prime Downtown office activities to grow as long as undesirable

consequences of such growth can be controlled.

Policy 2.2: Guide location of office development to maintain a compact Downtown core

and minimize displacement of other uses.

Objective 7: Expand the supply of housing in and adjacent to Downtown.

Policy 7.1: Promote the inclusion of housing in Downtown commercial developments.

Jobs-Housing Linkage Program. The Jobs-Housing Linkage Program was first imposed in 1985 as the

Office-Affordable Housing Production Program (OAHPP) — one means by which the impacts of
Downtown office employment growth would be managed and mitigated. The original exaction was
limited to Downtown (C-3 zoning districts) office development. The program was updated and

expanded in 1997. The updated nexus analysis demonstrated that the relationship between all types
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of new commercial development and the need for affordable housing and expanded the geographic

scope beyond Downtown to the rest of the City.2

Carrying forward ongoing policy, Policy 1.9 of the 2009 Housing Element calls for enforcement and
monitoring of the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, requiring that new commercial development (as
well as institutions of higher education) in the City provide affordable housing or pay an in-lieu fee
to meet the housing need attributable to employment growth and new commercial development,
particularly the demand for new housing affordable to low and moderate income households. The
current Jobs-Housing Linkage Program applies to office and other types of developments. The

program is incorporated into Section 413 of the Planning Code.

Residential Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. The Residential Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program, contained in Planning Code Section 415, requires that all projects involving 10 or
more new dwelling units pay an Affordable Housing Fee. Project sponsors may apply for an

alternative to the fee in the form of providing on- or off-site affordable units.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Criteria. Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant effect on

population and housing if the project would:

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and business) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other

infrastructure);

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or create demand for additional

housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing; or

29 Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. and Gabriel Roche, Inc., Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis, City of San
Francisco, July 1997. Prepared for the Office of Affordable Housing Production Program, City and County of San
Francisco.
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Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement

housing elsewhere.

Approach to Analysis. Under the Office Scheme, the completed project would introduce 3,684 new
jobs and 2,084 new residents to the project site; implementation of the Residential Scheme would
introduce 2,377 new jobs to the site and 2,757 new residents.® Both schemes would directly and
indirectly increase population growth on the project site and vicinity. The jobs estimate for the
proposed project is however conservative, as existing jobs on the project site are not subtracted out

from jobs that would result on the site with project implementation.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) notes that an economic or social change by itself would not be
considered a significant effect on the environment. Population growth is considered in the context of
local and regional plans and population, housing, and employment projections. Generally, a project
that induces population growth is not viewed as having a significant impact on the environment
unless this growth in unplanned and results in significant physical impacts on the environment.
Thus, the growth and changes in employment and population and potential demand for housing that
would occur with implementation of the proposed project would not be adverse physical impacts in
and of themselves. However, the physical changes needed to accommodate project-related growth
may have physical impacts on the environment. Project-related growth and the increase in
population would primarily result in physical changes related to transportation, noise, air quality,
increased demand for public services, increased demand for utility capacity, and increased demand
for recreational facilities. These physical impacts are evaluated in Chapters IV.E, Transportation and
Circulation; IV.F, Noise, IV.G, Air Quality; IV.1, Public Services and Recreation; and 1V.J, Utilities and

Service Systems of this EIR, respectively.

% Economic & Planning Systems, Population and Employment Projections for the 5M Development, August 20,
2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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This analysis compares the population, housing, and employment characteristics that would result
from development of the Office or Residential Schemes to existing conditions, defined as those for
2010. The 2010 data are used because they are the most recent data consistently available for the
project site across all indices. In addition, projections data for years 2020 and 2030 are also used to

evaluate project impacts.

Impact Evaluation. This section discusses the impacts to population and housing associated with

implementation of the proposed project.

Impact PH-1a: The Office Scheme would not substantially induce population growth, either

directly or indirectly. (Less Than Significant)

Under the Office Scheme, the completed project would introduce 2,084 new residents and 3,684 new
jobs to the project site, both directly and indirectly inducing population growth on the site and within

San Francisco.

Population. As shown in Table IVV.B-6, in 2010 there were 4,321 households in the Census Tract
encompassing the project site, with a population of about 7,630. Development of the Office Scheme
would represent a 27 percent increase in population over existing conditions. Although this increase
would be substantial in the context of the existing population in the Census Tract, it would not be
substantial in the context of City-wide growth, including patterns of growth identified in the

Downtown Area Plan and South of Market Plan, as described below.

The increase in population on the site that would result with implementation of the Office Scheme
would represent 0.26 percent of the City’s 2010 population and 0.24 and 0.23 percent of the City’s
projected 2020 and 2030 population, respectively. ABAG projects that between 2010 and 2030, the
population in the City will increase by 129,565 residents (14 percent); the proposed project would
represent 1.6 percent of this projected increase. New housing associated with the proposed project

would contribute to the City’s regional housing supply. ABAG projects that San Francisco will build
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28,869 new housing units between 2014 and 2022. The Office Scheme would fulfill about 7.2 percent
of that overall increase. The project site and surrounding areas are identified as suitable for
population and employment growth in various planning documents, including the General Plan, as

described in Chapter 11, Plans and Policies.

The northern portion of the project site (between Natoma and Mission Streets) and areas to the north
and west are part of the Downtown Neighborhoods and Transit Infill Priority Development Area
(PDA) recognized by ABAG, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). A PDA is an infill location of at least 100 acres served
by transit that is designated for compact land development, along with investments in community
improvements and infrastructure. The Downtown Neighborhoods and Transit Infill PDA is one of
several PDAs in the City where 80 percent of new housing production and population growth in the
City are expected to take place. In addition, the City’s General Plan Housing Element identifies this
area as an appropriate location for high-density housing near transit and jobs to meet the City’s short-
and longer-term housing production goals. Planning for more intensive new development on the few
remaining underutilized blocks in downtown San Francisco to accommodate more employment and
population than would otherwise be the case is one of the means by which San Francisco and the
region as a whole could potentially meet state mandates under SB 375 for a Sustainable Communities
Strategy to reduce per-capita greenhouse-gas emissions. The long-term projections of city and
regional population and employment growth are the basis for the housing, transportation, other
infrastructure, and public services and utilities planning conducted at a city and regional level. They
are also the basis for efforts to secure the funding and financial support essential to realizing this level

of infill development.
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According to the General Plan Housing Element, the project site is located within an area of the
Downtown Area Plan that has an average housing density of 283 units per acre.3! The Office Scheme
would result in a maximum housing density of about 521 dwelling units per acre on the 4-acre project
site, which would be nearly twice the average housing density within the Downtown Area Plan.
However, the amount of housing and residential population within the Downtown area has
increased more rapidly than in many other parts of the City and the rate of growth and increased
densities are consistent with the goals of the Downtown Plan, the Transit Center District Plan, and
the SoMa Plan which specify that high density development should be concentrated within the
Downtown area and within close proximity to transit. Recently constructed or under construction
high-density developments within the vicinity of the site are consistent with this vision and include
such projects as the Transbay Tower and Terminal, which, when completed, will be the densest
development in the City with approximately 6 million square feet of new office space, 100,000 square
feet of retail space, and nearly 4,400 housing units a on a 145-acre site. Other high density projects
within the vicinity include the Mexican Museum and Residential Tower at 706 Mission Street and the

535 Mission Street Office Tower.

The overall increase in density within the Downtown Area Plan created by the project would not be
considered substantial on a neighborhood-wide basis, and further residential development in the
Downtown Plan area that is not already anticipated is limited due to zoning constraints that prohibit
residential uses, market factors that dictate the need for a mix of uses, including those that provide
new jobs, and the limited availability of underutilized sites within this area. In addition, the proposed
residential density would not be considered to have a substantial adverse impact in and of itself
because the site is located in close proximity to major transit corridors and employment centers in an
area identified for increased growth and density under the proposed Central SoMa Plan. Also, the

adverse effects of increased densities on the physical environment would be minimized through the

8 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Housing Element, Part 1: Data and Needs
Analysis, March 2011. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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provision of 44,600 square feet of open space on the site, allowing for exposure to sunlight and access

to the outdoors.

Taking into account the relatively modest increase in density that would occur in the Downtown
Area Plan due to the Office Scheme and the consistency of project population growth with key City
policy documents, the Office Scheme would not directly result in substantial population growth

beyond that planned for the City.

Employment. Employment growth for the proposed project would be considered substantial if it
resulted in housing demand that would exceed anticipated regional housing development. Below is a
discussion of construction- and operation-period employment that would occur with development of

the Office Scheme.

Construction Employees. The proposed project would directly generate temporary construction jobs in
the Downtown area as a result of the proposed project. Temporary construction-period employment
would vary, depending on the construction phase. However, it is assumed that an average of about

200 construction workers would be at the site per day, with a greater number during peak periods of

construction.3

It is anticipated that construction employees not already living in the City would commute from their
permanent residences elsewhere in the Bay Area rather than relocate to San Francisco from more
distant cities or towns; this is typical for workers in the various construction trades. Once
construction phases are complete, construction workers would typically seek employment at other
job sites throughout the region that require their particular construction skill. Thus, construction of

the proposed project would not generate a substantial, unplanned population increase. Temporary,

82 LCW Consulting, 5M Final Transportation Impact Study, October 2014. A copy of this document is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File
No. 2011.0409E.
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project-related impacts associated with an increase in construction-period employment would be less

than significant.

Project Employees. There are currently approximately 943 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees on the
project site. The Office Scheme would increase net employment on the site by 3,684, resulting in a

total of 4,627 on-site employees once the project is completed.

The employment increase on the project site would represent approximately 0.6 percent of the total
jobs in the City and approximately 0.9 percent of employed residents in the City in 2010. This
employment increase would represent approximately 0.6 percent of jobs and 0.8 percent of employed
residents in the City in the City in 2020. This employment increase would represent approximately
0.5 percent of jobs and 0.7 percent of employed residents in the City in 2030. On a City-wide basis,
this increase in employment due to implementation of the Office Scheme would not be considered
significant, and would not exceed the employment growth identified by ABAG. As shown in Table
1V.B-4, ABAG projects that the number of total jobs in the City will increase to 748,100 in 2030 and

that the number of employed residents will increase to 520,700 by 2030.

Impact PH-1b: The Residential Scheme would not substantially induce population growth, either

directly or indirectly. (Less Than Significant)

Under the Residential Scheme, the completed project would introduce 2,757 new residents and 2,377
new employees to the project site, both directly and indirectly inducing population growth on the site
and within San Francisco. Similar to the Office Scheme, and as described below, the Residential

Scheme would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth.

Population. As shown in Table IVV.B-6, in 2010 there were 4,321 households in the Census Tract
encompassing the project site, with a population of about 7,630. Development of the Residential
Scheme would represent a 36 percent increase in population over existing conditions. Although this

increase would be substantial in the context of the existing population in the Census Tract, it would
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not be substantial in the context of City-wide growth, including patterns of growth identified in the

Downtown Area Plan and South of Market Plan, as described below.

The increase in population on the site that would result with implementation of the Residential
Scheme would represent 0.34 percent of the City’s 2010 population and 0.32 and 0.29 percent of the
City’s projected 2020 and 2030 population, respectively. ABAG projects that between 2010 and 2030,
the population in the City will increase by 129,565 residents (14 percent); the Residential Scheme
would represent 2.1 percent of this projected increase. New housing associated with the proposed
project would contribute to the City’s regional housing supply. ABAG projects that San Francisco will
build 28,869 new housing units between 2014 and 2022. The Residential Scheme would fulfill about
9.6 percent of that overall increase. The project site and surrounding areas are identified as suitable

for population and employment growth in various planning documents, including the General Plan.

As discussed under Impact PH-1a, the northern portion of the project site (between Natoma and
Mission Streets) and areas to the north and west are part of the Downtown Neighborhoods and
Transit Infill PDA. The Downtown Neighborhoods and Transit Infill PDA is one of several locations
in the City identified for accommodating anticipated housing production and population growth, an

objective which is further supported by the City’s General Plan Housing Element.

According to the General Plan Housing Element, the project site is located within an area of the
Downtown Area Plan that has an average housing density of 283 units per acre.?® The Residential
Scheme would result in a maximum housing density of about 689 dwelling units per acre on the 4
acre project site, which would be approximately 2.4 times the average housing density within the
Downtown Area Plan. However, the amount of housing and residential population within the

Downtown area has increased more rapidly than in many other parts of the City and the rate of

8 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Housing Element, Part 1: Data and Needs
Analysis, March 2011. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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growth and increased densities are consistent with the goals of the Downtown Plan, the Transit
Center District Plan, and the SoMa Plan. Further, the proposed residential density would not be
considered to result in a substantial adverse impact in and of itself because the site is located in close
proximity to major transit corridors and employment centers, is within an area that is currently being
developed with higher densities, is identified for substantial increased growth in City planning
documents, and so is appropriate for higher residential densities. In addition, the adverse effects of
high densities on the physical environment would be minimized through the provision of 59,100

square feet of open space on the site, allowing for exposure to sunlight and access to the outdoors.

Taking into account the relatively modest increase in density that would occur in the Downtown
Area Plan as a whole due to the Residential Scheme and the consistency of project population growth
with key City policy documents, the Residential Scheme would not directly result in substantial

population growth beyond that planned for the City.

Employment. Employment growth for the proposed project would be considered substantial if it
resulted in housing demand that would exceed anticipated regional housing development. This topic

is discussed belowv.

Construction Employees. Similar to the Office Scheme, the Residential Scheme would directly generate
about 200 temporary construction jobs, and would not generate a substantial, unplanned population
increase. Therefore, temporary, project-related impacts associated with an increase in construction-

period employment would be less than significant.

Project Employees. There are currently approximately 943 FTE employees on the project site. The
Residential Scheme would increase net employment on the site by 2,377, resulting in a total of 3,320

employees on the site once the project is completed.

The employment increase on the project site would represent approximately 0.6 percent of the total

jobs in the City and approximately 0.8 percent of employed residents in the City in 2010. This
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employment increase would represent approximately 0.4 percent of jobs and 0.5 percent of employed
residents in the City in the City in 2020. This employment increase would represent approximately
0.3 percent of jobs and 0.4 percent of employed residents in the City in 2030. On a City-wide basis,
this increase in employment due to implementation of the Residential Scheme would not be
considered significant, and would not exceed the employment growth identified by ABAG. As
shown in Table 1V.B-4, ABAG projects that the number of total jobs in the City will increase to
748,100 in 2030 and that the number of employed residents will increase to 520,700 by 2030.

Impact PH-2a: The Office Scheme would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing
units or create demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement

housing. (Less Than Significant)

As discussed on page 65 of the Initial Study, no housing units are located on the project site;
therefore, the proposed project would not displace housing units. However, the increase in
employment on the site would be expected to indirectly increase demand for housing. Assuming
each new employee on the project site would live alone and seek a new housing unit in the City, the
Office Scheme would induce demand for 3,684 new housing units. However, this figure likely
overstates the induced housing demand of the Office Scheme, as 1) some employees within the
project site may already live in the City and not require new housing; 2) some project employees may
share the same housing unit; and 3) many employees would be expected to seek housing outside of

the City, where (in some locations) housing costs are lower.

Assuming that 47.7 percent of jobs in San Francisco are held by commuters (and 52.3 percent of jobs
are held by those who live in the City), the Office Scheme would induce demand for about 1,927
housing units in the City. However, it is probable that many employees would already live in the
area and would not require new housing due to the project. Therefore, this estimate of induced
housing demand likely over-estimates the number of employees that would move to San Francisco as

a result of the project.
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As part of the Office Scheme, 914 new residential units would be constructed on the site. This number
of new units would represent approximately half the estimated induced housing demand calculated
per the methodology above. Depending on the number of new project employees that would share
housing and that already live in the area, it is possible that the induced housing demand of the Office
Scheme would exceed the amount of housing being provided on the site (that would represent an
increase to the City’s overall housing supply). However, a comparison of the estimated induced
housing demand and the number of housing units that would be developed as part of the Office
Scheme indicate that a substantial imbalance would not occur. Therefore, the Office Scheme would
not create a substantial demand for housing beyond that proposed as part of the project or that could

not be accommodated by existing vacant housing units.

Impact PH-2b: The Residential Scheme would not displace substantial numbers of existing
housing units or create demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of

replacement housing. (Less Than Significant)

Similar to the Office Scheme, the increase in employment on the site under the Residential Scheme
would be expected to indirectly increase demand for housing. Assuming each new employee on the
project site would live alone and seek a new housing unit in the City, the Residential Scheme would
induce demand for 2,377 new housing units. However, for the reasons explained above, this figure

likely overstates the induced housing demand of the Residential Scheme.

Assuming that 47.7 percent of jobs in San Francisco are held by commuters (and 52.3 percent of jobs
are held by those who live in the City), the Residential Scheme would induce demand for about 1,243
housing units in the City. However, it is probable that many employees would already live in the
area and would not require new housing due to the project. Therefore, this estimate of induced
housing demand likely over-estimates the number of employees that would move to San Francisco as

a result of the project.
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As part of the Residential Scheme, 1,209 new residential units would be constructed on the site. This
number of new units would be just slightly less than the induced demand for housing calculated via
the methodology above. Depending on the number of new project employees that would share
housing and that already live in the area, it is possible that the induced housing demand of the
Residential Scheme would exceed the amount of housing being provided on the site (that would
represent an increase to the City’s overall housing supply). However, a comparison of the estimated
induced housing demand and the number of housing units that would be developed as part of the
Residential Scheme indicate that a substantial imbalance would not occur. Therefore, similar to the
Office Scheme, the Residential Scheme would not create a substantial demand for housing beyond

that proposed as part of the project.

Cumulative Impacts. This section discusses the cumulative impacts to population and housing that
could result from the project in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future

projects.

Impact C-PH-1: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme, in combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not induce substantial population growth either
directly or indirectly, displace substantial numbers of existing units, or create demand for
additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (Less Than

Significant)

As discussed under Impacts PH-1a, -1b, -2a, and -2b, above, the Office Scheme or Residential Scheme
would not induce substantial population growth in the area, either though housing construction or
employment growth. Project-induced population growth would also not be substantial in the context
of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable City-wide population growth, which is reflected in the

growth projections of ABAG and other agencies, as described below.
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As described under Impact PH-1a, the Office Scheme would directly induce population growth that
would comprise 0.24 and 0.23 percent of the City’s 2020 and 2030 population, respectively, as
projected by ABAG. The population and employment growth accommodated by the proposed
project is incorporated in ABAG’s regional projections, which, since 2003, have been based on policy
assumptions that include more infill and transit-oriented development. As described under Impact
PH-1b, the Residential Scheme would directly induce population growth that would comprise 0.32
percent of the City’s projected 2020 population and 0.29 percent of the City’s projected 2030
population. In addition, the number of jobs generated by either the Office Scheme or Residential
Scheme would be a small fraction of the total number of jobs projected by ABAG for the City in 2030.
The jobs generated by the Office Scheme would represent approximately 0.5 percent of jobs projected
for the City in 2030; the jobs generated by the Residential Scheme would represent approximately 0.3
percent of jobs projected for the City in 2030.

As previously discussed, the northern portion of the project site (between Natoma and Mission
Streets) and areas to the north and west are part of the Downtown Neighborhoods and Transit Infill
PDA. The City’s General Plan Housing Element identifies this area as an appropriate location for
high-density housing near transit and jobs to meet the City’s short- and longer-term housing
production goals. Planning for more intensive new development on the few remaining underutilized
blocks in downtown San Francisco to accommodate more employment and population than would
otherwise be the case is one of the means by which San Francisco and the region as a whole could
potentially meet state mandates under SB 375 for a Sustainable Communities Strategy to reduce
per-capita greenhouse-gas emissions. The long-term projections of city and regional population and
employment growth are the basis for the housing, transportation, other infrastructure, and public
services and utilities planning conducted at a city and regional level. They are also the basis for
efforts to secure the funding and financial support essential to realizing this level of infill

development.

This contribution to the City’s future population (and employment) growth would not be substantial

because: 1) it would represent a very small fraction of anticipated population growth in the City; 2)

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

176



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
B. POPULATION AND HOUSING

the project site and surrounding areas are identified as suitable for population and employment
growth in planning documents such as the General Plan; and 3) the northern portion of the project
site is part of the Downtown Neighborhoods and Transit Infill Priority Development Area PDA,
which is an area designated for compact development, investment in infrastructure, and new housing
production and population growth. The project site is thus an environmentally appropriate place for

the induced population growth that would occur as part of the project.

Similarly, as described under Impacts PH-2a and PH-2b, employment associated with the Office
Scheme could induce demand for approximately 1,927 housing units, and employment associated
with the Residential Scheme would induce demand for approximately 1,243 housing units, based on
the methodology discussed as part of the Impact PH-2a and Impact PH-2b analyses. Depending on
the number of new project employees that would share housing and that already live in the area, it is
possible that the induced housing demand of the Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would exceed
the amount of housing being provided on the site. However, a comparison of the estimated induced
housing demand and the number of housing units that would be developed as part of the Office
Scheme or Residential Scheme indicate that a substantial imbalance would not occur. Because the
project would not substantially contribute to the chronic shortage of housing in San Francisco, it
would not make a significant contribution to associated cumulative impacts, including the generation

of a demand for housing that exceeds the available supply.
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C. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section discusses the potential of the proposed 5M Project (project) to adversely affect cultural
resources, which are buildings, structures, objects, and districts at least 50 years old! that may have
traditional or cultural value for the historical significance they possess. A potentially significant
impact to cultural and paleontological resources was identified in the Initial Study (see Appendix A,
pages 66 and 67), and the potential for the proposed project to result in adverse impacts to historical
resources, archaeological resources, paleontological resources, and human remains are discussed in

this section.

This section begins with a summary of the cultural resources setting of the project site, including the
applicable regulatory setting. Following the setting, the section presents the significance criteria used
to determine whether an impact to cultural resources would be considered significant. Finally,
potential impacts to cultural resources are assessed, and, where necessary, mitigation measures are

identified.

Environmental Setting

This subsection describes the cultural resources setting of the project site. The setting consists of: 1)
the regulatory setting for cultural resources; 2) a summary of the cultural setting of the project site;

and 3) a description of known cultural resources in and adjacent to the project site.

This setting draws upon background information and historical resource evaluations including: 5M

Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report;2 Archaeological Research Design and

LFifty years is used as a general estimate of the time needed to understand the historical importance of a
resource (CCR Title 14(11.5) Section 4852 (d)(2)).

2 Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Treatment Plan for the 5M Project, San Francisco, California;® and Historic Context Statement, South of

Market Area.

Project Area Prehistoric and Historical Background.® This section presents the prehistoric

archaeological and historical contexts of the project area.

Prehistoric Archaeological Background.The prehistory of the San Francisco Bay Area has been the

subject of archaeological inquiry for more than a century. This is particularly true along the east
bayshore, where large shell mounds caught the attention of the public and researchers during the
late-nineteenth century. It was not until 1910, however, that archaeologist Nels Nelson conducted the
first systematic archaeological excavations in San Francisco at the Crocker site (CA-SFR-7) near
Candlestick Point. Nelson identified formed stone and bone tools, shell and bone dietary debris, and
23 human burials. In 1912, archaeologist L.L. Loud excavated CA-SFR-6 at the San Francisco Presidio

and identified a three-foot thick archaeological deposit that included shell and bone dietary debris.

More recently, several important prehistoric archaeological excavations have been conducted on the
northern San Francisco peninsula during the past 25 years that could offer insights into potential

resources within the project site. Archaeological excavations at the Sutro Baths site (CA-SFR-5, -21,

3 Anthropological Studies Center, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the 5M Project, San
Francisco, California, June 2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

4 Page & Turnbull, Historic Context Statement, South of Market Area, San Francisco, California, June 30, 2009.
A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

5This section and the following historical background discussions are adapted from: San Francisco
Planning Department, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archaeological Review: Checklist, June 26, 2012; Page and
Turnbull, Historic Context Statement, South of Market Area, San Francisco, California, June 30, 2009; Architectural
Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE), San Francisco,
California, September 2014; and Anthropological Studies Center, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan
for the 5M Project, San Francisco, California, June 2013. Copies of these documents are available for review at the
San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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and -24), the Presidio (CA-SFR-6/26), and near Fort Mason (CA-SFR-29, -30, and -31) provide seasonal
land-use data, radiocarbon information, and discussion of San Francisco prehistory in relation to
cultural and chronological schemes proposed for central California. Excavations at CA-SFR-26 in the
Presidio recovered human skeletal remains and a cut and polished bird bone from a depth of nearly
10 feet in non-midden soil. Radiocarbon analysis yielded a date of approximately 1210 years before
present (B.P.) Trenching conducted at CA-SFR-6 for the Doyle Drive project found that the site was
covered by about 6 feet of fill. A radiocarbon sample from the midden of CA-SFR-6 was found to

nearly match that from the human remains found at CA-SFR-26.

CA-SFR-129 is a buried site identified during the Golden Gate National Recreation Area’s Crissy
Field marshland restoration project. The site was intensively used circa 500 years B.P. and yielded
numerous faunal remains representing shellfish, marine mammals, marine and migratory birds,
terrestrial mammals, and fish. CA-SFR-129 is situated on a low mound that once rose above former

active marshland.

Excavation at the Sutro Baths site (CA-SFR-5) indicated the site was used for short-term occupation or
hunting and processing of food for transport elsewhere. The quantity of mussel, heat-affected rock,
and charcoal, as well as sea mammal, deer, rodent, fish, and waterfowl remains at nearby CA-SFR-21

suggests that this location was intermittently used for hunting, gathering, and food processing.

Excavations at sites in the Fort Mason area (CA-SFR-29, -30, and -31) provided information about the
timing and operation of regional exchange systems on the peninsula. Artifact analysis indicates that
obsidian was the dominant material used for lithic tools. Fifty-three Fort Mason obsidian specimens
were determined to have originated from Napa Glass Mountain and near present-day Santa Rosa.
Radiocarbon dating of charcoal samples from CA-SFR-29 and shell samples from CA-SFR-30 yielded
dates of approximately 1475 years B.P. and 1700 years B.P., respectively.

Native American Ethnographic Background.The northern San Francisco peninsula lies within former

Ramaytush territory. The Ramaytush were a sub-group of the Ohlone, whose ancestors moved into
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the San Francisco and Monterey Bay areas about 1500 years B.P. Of eight Ohlone languages,
Ramaytush, or San Francisco Ohlone, was spoken by about 1,400 people in present-day San Francisco

and San Mateo counties.

Based on mission records, the Aguazio tribelet of Ramaytush controlled the San Francisco peninsula
north of San Bruno Mountain. The Aguazio had six recorded villages that occupied sheltered bayshore
valleys or next to Misién San Francisco de Asis (commonly referred to as Mission Dolores). These six
villages supplied the earliest Mision San Francisco de Asis converts. Native American labor was
important for construction and repair of the Presidio and the related fortification, Castillo de San
Joaquin (now occupied by Fort Point). Native Americans also worked as household servants,

vaqueros, soldiers, shipbuilders, and skilled navigators and pilots.

The mission system completely disrupted native lifeways and decimated Ohlone groups. Ritual and
social activities were discourage or prohibited and, due to missionization efforts in nearby areas, San
Francisco Ohlone commingled at the mission with people of differing linguistic and cultural
traditions who had occupied the north and east bay areas. During the Mexican period and the
subsequent secularization of the missions, Native Americans were forced to relocate, most turning to
labor on surrounding ranchos. Due to the extraordinary changes that occurred in rapid succession—
beginning with the earliest European settlement of the San Francisco peninsula and continuing
through the American period—Ohlone culture virtually vanished from project area environs by the

mid-1800s.

Early San Francisco History.European settlement of what is now San Francisco took place in 1776,

with the simultaneous establishment of the Presidio of San Francisco by the Spanish Army, and the
establishment of Mission Dolores by Franciscan missionaries. The era of Spanish colonial rule was
relatively brief. In 1821, Mexico declared independence, taking with it the former Spanish colony of
Alta California. During the Mexican period a small village grew up along a sheltered cove at the tip
of the San Francisco peninsula. This village, which was called Yerba Buena, served as a minor trading

center inhabited by a few hundred people of diverse nationalities. In 1839 a few streets were laid out
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around a central plaza (now called Portsmouth Square), which was ringed by commercial and civic
buildings. Not long after the American takeover of California in 1846, a surveyor named Jasper
O’Farrell laid out Market Street from what is now the Ferry Building to Twin Peaks. Blocks north of
the survey line were laid out in 50 varas¢ square blocks, whereas blocks south of Market Street were

laid out in larger 100 vara blocks. In 1847, the name Yerba Buena was changed to San Francisco.

The discovery of gold at Sutter’s Mill in 1848 unleashed a massive wave of immigration, as thousands
of would-be gold-seekers made their way to San Francisco. Between 1846 and 1852, the population of
San Francisco mushroomed from less than 1,000 people to almost 35,000. Development of early San

Francisco was concentrated around downtown and Mission Dolores, and the outlying portions of the

San Francisco Peninsula remained unsettled throughout most of the City’s early history.

With the decline of gold production in 1855, San Francisco’s business community began to embrace
other economic opportunities such as agriculture, construction, and banking. In the following

decades, San Francisco’s population continued to grow due to its position as the foremost financial,
industrial, and shipping center of the West. By 1870 the population had reached 150,000, and just 20

years later the population had doubled to almost 300,000.

Historical Summary of Project Area.The project site is located within the South of Market area (also

known as SoMa). As described in the Historic Context Statement, South of Market Area,” “just south of
downtown within an area once filled by a network of tracks and piers, the South of Market Area
developed into an ideal venue for manufacturing, warehousing, and wholesale businesses.” Over the

course of the twentieth century, this area served as San Francisco’s primary light industrial and

6 A vara is a Spanish unit of linear measurement equivalent to 2.77 feet. Fifty varas equals 138.5 feet.

7Page & Turnbull, Historic Context Statement, South of Market Area, San Francisco, California, June 30, 2009.
A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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warehousing district and came to support an eclectic mix of residential, commercial, and industrial

uses.

The 1906 Earthquake and Fire almost completely destroyed the SoMa area. A few buildings survived
the calamity, including two near the project site: the U.S. Mint at 88 Fifth Street (now known as the
“Old Mint”), and the California Casket Company Building at 959-965 Mission Street.®

The South of Market Historic Context Statement identifies the post-quake rebuilding of the area from

the years 1906 to 1929 as the district’s single most important historical context:

During this period, the South of Market Area largely assumed its dominant physical character
of low and mid-rise masonry loft buildings and associated enclaves of frame dwellings and
residential hotels...Residential uses, once prominently featured throughout the South of
Market Area, were confined to large residential hotels built along Mission, Howard, and 6th
streets and frame flats built along narrow interior alleys in the southwestern part of the
neighborhood. During the immediate post-quake period of 1906-13, insurance settlements led
to the construction of new and in some cases, reconstructed light industrial buildings such as
stables and warehouses. Another building boom occurred during the early-to-mid 1920s.
During this period, industrialists and developers constructed hundreds of concrete, two- and
three-story industrial loft buildings on the remaining empty lots, largely building out the South

of Market Area by 1929.9

Reconstruction proceeded more slowly in the SoMa area than in some other areas of the city, such as
North Beach. This was due in part to the particular complexities related to the reconstruction of

industrial areas, including securing insurance payments and assembling lots suitably large for

8 The California Casket Company Building was under construction at the time of the earthquake.

9 Page & Turnbull, Historic Context Statement, South of Market Area, San Francisco, California, June 30, 2009.
A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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manufacturing and warehouse uses. Most of the industrial buildings constructed in the area in the
1910s and 1920s were steel frame and brick or reinforced concrete. Commercial buildings were
concentrated along a few main arteries in the district and generally resembled light industrial
buildings. The SoMa area was reconstructed primarily as an industrial district after the 1906

Earthquake, with its post-quake residential population less than half its pre-quake population.

In general, San Francisco’s post-quake reconstruction occurred in two separate boom periods: an
initial flurry of rebuilding in the years immediately following the disaster, and a second wave in the
1920s that was part of a broader nationwide real estate boom in the years following World War I. The

project site includes buildings from both of these eras.

The Dempster Printing Building at 447-449 Minna Street was constructed in 1907, and is the oldest
building in the project site and one of the first buildings constructed in the area after the earthquake.
Along with some vacant parcels, the 1913-1915 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map of the area shows a mix
of industrial and residential uses, including two residential hotels, two printing shops (including the
Dempster Printing Building), a wholesale meat jobber, a sign painting company, a plumbing

company, a wholesale furniture manufacturer, and a cornice works.

Six extant buildings were constructed in the project site in the 1920s: the Kepner Building (1922) at
910 Howard Street; the Camelline Building (1923) at 430 Natoma Street; the Myers Building at 924-
926 Howard Street; the Chronicle Building (1924) at 901-933 Mission Street; the Zihn Building (1924)
at 190 Fifth Street; and the Sweet Building (1928) at 912 Howard Street. As was true of a large portion
of the buildings constructed in the area at this time, each of these buildings blended commercial and
light-industrial forms. This building typology was particularly common in the blocks between
Harrison and Market Streets, with the area south of Harrison Street remaining more purely

industrial.

The portion of SoMa in the vicinity of the project site grew in importance as a transportation hub in

the 1930s. When the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge was completed in 1936, one of the primary
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on-ramps was built at Fifth and Harrison Streets, two blocks south of the project site. This trans-

formed Fifth Street into a de facto shipping corridor.

By the late 1940s, with the exception of the future site of the Examiner Building at 110 Fifth Street, the
project site was completely developed with a variety of light industrial uses, including two machine
shops, two print shops, a sheet metal works, an upholstery operation, a lamp factory, a major
newspaper production facility, a lamp shade manufacturer, and a welding equipment service. Several
buildings in the area had ground floor commercial shops, and a few had lofts (for light manufactur-

ing, storage, and distribution) or lodgings above the first floor.

Following World War |1, the SoMa area underwent a lengthy period of redevelopment and
deindustrialization, as blue-collar jobs shifted to other Bay Area locations while white-collar jobs
continued to grow in number. In the 1970s, large portions of SoMa were cleared to accommodate
large-scale redevelopment projects, most notably Yerba Buena Center and the associated Moscone
Convention Center. At the same time, SoMa became home to ever growing numbers of high-rise
office building, as San Francisco’s downtown grew southward. By the late 1970s, all of the buildings
within the project site were owned by the Chronicle Publishing Company, the Hearst Corporation,

or, due to a joint agreement, both.

The San Francisco Chronicle and San Francisco Examiner. The San Francisco Chronicle was established in
1865 by brothers Charles and M.H. de Young as the Daily Dramatic Chronicle. The paper became the
San Francisco Chronicle in 1868, and its circulation expanded rapidly with contributions from Mark
Twain, Bret Harte and other members of the local literary scene. By 1875, the Chronicle had the largest
circulation of any newspaper west of the Mississippi River. In 1880, Charles de Young was shot and
killed by Isaac M. Kalloch, whose father, Mayor Isaac Kalloch, had been shot by Charles in the tumult
leading up to his election. Younger brother M.H. de Young assumed leadership of the Chronicle
following Charles’s death. In 1888, the Chronicle commissioned the Chicago firm of Burnham & Root
to build the newspaper’s new offices at 690 Market Street at the corner of Kearny and Market Streets.

The Richardsonian Romanesque Chronicle Building at 690 Market Street (San Francisco Landmark
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243) had a steel frame, which made it the world’s first earthquake resistant building. When it opened

in 1890, it was also the tallest building on the West Coast.

M.H. de Young remained publisher of the Chronicle until his death in 1925. The year before his death,
the Chronicle operation was moved to a new building at 901-933 Mission Street, located in the project
site. Like the 690 Market Street building, the new Gothic Revival-style building at 901-933 Mission
Street had been built expressly for occupation by the Chronicle. The 690 Market Street building,
however, was fundamentally an office building, whereas the building at 901-933 Mission was an

industrial building dedicated to newspaper production.

M.H. de Young was succeeded by son-in-law George Cameron. The de Young family continued to
operate the newspaper until 1993, over which time the Chronicle had become the largest newspaper in

Northern California, the second largest on the West Coast, and the 12th largest in the United States.

The San Francisco Examiner, which was founded in 1863, competed with the Chronicle for circulation.
In 1880, mining baron George Hearst purchased the flailing San Francisco Examiner, and George’s son,
William Randolph Hearst, assumed control of the Examiner in 1887. Hearst soon christened his
newspaper “The Monarch of the Dailies” and would use the paper to pioneer a sensationalistic style
that came to be known as “yellow journalism.” Following success in markedly increasing the
Examiner’s circulation, Hearst bought the New York Journal in 1895, entering into intense competition
with Joseph Pulitzer’s morning and evening New York World papers. The Hearst Corporation

continued to publish the Examiner until 1999.

In the 1950s, the Chronicle launched a period of intense competition with the Examiner, which had the
largest circulation of any San Francisco newspaper throughout the first half of the twentieth century.
The Chronicle emerged victorious from the so-called “circulation war,” increasing its daily circulation
from 194,000 in 1957 to 300,000 in 1961 and to 363,000 in 1965, surpassing the Examiner in the process.
The circulation war came to an end in 1965, when the Chronicle Publishing Company entered into a

Joint Operating Agreement (JOA) with the Hearst Corporation, owner of the San Francisco Examiner.
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Under the terms of the JOA, Hearst and the Chronicle jointly owned all assets used to produce and
distribute the newspapers and agreed to share revenues. In addition, the parties created the San
Francisco Newspaper Agency to act as agent on behalf of both companies and to perform all business
functions of the newspapers, including circulation, advertising sales, printing, distribution and
personnel. The news and editorial departments of both newspapers remained entirely separate and
independently operated. To facilitate operation of the JOA, in 1968 the Examiner Building (110 Fifth
Street) was constructed immediately south of the Chronicle Building, and the two buildings were
joined by a two-story structure spanning Minna Street (433-535 Minna Street). The editorial offices of
the two newspapers were located on the third floor of their respective building, with the composing
room on the bridge in between. In accordance with the terms of the JOA, both newspapers could

access the central composing room, but not the offices of the other newspaper.

In the years following establishment of the JOA, the Hearst Corporation and the Chronicle Publishing
Company proceeded to acquire all of the other building within the project site, including 924-926
Howard Street (1966), 430 Natoma Street (c. 1968), 910 Howard Street (1971), 912 Howard Street
(1976), 190 Fifth Street (1977), and 447-449 Minna Street (date unknown, pre-1986). Once acquired, the

buildings were occupied by various departments of the San Francisco Newspaper Agency.

The Chronicle was printed in the Chronicle Building until the printers were removed in 1992, at which
point the paper was printed at printing plants in San Francisco on Cesar Chavez Street and the city of

Richmond. Today, the paper is printed in Fremont.

In 1999, the JOA was dissolved and the Hearst Corporation acquired the San Francisco Chronicle, then
the largest independently owned newspaper in America. To satisfy antitrust concerns, the Hearst
Corporation sold the Examiner to ExIn, LLC, a corporation owned by the Fang family, publishers of
the San Francisco Independent and the San Mateo Independent. The Fang family sold all three newspapers

to Clarity Media Group in 2004.
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Historical Architectural Resources within the Project Site. The identification of baseline conditions
for historic architectural cultural resources within and adjacent to the project site included: (1) a site
visit to examine and photograph the project area and environs; (2) a review of existing historical
evaluations of buildings within and adjacent to the project site; (3) archival research at San Francisco
Architectural Heritage, the San Francisco Public Library, the San Francisco Department of Building
Inspection, the Preservation Library of the San Francisco Planning Department, and San Francisco

Chronicle archives; and (4) a review of proposed project drawings and accompanying text.1

Three historical resources were identified within the project site: the Chronicle Building at 901-933
Mission Street, the Dempster Printing Building at 447-449 Minna Street, and the Camelline Building
at 430 Natoma Street. Four known historical resources (Category A buildings) are in the immediate
vicinity of the project site: the Pickwick Hotel at 85-89 Fifth Street, The Old Mint at 88 Fifth Street, the
California Casket Co. at 959-965 Mission Street, and the S.F. Provident Loan Association Building!! at
66 Mint Street. Two historic districts (the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic
District and the Sixth Street Lodginghouse District) are in the vicinity of the project site, although
neither district encompasses the project site. Figure 1V.C-1 shows the locations of historical resources
within and adjacent to the project site. A brief summary of each historical resource and its status
under CEQA is provided below. Table 1V.C-1 further summarizes the cultural resource status of each

building on the project site.

In 2011, the Planning Department completed the Western SoMa Community Plan Historic Resource
Survey (SoMa Survey). Six parcels within the project site—the buildings at 190 Fifth Street, 910
Howard Street, 912 Howard Street, and 924-926 Howard Street and the parking lots at 172 Fifth Street

and 914-918 Howard Street—were included in the SoMa Survey. When recorded in 2009, the

10 Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

11 The building was formerly called the San Francisco Remedial Loan Association Building.
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properties at 190 Fifth Street, 910 Howard Street and 924-926 Howard Street were rated as “potential
contributors” to the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District. These
preliminary ratings did not carry through to the City’s final survey findings. In the final SoMa
Survey, the properties at 190 Fifth Street, 910 Howard Street and 924-926 Howard Street were given
ratings of “6L,” indicating that they are not architecturally significant and not contributors to the
Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District. The building at 912 Howard Street

was given a “6Z” rating, indicating it is not a historical resource.

Table IVV.C-1: Project Site Cultural Resources Status Summary

CEQA
SF Historical
Historic Year 1976 | Architectural | Article | UMB | SoMa | Resource?

Address Name Built | Survey Heritage 11 Survey | Survey (Y/N)

110 Fifth Street Examiner 1968 N
Building

190 Fifth Street Zihn Building | 1924 C 6L N

910 Howard Street JM K.epner 1922 C 6L N
Building

912 Howard Street Sweet 1928 C 6Z N
Building

924-926 Howard Street | _ MYers 1923 Cc 6L
Building

425-433 Minna Street None c. 1968

447-449 Minna Street | DEMPSter 1907 B Y
Printing

- Chronicle

901-933 Mission Street . 1924 2 C** 2 Y
Building

430 Natoma Street Camelline 1923 c Y
Building

** = Could become a B-rated building if the exterior was restored to its historical appearance

Source:  Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE), San
Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Historic Name

901-933 Mission Street Chronicle Building
430 Natoma Street Camelline Building

447-449 Minna Street Dempster Printing
959-965 Mission Street California Casket Co.
66 Mint Street Remedial Loan Association
88 Fifth Street The Old Mint
85-99 Fifth Street Pickwick Hotel

FIGURE IV.C-1

[ Project site

D Historical Resource

D Sixth Street Lodginghouse Historic District

200 400 i
J | Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District M PI’O_jeCt _EIR
Historical Resources and Districts

SOURCE: USGS Orthoimagery (04/2011); City & County of San Francisco (2013). in and Adjacent to the Project Site
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Neither the SoMa Survey nor the current study completed for the project? identified buildings in the
project site that contribute to a known or potential historic district. Additional information regarding
the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District and the Sixth Street Lodging-

house District are included in the Historical Resources Adjacent to the Project Site discussion below.

901-933 Mission Street. The Chronicle Building at 901-

933 Mission Street is an altered Gothic Revival style
three-story, stucco-clad, reinforced concrete industrial

building. The building was designed by architects

Weeks & Day and built by K.E. Parker Company in
1923-1924 for the Chronicle Publishing Company. It was

originally constructed in the Gothic Revival style but

901-933 Mission Street

was extensively modified through a series of alterations

in the 1950s, 1960s, and early 1970s. These alterations include re-cladding the exterior; removal of
Gothic Revival details at the tower and parapet along the Mission and Fifth Street facades; in-filling
of the tower’s arched openings to form smaller, rectangular openings; modification of building
entrances, including conversion of dock bays along Fifth Street to fixed windows; replacement of
wood sash, double-hung windows on the second and third stories with aluminum fixed sash

windows; and refinishing of nearly all interior spaces.

The Chronicle Building is locally significant under California Register Criterion 1 as the headquarters
of the San Francisco Chronicle since 1924. The San Francisco Chronicle has been the Bay Area’s largest
newspaper since the 1960s and has been one of the most significant newspapers in the American
West since the mid-nineteenth century. When sold to the Hearst Corporation in 1999, the San

Francisco Chronicle was the largest independently-owned newspaper in the country. The Chronicle

12 Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Building is also significant as a purpose-built newspaper printing facility from the 1920s that

embodied an important shift towards using large-scale industrial processes to produce newspapers.

The Chronicle Building may also be locally significant under California Register Criterion 2 for its
longstanding and direct association with several well-known columnists, including Pulitzer Prize
winner Herb Caen, Stanton Delaplane, Art Hoppe, and Charles McCabe. These columnists worked in
the Chronicle Building for decades and, through their use of wit and irreverent humor, entertained

readers while helping to shape their perspective of local and national events.

The Chronicle Building does not appear eligible under California Register Criterion 3. The original
architect was Weeks & Day, a prominent San Francisco architecture firm led by Charles Peter Weeks
(1870-1928) and William Peyton Day (1883-1966). Charles Peter Weeks was educated at the Ecole des
Beaux Arts in Paris and moved to San Francisco in 1901 to work with John Galen Howard at the
University of California at Berkeley. Weeks had his own office, along with several partnerships, until
1915, when he partnered with engineer William Peyton Day to form Weeks & Day. Weeks remained
the firm’s senior partner until his death in 1928. Weeks & Day was responsible for a number of
important San Francisco buildings, including the Don Lee Building (1921), the Huntington Hotel
Apartments (1925) and the Mark Hopkins Hotel (1926). Although the Chronicle Building’s
association with Weeks & Day would indicate possible eligibility under California Register Criterion
3, the building’s extensive modifications have eliminated much of the original Gothic Revival
elements designed by this firm; Due to a loss of integrity, the building no longer represents the
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work

of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.

The Chronicle Building does not appear eligible under California Register Criterion 4 as it does not

have the ability to provide information important to the history of San Francisco, California, or the

nation.
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The Chronicle Building’s character-defining features—which consist of those physical elements that
best convey a historic building’s appearance—consist of the following exterior and interior

elements:13
Exterior
o  Three-story height with five-story clock tower at northeast corner;
o Prominent corner location;

o Thirteen-bay configuration along Mission Street, seven-bay configuration along Fifth

Street;

o Main entrance along Mission Street consisting of a pointed arched opening with a

wood frame with sidelights and transom;

o  Single-bay-wide arched window openings at first story along Mission and Fifth streets,

with small window openings above;

o Paired and triplicate window openings along Mission and Fifth streets at second and

third stories with sloped window sills;

o Gothic revival ornamentation at the main entrance and in the bays at either end of the
Mission and Fifth Street facades, including decorative spandrel panels; extended,
projecting mullions; cast relief rosettes; panels depicting important moments in

printing history; tracery in the transom; and projecting window surrounds; and

o  Oriel window with corbelled base projecting from the second and third stories

immediately west of the clock tower base along Mission Street.

13 Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Interior—First Floor

o Rib-vaulted ceiling of main entrance lobby; and

o Columns, arched openings, and exposed ceiling beams in former public business office.
Interior—Third Floor Elevator Lobby

o Wood elevator surrounds with carved cornices;

o Paneled, double wood doors with semicircular, stained glass transom and sidelights

with tracery;

o Three wood doors (two partially glazed) with elaborate carved panels (vegetative

motif) and carved wood cornices;

o Conference room with partition walls composed of glazing, wood paneling, and wood

mullions and wood door with elaborate carved panels; and

o Numerous wood crown moldings and wood doors with wood surrounds throughout

executive office area.

In conclusion, based on the historical evaluation conducted for the project, the Chronicle Building is a
historical resource under CEQA due to its eligibility for listing in the California Register under
Criterion 1 (events) and, possibly, Criterion 2 (persons). The resource retains critical elements of its
integrity that convey its significance under these criteria, including integrity of location, setting,
feeling, and association. Due to extensive modifications, however, both the exterior and interior
character-defining features of the Chronicle Building have compromised integrity of design,
materials, and workmanship and it is, therefore, not historically significant for its architecture

(Criterion 3).
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447-449 Minna Street. The Dempster Printing Building at

447-449 Minna Street is an early twentieth-century
industrial style four-story brick building. It was
constructed in 1907 for the Dempster Estate Company as

an industrial loft building with ground-floor shops. The

building was designed by architects William Mooser Il
and Alexander M. Milwain and built by J.L. Slaughter.
The original businesses occupying the building consisted
of the Dempster Bros printing business and Glafke

Electric Company. Several residential occupants

occupied the upper floors in 1907, including a laborer, a -
447-449 Minna Street

paper carrier, and janitors.

Few modifications to the Dempster Printing Building have been done since 1907. A City permit was
issued in 1946 to repair fire damage on the fourth floor. In 1952, an additional staircase was added
between the second and third floors. The parapet was reinforced in 1986, and additional seismic

improvements and repairs were completed in 1991.

The Dempster Printing Building is significant under California Register Criterion 1 as an especially
early building associated with the commercial and industrial development of the SoMa area
following the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, the single most important historic context of the SoMa area
from 1906 to 1929. It is also important for its association with the printing industry, an industry of

primary importance in San Francisco in the early twentieth century.

The Dempster Printing Building is also significant under California Register Criterion 3 as a
distinctive example of unreinforced masonry construction and early-twentieth-century loft
architecture in the SoMa area. The building is also significant under this criterion as a notable
example of the work of William Mooser Il, a prominent San Francisco architect who designed several

prominent San Francisco buildings, including the D. Ghirardelli Co. Plant at 900 North Point Street
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and the Haslett Warehouse at 680 Beach Street. Mooser Il was San Francisco’s first City Architect and

was particularly active during the city’s re-building efforts after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire.

The Dempster Printing Building does not appear eligible under California Register criteria 2 or 4. No
evidence was found indicating that the building has an important association with significant
persons, and the building has no potential to yield information important to the history of San

Francisco, California, or the nation.

The Dempster Printing Building’s character-defining features consist of:14
Four-story height;
Rectangular plan;
Variegated brick walls;

Gable roof with a crow-step parapet of the primary (north) facade and flat parapets along

east and west walls;

On the north and south walls, bands of double hung, wood sash windows of varied light

patterns and, in many cases, pivot transom;
Single double-hung wood windows at the upper stories of east and west walls;

Main entrance, consisting of multi-light, semicircular transom; round brick arch; and
glazed wood door with metal grate composed of turned metal rails and affixed “DB”

lettering;
Multi-light wood transom above exterior door openings at the primary facade;

Two wood panel doors on the primary facade; and

¥ 1bid.
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Decorative features on primary fagade, consisting of corbelled brick belt courses at each
story’s window sills; course of alternating flush and recessed soldier bricks at first story;

and a diamond at the peak of the gabled parapet formed from corbelled brick caps.

In conclusion, based on the historical evaluation conducted for the project, the Dempster Printing
Building is a historical resource under CEQA due to (1) its eligibility for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 1 (events) and Criterion 3 (architecture); and (2) its listing in a local register
of historical resources, the Downtown Area Plan (Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code), as a
Category | building, indicating that it is at least 40 years old, of individual importance, and excellent
in architectural design or very good in both architectural design and relationship to the environment.
The resource retains a high degree of integrity of location, setting, association, and feeling as a post-
guake loft building on the SoMa area. While the building has undergone a few minor alterations to
the interior and ground-floor entrances, its ornamentation and form are intact, and the building
retains a high degree of integrity of design, materials, and workmanship to qualify for listing in the

California Register under Criterion 3.

430 Natoma Street. The Camelline Building at 430

Natoma Street is an early twentieth-century industrial
style two-story, reinforced concrete building. A partial
third-story penthouse is at the northwest corner of the
building. The Camelline Building was constructed in

1923 for contractor Walter M. Willett and was designed

by engineer R.S. Chew. Mr. Willett used the building to

430 Natoma Street

house his general contracting business (1923-1935) and

cosmetic manufacturing operations (1936-1940).
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Alterations to the building since 1923 include removal of a concrete vault and addition of a small
fireplace at an interior office space in 1958; installation of a sprinkler system in 1969; conversion to a
printing facility in 1974, structural steel shoring of existing concrete beams in 1975; a new door
opening at the east elevation in 1981; and various interior improvements in the late 1980s and early

1990s.

San Francisco’s post-quake reconstruction occurred in two separate booms: the initial flurry of
rebuilding in the years following the 1906 Earthquake and Fire and a second wave of construction
that occurred in the 1920s that was part of a broader nationwide real estate boom in the years
subsequent to World War I. The Camelline Building is part of this second wave of construction and is
significant under California Register Criterion 3 as a well-preserved example of the type of multi-
purpose, loft-style light industrial building that characterized the SoMa area’s rebuilding in the 1920s.
The Camelline Building does not appear eligible under California Register criteria 1, 2, or 4. No
evidence was found indicating that the building is associated with significant events (Criterion 1) or
persons (Criterion 2). Furthermore, the Camelline Building has no potential to yield information
(Criterion 4) important to the history of San Francisco, California, or the nation.

The Camelline Building’s character-defining features consist of:15
Two-story height with partial third-story penthouse at northwest corner of building;
Rectangular plan;
Flat roof;
Reinforced concrete building with painted stucco cladding scored to resemble stone;

Fixed, multi-light, steel sash windows glazed with wire glass or textured glazing;

5 1pid.
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Primary (south) facade: symmetric, three-bay configuration with central recessed entrance
with three concrete steps; recessed panels between first- and second-story windows; and

arched window headers at second story;

Secondary (west) facade: second-story windows with operable pivot sash at the center of

larger fixed sash assemblies; and

Corbelled cornice and pedimented parapet, with the letters “CAMELLINE” on the primary

facade.

In conclusion, based on the historical evaluation conducted for the project, the Camelline Building is
a historical resource under CEQA due to its apparent individual eligibility for local listing under
NRHP/CRHR Criterion 3 (architecture) as a well-preserved example of the type of multi-purpose,
loft-style light industrial building that characterized much of the SoMa area’s rebuilding in the 1920s.
While the building has undergone some alteration to the interior and entrance, its form and
ornamentation is largely intact and it retains a high degree of integrity of design, materials, and
workmanship to convey its significance under Criterion 3. The Camelline Building also retains

integrity of location, setting, feeling, and association.

Non-Eligible Architectural Resources Within the Project Site. There are six buildings within the
project site that do not qualify as historical resources under CEQA.1¢ These buildings consist of the
Examiner Building at 110 Fifth Street, the Zihn Building at 190 Fifth Street, the J.M. Kepner Building
at 910 Howard Street, the Sweet Building at 912 Howard Street, the L.A. Myers Building at 924-926
Howard Street, and a pedestrian bridge at 425-433 Minna Street connecting the Chronicle and
Examiner buildings. Evaluations of these six buildings’ significance and integrity have been

documented in Department of Parks and Recreation 523 (DPR 523) series forms and are included in

16 CCR 14(3) Section 15064.5(a).
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the HRE.Y” These six buildings do not qualify for listing in the California Register either individually
or as contributors to a historic district due to insufficient significance or integrity. These buildings are

not listed in, nor do they appear eligible for listing in, a local register of historical resources.

Historical Resources Adjacent to the Project Site. There are four known historical (Category A)
buildings in the immediate vicinity of the project site and two recorded historic districts in the
vicinity of the project (Figure 1V.C-1). These resources consist of the Pickwick Hotel at 85-89 Fifth
Street, the Old U.S. Mint at 88 Fifth Street, the S.F. Provident Loan Association Building at 66 Mint
Street, the California Casket Company at 959-965 Mission Street, the Western SoMa Light Industrial
and Residential Historic District, and the Sixth Street Lodginghouse Historic District. The project’s
potential impacts to these four adjacent historical resources are addressed in the Impacts section

below. The relationship of the historic districts to the project site is summarized below.

Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District. The buildings within the project site

at 190 Fifth Street, 910 Howard Street, and 912 Howard Street were initially recorded as “potential
contributors” to the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District in the 2009 SoMa
Historic Context Statement. However, the updated evaluation conducted for the proposed project
determined that these buildings are outside the boundary of the Western SoMa Light Industrial and
Residential Historic District.:8 This district—which includes 478 contributing properties—is
comprised of industrial, commercial, and residential properties constructed primarily from 1906 to
circa 1936 that are significant under National Register Criterion A (California Register Criterion 1)
and Criterion C (California Register Criterion 3). In the final SoMa survey, however, the eastern
boundary of the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District was determined to

lie between Sixth and Seventh Streets, west of the project site (Figure 1V.C-1). The DPR 523 record

17 Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

8 1pid.
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prepared for the district includes the following explanation for why the boundary was not drawn

further eastward:

“The [eastern] boundary is drawn west of Sixth Street, not quite abutting the Sixth Street
Lodginghouse District. While an attempt was made to absorb that independent district into the
Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential district, the Sixth Street district is of a more
unique quality and construction pattern and is best documented independently of this district.
The [eastern] boundary was determined to the Eng-Skell building [1035 Howard Street], which
serves as a strong anchor to the district. While there is other building stock of similar
construction types, historic uses and period of development [to the east], combinations of
intrusive new construction, low architectural integrity, and low quality, in combination with a

distance [and] lack of continuity of feeling inhibit the district’s extension further eastward.”

Sixth Street Lodginghouse Historic District. The Sixth Street Lodginghouse Historic District is west of

the project site and is situated along Sixth Street between Tehama Street in the south and between
Market and Stevenson Street in the north (Figure 1V.C-1). The Sixth Street District consists of 33 low-
budget residential hotels and a few low-rise commercial buildings constructed from 1906 to 1913.1°
The DPR 523 record prepared for this district indicates that it is significant under National Register of
Historic Places Criterion A (California Register Criterion 1) “as the last surviving sizeable group of
the very low-budget, SRO densely packed residential hotels built south of Market Street after the
1906 earthquake and fire to serve the single male seasonal workers, the industrial army, that spent its

out-of-work time here.””2° None of the buildings in the project site contribute to the Sixth Street

19 Bloomfield, Anne, Department of Parks and Recreation 523 District Record for the Sixth Street Lodginghouse
District, August 1, 1997. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

2 1bid.
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Lodginghouse Historic District, and the technical study conducted for the project does not support an

eastward expansion of the district’s boundary to include the project site or a portion thereof.2

Archaeological Resources within the Project Site. Anthropological Studies Center (ASC) identified
the baseline conditions for archaeological resources within and adjacent to the project site in an
Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan (ARDTP).22 The ARDTP included (1) background
research to identify recorded archaeological deposits in and near the project site and the potential for
such deposits to exist in the project site; (2) a subsurface geoarchaeological investigation to assess the
potential for subsurface archaeological deposits; (3) a research design for assessing the significance of
prehistoric and historic-period deposits in the project site under California Register Criterion 4
(information potential); and (4) a treatment plan to identify, evaluate, and mitigate impacts to
subsurface prehistoric and historic-period archaeological deposits that may exist in the project site.

The results of the ARDTP are summarized below.

Prehistoric Archaeology.During prehistory, the project site was a sloping area between several shell

mound sites and “Sullivan Marsh,” a large tidal wetland that historically covered the land to the
southwest of the project. Previous geotechnical studies indicate that within the project vicinity, the
native sand dunes are underlain by marsh deposits at depths from 25 to 35 feet below ground surface
and continue to depths ranging from 34 to 43 feet below ground surface. These marsh deposits may
date from a much earlier period when sea level was higher and tidal marshland extended further to
the north and west than in the nineteenth century. As a result, older archaeological sites located in

and around the San Francisco Bay were either submerged by sea-level rise and/or buried by

2 Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

2 Anthropological Studies Center, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the 5M Project, San
Francisco, California, June 2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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sediment. For example, Middle-Holocene human remains at CA-SFR-28, located within a half-mile of

the project site, were situated in Bay Mud marsh deposits 75 feet below the current ground surface.

Although no recorded prehistoric archaeological deposits have been identified in the project site,
thirteen prehistoric sites have been recorded within a half-mile of the project, all buried beneath fill
(Table 1V.C-2). Except for prehistoric archaeological site CA-SFR-2, all of the sites within a half-mile
of the project (Table IV.C-2) were identified during construction. Most were found 6 feet or more
below the modern ground surface. Several of the sites listed in Table IVV.C-2 are known to be
associated with dune sand, and at least one site (CA-SFR-154/H) is a shell midden situated on top of

marsh deposits at or near the historic margin of the bay.

Although archaeological sites in the vicinity of the project may have been partially or completely
destroyed by historic development, others have been buried by fill. Although there has been some
disturbance within the project site from basement installations, the disturbance is localized and may
have occurred within historic fill or within the upper portions of likely culturally sterile sand dune
deposits formed within the last 500 years. Therefore, archaeological sites may occur within

remaining, intact fill.

Prehistoric archaeological deposits in the vicinity of the project can be classified according to three
property types: non-residential sites, residential sites, and shell mound sites. Non-residential sites
contain evidence of resource acquisition and/or processing activities, or represent the mortuary
practices of prehistoric people, but lack evidence of prolonged residential use. Residential sites
contain evidence of permanent or semi-permanent living, such as structural remains, materials
representing food processing and/or consumption, multiple fire hearths, and human graves. In the
San Francisco Bay Area, such sites are commonly represented by shell midden. Shell mound sites are
so named because of the high proportion of marine shell found in the midden matrix. Shell mound
sites are dominated by refuse associated with the collection and processing of food and materials. In
addition to the rich and varied shell inventory, the sites may also contain marine and terrestrial

vertebrate taxa and abundant charcoal containing plant macrofossils. The complexity of shell mounds
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warrants their treatment as a separate site type. They have both residential and non-residential

characteristics.

Table IV.C-2: Recorded Prehistoric Archaeological Sites within Half-Mile of Project

Depth Below

Site Designation Surface Cultural Remains

P-38-004499 Unknown human remains, mortar, pestle

CA-SFR-2 5'10"-9'10" shell, bone, cooking stones, biface, mortar, human remains

CA-SFR-28 75'5" isolated human burial

CA-SFR-113 9'6"-17" bone tools, flaked stone, groundstone

CA-SFR-114 9'10"-20'8" bone.tools, obsidian bifaces, features, shell beads and ornaments, human
remains

CA-SFR-136/H 5'10"-8'10" shell, bone, flaked stone

CA-SFR-147 12117.18' shell, bone, sandstone “charmstone” or pipe fragment, obsidian biface,
flaked stone

CA-SFR-151/H 12'5" shell, charcoal, ash

CA-SFR-154/H 610" shell, bone, groundstone, flaked stone, bone tool

CA-SFR-155 1217.18" shell, bone, sandstone “charmstone” or pipe fragment, obsidian biface,
flaked stone

CA-SFR-175 g1 shell, marine and terrestrial fauna, shaped bone tools, flaked stone,
groundstone

None Unknown isolated obsidian scraper

None Unknown “diffuse scattering of prehistoric artifacts and anthropic soil”

Source:  Anthropological Studies Center, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the 5M Project, San Francisco,
California, June 2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

Geoarchaeological Investigation. A geoarchaeological investigation was conducted for the project site to
account for landscape evolution in the project site during the last 7,000 to 10,000 years and to assess
the prehistoric archaeological sensitivity of specific geologic units identified during the testing. The
investigation included (1) excavation of six continuous soil cores at the project site with a Geoprobe
6600 to maximum depths from 18 to 25 feet below surface, and (2) examination of the soil cores for
archaeological deposits and definition of natural strata underlying the project site that may contain

prehistoric archaeological deposits.

No archaeological deposits were identified in the soil cores. Five strata were identified by the

geoarchaeological investigation dating from the Late Holocene, the oldest stratum dating from
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approximately 1657 cal B.P., based on a radiocarbon date. The lowest—and geologically oldest—
strata are associated with relatively intact dune sands, and the most recent and uppermost strata

represent historical and modern fill.

The geoarchaeological study concluded that buried prehistoric archaeological deposits are unlikely to
be present in the upper 20 to 25 feet of soil underlying the project site. More deeply buried prehistoric
archaeological deposits may exist, however, 30 to 35 feet below the surface of the project site on the
surface of the Colma Formation, which is a sandy deposit that developed during the Pleistocene

approximately 80,000 to 120,000 years ago.

Historic-Period Archaeology.A variety of archaeological property types have been discovered in the
SoMa area, including a historic cemetery, buried ships and wharves, architectural features,
infrastructure (railroad), industrial remains, a refuse dump, and artifact-filled features or layers
associated with residences and businesses. Archaeological features in the SoMa area date from the

early Gold Rush through the 1906 Earthquake and Fire.

Based on archival research conducted for the project, it is anticipated that these property types (with
the exception of cemeteries, ships, and wharves) may be present in the project site.22 The potential for
historic-period archaeological deposits in the project site is highest near the proposed sites for

Buildings M-2, N-2, and H-1.

Areas in the project site identified as “high sensitivity” may contain artifact-filled features, such as
privies and wells that are likely to have been created and to have survived to the present. The most
likely locations to find artifact collections are in the rear or side yards. Such deposits are not likely to
survive later construction with deep underground disturbance such as a full basement, unless the

earlier construction is buried by fill. “High sensitivity” is used for parcels developed prior to circa

2 |bid.
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1880 whose subsequent buildings did not contain basements. “Moderate sensitivity” refers to parcels
with early development, but where the impacts of subsequent construction may have impacted all or
some of these resources. “Low sensitivity” is used for parcels with deep basements, where any

archaeological resources are likely to have been destroyed.

The following discussion describes the historical archaeological sensitivity of the proposed building

sites. The discussion is summarized in Table IV.C-3.

Archaeological Sensitivity of Building M-1. The Chronicle Building will be renovated, not removed, as
Building M-1. Due to the full basement of the Chronicle Building, the archaeological sensitivity at this

location is low. The alley also has low sensitivity.

Archaeological Sensitivity of Building M-2. The lots to be impacted by Building M-2 contained one of the
two buildings in 1852 and had several buildings by 1859. Some of these early buildings may have
survived on the lot either in situ or were moved on the Minna frontage. The sensitivity is high due to

shallow impacts of later development.

Archaeological resources that may exist at this location may be associated with Thomas Sawyer, a
New Jersey-born fireman, and family who lived at this location from as early as the 1860s until the
1880s. In 1910, Thomas’ son Joseph still lived in the area, but on the lot just behind 935 Mission, in a

newly built dwelling at 432 Minna Street.

Archaeological Sensitivity of Building N-1. The lots to be impacted by the removal of the Examiner
Building complex and the construction of Building N-1 had several buildings in 1859, some of which
may have survived to 1887. The sensitivity is low beneath the Examiner Building due to a full
basement, but moderate in the parking and staging areas where archaeological resources associated

with a Chinese laundry may exist. The Natoma alley has low sensitivity.
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Archaeological Sensitivity of Building N-2. The area to be impacted by Building N-2 and surrounding

public space had several buildings by 1859, but it is unclear if any survived to 1887. The sensitivity is
moderate to high, and archaeological resources associated with William Harris, an African-American
porter, and his family; and two Jamaican-born lodgers and their families—William Lancaster, a cook,

and E. Benjamin, a janitor, may exist at this location.

Archaeological Sensitivity of Building N-3. The Dempster Printing Building will be renovated, not
removed, as Building N-3. Sensitivity is moderate at this location, and archaeological materials
associated with Louis Wolf, a German printer, and his family that lived at this location from as early

as 1860 until the 1880s may exist.

Archaeological Sensitivity of Building H-1. The H-1 impact area was extensively developed by 1859 and
several of these early buildings appear to have survived at least until 1887. Sensitivity is moderate
and high in portions of this development area due to the presence of late-nineteenth and twentieth-
century buildings without deep basements. The alley along Natoma has low sensitivity as does Lot 6

due to a basement in the 1924 building.

Archaeological resources that may exist at this location may be associated with Edward Tracey, an
Irish teamster, and family who resided at this location from as early as 1860 until at least 1880; a
Chinese laundry that operated from at least the 1880s until 1928; and a French laundry operated by

Louis Godet from as early as 1870 through 1880.
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Table IVV.C-3: Historic Archaeological Sensitivity
Historic
Archaeological
Lot No. Current/Historic Address Historic Use to 1906 Sensitivity
Building H-1 (Bounded by Natoma, Fifth, Howard, and Mary)
. . 1859 Building .
005 172 Fifth/401, 405 Nat 172-186 Fifth . . High
I ' atoma, ! 1887-1899 Lodgings/commercial '9
006 190 Fifth/156, 158, 190 Fifth 1887-1899 Lodgings/commercial Low
411-417 Natoma and 910 Howard/ 1859 Buildings
008 . . . Moderate
411, 413 Natoma, 908 Howard 1887-1899 Residential and commercial
1859 Buildings
009 912 Howard/$10 Howard 1887-1899 Residential and commercial Moderate
926 Howard and 429 Natoma/ 1859 Building
012 920-926 Howard, 429 Natoma 1887-1899 Residential/commercial Moderate
1859 Building .
098 918 Howard/514, 916 Howard 1887-1899 Residential/commercial High
099 Natoma Alley Low
Building N-3 (Corner of Minna and Proposed Alley)
. . 1859 Building
076 447-449 Minna/435 Minna 1887-1889 Residential Moderate
Building M-1 (Chronicle Building and Minna Alley)
093 901-925 Mission/100-108 Fifth, 1852-1859 Building Low
406-424 Minna 1887-1889 Residential/commercial
094 425-433 Minna Alley Low
100 Minna Alley Low
Building M-2 (Bounded by Mission, Mary, Minna, and Private Lot)
. . . 1852-1859 Buildings .
089 949 Mission/432 Minna, 935 Mission 1887-1889 Residential/commercial High
090 941-945 Mission/428-430 Minna, 1852-1859 Building Hiah
931-933 Mission 1887-1889 Lodgings/commercial 9
. . 1859 Building
1M 27-929 M . .
091 9 !ssmn/g 929 Mission, 1887-1889 Dance hall/commercial/ High
426 Minna . .
residential
Building N-1 (Bounded by Minna, Fifth, Natoma, and Building N-2)
49 Mary and 430 Natoma/ .
042 420, 422 Natoma, 21 Mary 1887-1889 Commercial Moderate
- Low under
110-160 Fifth/405-423 Minna, 1859 Buildings building;
097 1887-1889 Inglewood .
408-422 Natoma . . Moderate in
Lodge/commercial/Chinese Laundry .
parking lot
099 Natoma Alley Low
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Table IVV.C-3: Historic Archaeological Sensitivity

Historic
Archaeological
Lot No. Current/Historic Address Historic Use to 1906 Sensitivity
Building N-2 (Bounded by Minna, Natoma, and Mary, and Proposed Alley)
. 1859 Building .
043 435 Minna/16 Mary 1887-1889 Residential/commercial High
1859 Building .
044 44 Mary/20 Mary 1887-1889 Residential/commercial High
045 50 Mary/22, 24, 26 Mary 1887-1889 Residential High
436-438 Natoma/426, 428 Natoma, 1887-1889 Residential/commercial
046 Moderate
28, 30 Mary
047 440 Natoma/430 Natoma 1887-1889 Residential/commercial Moderate
. 1859 Building
077 441-445 Minna 1887-1889 Residential Moderate

Source:  Anthropological Studies Center, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the 5M Project, San Francisco,
California, June 2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

Archaeological Research Design.The ARDTP prepared for the project identifies the research themes,

guestions, and data needs that would guide evaluation of, and mitigation of impacts to, prehistoric
and historical archaeological resources that may underlie the project site.2 The research themes
identified for the project consist of research problems that may be addressed by recovery and analysis
of archaeological data that qualify a site as a historical resource under CEQA due to its eligibility for

listing in the California Register under Criterion 4.

The research themes (bold italicized), and a brief explanation of these themes, that would guide
analysis of prehistoric and historical archaeological resources underlying the project site are listed

below. Research themes identified in the ARDTP consist of the following:

2 1bid.
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Prehistoric Research Themes

Human occupation and landscape evolution includes the study of how landscape changes,
such as stable and unstable periods of dune formation during prehistory, affected human

occupation of the landscape.
Cultural chronology is the study of artifact assemblages to determine their age.

Culture history includes the study of artifact assemblages and their possible association

with ethnolinguistic populations in prehistory.

Vertebrate and invertebrate archaeofauna variability includes the study of the quantities
and proportions of faunal remains in archaeological assemblages. Variability in such

assemblages is often explained by reference to environmental and/or social factors.

Resource intensification and adaptive change includes the study of subsistence practices
and those variables that account for resource exploitation strategies through time and

space.

Interaction and social change includes the study of intergroup trade and exchange during

prehistory, i.e., to acquire tools and ceremonial items.

Ceremonial use of shell mounds includes the study of shell mound sites as possible

ceremonial centers, i.e., through their use as cemeteries.

Historic-Period Research Themes

Townsite creation includes the study of the historical landscape, including leveling and fill

episodes, to reconstruct the processes by which cities were prepared and structured.

Industry includes the study of the physical remains of workplace buildings and structures,
as well as the artifacts associated with these features, to better understand the working

conditions and manufacturing processes that occurred in the project site.

Services includes the study of commercial establishments, e.g., saloons and laundries,

through analysis of the artifacts and features associated with these establishments.
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Mercantile includes the study of mercantile establishments, including retail establishments,
to reconstruct trade networks and commodity flows, artifact availability, and architectural

features of stores and establishments.

Residential includes the study of residential blocks and their occupants through analysis of

features and material remains.

Paleontological Resources within the Project Site. As described in the Geoarchaeological
Investigation section of this chapter, soil coring was completed to characterize the geologic strata
underlying the project site to a depth of 25 feet below the current ground surface. Five strata were
identified, the oldest and deepest of which dates to 1657 cal. B.P. Holocene-age (11,500 cal. B.P. to
present) geologic units are too recent to contain significant paleontological resources (fossils), and the

upper 25 feet of soil and fill underlying the project site have a low potential for containing fossils.

Underlying the Holocene deposits at an approximate depth of 30 feet is the surface of the Colma
Formation, a deposit comprised of poorly consolidated sand and mud. The Colma Formation was
formed during the Pleistocene approximately 80,000 to 120,000 years ago and is of sufficient age to
contain fossils of extinct species. Significant fossils, including mammoth and bison, have been

recovered from the Colma Formation

Regulatory Framework

This subsection describes the environmental statutes, State and local codes, and registration

programs that apply to cultural resources within the project site.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA applies to all discretionary projects undertaken

or subject to approval by the State’s public agencies.2> CEQA states that it is the policy of the State of

California to “take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with ... historic environ-

% California Code of Regulations (CCR) 14(3) Section 15002(i).
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mental qualities ... and preserve for future generations examples of the major periods of California
history.”26 Under the provisions of CEQA, “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant
effect on the environment.”2” CEQA thus requires that historical resources be taken into consideration
during the planning process.? If feasible, adverse effects to the significance of historical resources

must be avoided, or the effects mitigated.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) defines a “historical resource” as a resource which meets one or

more of the following criteria;

Listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California Register by the State Historical

Resources Commission;

Listed in a local register of historical resources (as defined at Public Resources Code (PRC)

Section 5020.1(K));

Identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of PRC

Section 5024.1(qg); or

Determined to be a historical resource by a project’s lead agency.®

A historical resource consists of: “Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or
manuscript which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or

cultural annals of California ... Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be

% Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21001(b), (c).
27 CCR 14(3) Section 15064.5(b).

28 CCR 14(3) Section 15064.5; PRC Section 21083.2.

29 CCR 14(3) Section 15064.5(b)(4).

3% CCR 14(3) Section 15064.5(a).
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“historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing in the California Register of

Historical Resources.”s!

A “substantial adverse change” is defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 as “demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” The significance of a historical
resource is materially impaired when a project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner
those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance and that
justify its inclusion in or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register, certain local registers, or

certain historic resource surveys.

CEQA requires a lead agency to determine if an archaeological cultural resource meets the definition
of a historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or neither.32 Prior to considering potential
impacts, the lead agency must determine whether an archaeological cultural resource meets the
definition of a historical resource.® If the archaeological cultural resource meets the definition of a
historical resource, then it is treated like any other type of historical resource. If the archaeological
cultural resource does not meet the definition of a historical resource, then the lead agency must
determine if it meets the definition of a unique archaeological resource.?* In practice, however, most
archaeological sites that meet the definition of a unique archaeological resource will also meet the
definition of a historical resource. Should the archaeological cultural resource meet the definition of a
unique archaeological resource, then it must be treated in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
21083.2. If the archaeological cultural resource does not meet the definition of a historical resource or
an archaeological resource, then effects to the resource are not considered significant effects on the

environment.

3LCCR 14(3) Section 15064.5(a)(3).
32 CCR 14(3) Section 15064.5(c)
33 CCR 14(3) Section 15064.5(c)(1)
3 CCR 14(3) Section 21083.2(g)
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California Public Resources Code: California Register of Historical Resources.The California Register

of Historical Resources (California Register) is established at California Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1. The California Register is a guide to cultural resources that must be considered when
a government agency undertakes a discretionary action subject to CEQA. The California Register
helps government agencies identify and evaluate California’s historical resources, and indicates
which properties are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse
change.® Any resource listed in, or eligible for listing in, the California Register is to be considered

during the CEQA process.

A cultural resource is evaluated under four California Register criteria to determine its historical

significance. A resource must be significant in accordance with one or more of the following criteria:

Criterion 1 (Events): Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to

the broad pattern of California’s history and cultural heritage;
Criterion 2 (Persons): Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

Criterion 3 (Architecture): Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region,
or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or

possesses high artistic values; or

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information

important in prehistory or history.

In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, the California Register requires that
sufficient time must have passed to allow a “scholarly perspective on the events or individuals
associated with the resource.” Fifty years is used as a general estimate of the time needed to under-

stand the historical importance of a resource.3¢ In order to protect potential resources, the State of

3 PRC Section 5024.1(a).
% CCR 14(11.5) Section 4852 (d)(2).
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California Office of Historic Preservation recommends documenting, and taking into consideration in

the planning process, any cultural resource that is 45 years or older.?

The California Register also requires a resource to possess integrity, which is defined as “the
authenticity of a historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics
that existed during the resource’s period of significance. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the
retention of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.””3 These seven

aspects of integrity are defined as:

Location: the place where the resource was constructed;

Design: the combination of elements that create the form, plans, space, structure, and style

of the resource;

Setting: the physical environment of the resource, including the landscape and spatial

relationship of the buildings;

Materials: the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular

period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the resource;

Workmanship: the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during

any given period of history;

Feeling: the resource’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of

time; and

Association: the direct link between an important historic event or person and a resource.

87 California Office of Historic Preservation, Instructions for Recording Historical Resources, March 1995. This
document is available for review at www.ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/manual95.pdf. The 45-year criterion
is in place to account for a projected 5-year interval between resource identification and planning decisions. The
criterion ensures that resources that will reach the age requirement in the interim are fully considered during the
environmental review and decision-making processes.

3 California Office of Historic Preservation, California Register and National Register: A Comparison (for
purposes of determining eligibility for the California Register), Technical Assistance Series #6, N.D., 2011. This document
is available for review at ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1069/files/technical%20assistance%20bulletin%206%202011

%20update.pdf

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

217



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
C. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Resources that are significant, meet the age guidelines, and possess integrity will generally be

considered eligible for listing in the California Register.

Local Reqisters of Historical Resources. The Planning Department considers a listing of historical

resources approved by ordinance or via resolution of the Board of Supervisors or the Planning

Commission to be a local register of historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.

Here Today. Here Today was the earliest survey completed by the Junior League of San Francisco.
Adopted by the Board of Supervisors under Resolution No. 268-70, Here Today documents approxi-
mately 2,500 properties within the City and County of San Francisco. The survey files are located in
the History Center at the Main Branch of the San Francisco Public Library. Generally, Here Today
focuses on buildings and structures of conspicuous architectural quality — primarily public buildings
and notable private properties. Here Today contains a brief section pertaining to SoMa, consisting of
the waterfront area from Market Street to the San Mateo County Line. No properties in the project

site were identified in Here Today.

1976 Citywide Architectural Survey. In 1974, as the American Bicentennial was approaching, the San
Francisco Planning Department began a City-wide survey of architecturally significant buildings. The
survey generated an inventory, which grew to over 10,000 properties. This survey was primarily a
visual inventory of urban design quality and did not consider cultural or historical significance. The
inventory assigned numerical ratings between “-2” (Detrimental) and “5” (Extraordinary) that
assessed various architectural and design criteria of each building. The unpublished survey,
consisting of sixty volumes of data, is on file at the Planning Department. When completed, the 1976
Architectural Survey was considered to represent 10 percent of the City’s building inventory. The
survey was adopted by the Board of Supervisors under Resolution No. 7831 in 1977, and the Planning
Department has been directed to use it, although the methodology is inconsistent with current CEQA

Guidelines PRC 5024.1(g).
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The 1976 Architectural Survey includes one building in the project site: the Chronicle Building at 901-

933 Mission Street. The Chronicle Building received an overall rating of “2” (Good).

San Francisco Architectural Heritage. San Francisco Architectural Heritage (Heritage) is the oldest non-
profit organization in San Francisco dedicated to educating the public about historic resources and
advocating for their preservation. Heritage has sponsored several historic resource inventories of
various neighborhoods throughout the City. The earliest of these was the Downtown Survey,
completed in 1978 by Michael Corbett, and subsequently published in 1979 as Splendid Survivors. The
Splendid Survivors inventory became the basis of Article 11 of the Downtown Area Plan (see below).
In 1984, the original survey was expanded from the downtown area to include the South of Market

Area in a survey called Splendid Extended.

The background research in Splendid Survivors for the most part augmented the findings of the 1976
Citywide Architectural Survey. Buildings were assigned a letter rating between “A” (Highest
Importance) to “D” (Minor or No Importance). The Splendid Survivors survey lists the following seven
buildings on the project site: the Dempster Printing Building (447-449 Minna Street), the Chronicle
Building (901-933 Mission Street), 190 Fifth Street, 910 Howard Street, 912 Howard Street, 924-926
Howard Street, and 430 Natoma Street. The Dempster Printing Building received a “B” rating,
indicating it is of “Major Importance.” The other six buildings received “C” ratings, indicating they
are of “Contextual Importance” that provide the setting for other important buildings and add visual
richness to the neighborhood. Of these C-rated buildings, the Chronicle Building was specifically
identified as “C**,” with the asterisks indicating that it could become a B-rated building if the exterior

was restored to its historical appearance.

The Downtown Area Plan/Article 11. The Downtown Area Plan, a component of the San Francisco
General Plan, contains policies and guidance for the development of the downtown area, an

important part of the City which is known for a “compact mix of activities, historical values, and
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distinctive architecture and urban forms that engender a special excitement reflective of a world
city.””3 The Downtown Area Plan was adopted in 1985 as Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning
Code. Article 11 of the City Planning Code (Preservation of Buildings and Districts of Architectural,
Historical, and Aesthetic Importance in the C-3 Districts) contains procedures for the designation of
important buildings and conservation districts, as well as for the review of changes to, or removal of,

such properties in the Downtown Area.

To preserve tangible connections with the City’s past, Objective 12 of the Downtown Area Plan calls
for conservation of those resources that provide connections with the various eras of the City’s
historical development. Pursuant to this objective, the Downtown Area Plan contains a ratings
method for evaluating potential historical resources. Outlined in Article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code, these categories are numbered via Roman numerals (I-V), where Category “I”
buildings are of the highest importance and are considered “excellent” in terms of architectural
design and qualities. Category “II” buildings are considered to be in virtually the same category as
Category “I” buildings, except provisions are made for structural additions. Category “I1I” and “IV”
structures are considered contributory or “contextual” buildings that provide a historical milieu for
the higher-rated Category “I” and “II” structures. Category “V” buildings are either unrated due to

lack of sufficient age or due to extensive modifications.4

The Downtown Area Plan assigned the Dempster Printing Building at 447-449 Minna Street a
Category | rating, indicating that (1) the building is at least 40 years old; (2) the building is judged to
be of individual importance; and (3) the building is rated excellent in architectural design or is rated

very good in both architectural design and relationship to the environment. No other buildings in the

% San Francisco Planning Department, Downtown Area Plan, November 13, 2013. This document is
available for review at www.sf-planning.org/ftp/general_plan/Downtown.htm.

40 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 11: Historic Resource Surveys,
January 2003. This document is available for review at sfpsociety.org/historicresource.html.
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project site have been rated under Article 11, nor do any properties within the project site lie within

an Article 11 conservation district.

Unreinforced Masonry Building (UMB) Survey. Following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, the then
San Francisco Landmarks Advisory Board commenced a survey of all identified UMBs within San
Francisco. Anticipating the demolition of many structurally compromised UMBs as a result of seismic
activity, the San Francisco Department of City Planning (precursor to the Planning Department)
developed background data about UMBs for use in significance evaluations. The completed report, A
Context Statement and Architectural/Historical Survey of Unreinforced Masonry Building (UMB) Construc-
tion in San Francisco from 1850 to 1940, was published in 1990. A copy is located in the History Center
of the San Francisco Public Library. Based on previously conducted historical evaluations, the UMB
survey assigns Priority Ratings of “I” (Highest Value), “I1” (Second Highest Value) or “I11”” (Non-

contributory) to surveyed buildings.

The UMB survey assigned the Dempster Printing Building (447-449 Minna Street) a Priority | rating.

No other buildings in the project site are included in the UMB survey.

San Francisco City Landmarks (“Article 10 Resources”). San Francisco City Landmarks are buildings,
properties, structures, sites, districts, and objects that possess “special character or special historical,
architectural or aesthetic interest or value and that are an important part of the City’s historical and
architectural heritage.”# City Landmarks are important to San Francisco’s history and are significant
and unique examples of the past. Adopted in 1967 as Article 10 of the City Planning Code, City
Landmarks are protected from inappropriate alterations and demolitions, with all significant
alterations reviewed by the Historic Preservation Commission. As of October 2012, there are 262
landmark sites, eleven historic districts, and nine structures of merit in San Francisco subject to

Article 10.

4 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Preservation Bulletins Numbers 1-21, 2004. This
document is available for review at www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1827 (accessed November 13, 2013).
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There are no Article 10 landmarks or structures of merit in the project site, nor is the project site

located within an Article 10 historic district.

South of Market Area Survey. In 2011, the Planning Department completed the Eastern Neighborhoods
SoMa Area Plan and Western SoMa Community Plan Historic Resource Survey (SoMa Survey). The
SoMa Survey was conducted to assemble historic information about the built environment within the
study area (bounded by Mission Street on the north, First Street on the east, Townsend Street on the
south, and 13t Street on the west) and determine the significance of identified resources, including
potential eligibility for inclusion in the National and California Registers. The SoMa Survey resulted
in the documentation and/or assessment of 2,142 properties, of which approximately 1,467 properties
were constructed in or before 1962. Several districts were also identified as part of the SoMa survey,
including the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District located west of the
project site (see district description below in the Historical Architectural Resources within and

Adjacent to the Project Site section of this chapter).

Four buildings in the project site—190 Fifth Street, 910 Howard Street, 912 Howard Street, and 924-
926 Howard Street—were included in the SoMa survey. The SoMa survey and evaluation of the
buildings at 190 Fifth Street, 910 Howard Street, and 924-926 Howard Street assigned a California
Historical Resource Status Code of “6L" to these buildings, indicating these are not architecturally
significant and not contributors to the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential District, but
that other aspects of their potential significance were not evaluated.® The SoMa survey assigned the
building at 912 Howard Street a California Historical Resource Status Code of “6Z,” indicating it is
not a historical resource. No other buildings within the project site were recorded or evaluated as part

of the SoMa Survey.

42 San Francisco Planning Department, South of Market Historic Resource Survey (survey results by address).
This document is available for review at www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/soma_survey/ALL_SOMA
SurveyData by address.pdf.
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San Francisco Planning Department Preservation Bulletin 16.4 The San Francisco Planning Depart-

ment has issued a Preservation Bulletin (No. 16), titled San Francisco Planning Department CEQA
Review Procedures for Historic Resources, which integrates the CEQA Guidelines into the City’s existing
regulatory framework. As a certified local government and CEQA lead agency for the City and
County of San Francisco, the San Francisco Planning Department has instituted guidelines and a
system for CEQA review of historic resources. The Planning Department has established the
categories for use in determining the significance of historic resources, based upon their evaluation

and inclusion in specific registers or surveys:
Category A: Historic resources (divided into two sub-categories):

o Category A.1: Resources listed on or formally determined to be eligible for the California
Register. These properties will be evaluated as historic resources for the purposes of
CEQA. Only a change in the property’s status as listed in, or determined to be eligible
for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources by the California Historic
Resources Commission will preclude evaluation of the property as a historical resource

under CEQA.

o Category A.2: Adopted local registers, and properties that have been determined to appear or
may become eligible, for the California Register. These properties will be evaluated as
historical resources for purposes of CEQA. Only a preponderance of the evidence
demonstrating that the resource is not historically or culturally significant will
preclude evaluation of the property as a historical resource. In the case of Category A.2,
resources included in an adopted survey or local register, the “preponderance of the
evidence” must generally consist of evidence that the appropriate decision-maker has
determined that the resource should no longer be included in the adopted survey or

register. Substantiated and uncontroverted evidence of an error in professional

43 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16: CEQA Review Procedures
for Historic Resources, March 31, 2008. This document is available for review at sf-planning.org/Modules/
ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5340.
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judgment or a clear mistake, or destruction of the property may also be considered a

“preponderance of the evidence that the property is not an historic resource.”

Category B: Properties requiring further consultation and review. Category B includes
properties that do not meet the criteria for listing in Categories A.1 or A.2, but for which
the City has information indicating that further consultation and review will be required to

evaluate whether a property is a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.

Category C: Category C includes properties that have been affirmatively determined not
to be historical resources, properties less than 50 years of age, and properties for which the

City has no information.

One building in the project site, the Dempster Printing Building (447-449 Minna Street), has a
Planning Department Historic Resource Status Code of “A.”4 All other buildings in the project site
have been assigned a Category “B” rating, although the Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRE)
conducted for the project* includes historical evaluations of all buildings in the project site, as

summarized in this section.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Criteria. Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant effect on

cultural resources if it would:

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those resources in Article 10 or Article 11 of the

San Francisco Planning Code;

4 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Property Information Map. This document is available
for review at ec2-50-17-237-182.compute-1.amazonaws.com/PIM/.

4 Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5;

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic

features; or

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Approach to Analysis. This section is based on the 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource
Evaluation Report4 and Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the 5M Project, San
Francisco, California.4” As summarized in the Setting section above, these studies included extensive
background research to identify historical resources, archaeological resources and human remains;
field review, resource recordation, and visual analysis by a qualified architectural historian; and a

geoarchaeological investigation to identify subsurface archaeological deposits and geologic strata.

Although the Anthropological Studies Center’s ARDTP does not specifically address paleontological
resources (fossils), the geoarchaeological investigation included in that report informs the project
site’s sensitivity for containing such resources, as discussed below under Paleontological Resource

Impacts.

As described in Chapter |1, Project Description, two project options are considered in the EIR: the
Office Scheme and the Residential Scheme. Under both schemes, the proposed project would result in
the construction of new office and active ground floor space (including office, retail, educational, and

cultural uses), residential dwelling units, and open space. Associated infrastructure and accessory

“Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

47 Anthropological Studies Center, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the 5M Project, San
Francisco, California, June 2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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vehicle and bicycle parking would also be developed to support these uses. The two options are
similar in massing and propose the same land use on all parcels except H-1. Both schemes would
retain and renovate the Chronicle Building (901-933 Mission Street) and retain and rehabilitate the
Dempster Printing Building (447-449 Minna Street) and entail demolition of all other buildings on the
site and the construction of four new buildings with heights ranging from 195 to 470 feet. The overall
gross square footages are substantially the same between the two schemes, with a difference of only
about 20,000 gsf; however, the allocation of office and residential uses between the two schemes
would vary by approximately 273,000 and 255,000 gsf, respectively. The cultural resources impacts
and mitigations described below apply to both the Office Scheme and the Residential Scheme. The
impacts to cultural resources would be identical for the two scenarios because: 1) the two scenarios
would result in the demolition of the same buildings (including potentially historic buildings); 2) the
depth of excavation during the construction period, and other elements of project construction,
including the use of heavy equipment (and potential disruption of archaeological and paleontological
resources and human remains) would be the same for each scenario; and 3) the building massing of
the two scenarios would differ only slightly, and would not create differences in the ways that

historic buildings in or around the site are seen or experienced.

Historical Resource Impacts*

Impact CP-1: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource due to: 1) the demolition of a total of five
buildings at 110 Fifth Street, 190 Fifth Street, 910 Howard Street, 912 Howard Street, and 924-926
Howard Street, as well as the two-story pedestrian connector between the Chronicle and Examiner

Buildings, which are not considered historical resources. (No Impact)

4 Under CEQA, archaeological sites can also qualify as historical resources (CCR 14(3) Section 15064.5(c)).
For purposes of this discussion, however, the impacts of the project to archaeological sites are discussed below in
the Archaeological Resource Impacts section of this chapter.
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None of these five buildings nor the pedestrian connector proposed for demolition qualify as
historical resources under CEQA, as documented in the HRE.# They are not eligible for listing in the
California Register under any criterion either individually or as contributors to a historic district, nor
are these buildings specifically addressed in either Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco

Planning Code. Therefore, demolition of these buildings would result in no impact under CEQA.

As described below, however, care shall be exercised so that remaining historical resources in the

vicinity are not physically damaged in the process of demolishing these buildings.

Impact CP-2: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme could cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource (including two historical resources within the project
site (Chronicle Building and Dempster Printing Building) and three historical resources in the
immediate vicinity of the project area (88 Fifth Street, 66 Mint Street and 955-965 Mission Street))
due to below-grade excavation and foundation work, the demolition of six buildings, possible pile
driving, new building framing, and associated ground borne vibrations. (Less Than Significant

with Mitigation)

Construction of subterranean parking and foundations would be undertaken as part of the project
and would require below-ground excavation. In addition, removal of existing buildings and
pavement could produce intermittent, substantial vibration over the course of several weeks.
Additional impacts depend on the method of construction employed, such as mat slab construction,
which would not generate excessive vibration levels, or impact pile driving, which could produce
considerable vibration. Pile driving has the potential to generate high ground vibration levels that can

cause structural damage to buildings within 200 feet. Vibration levels generated by pile driving

49 Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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activities would vary depending on project conditions such as soil conditions, construction methods,

and equipment used.

As described in Section IV.E, Noise, construction-related groundborne vibration impacts on buildings
are generally assessed in terms of Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), which is a measure of the maximum
speed at which a particle in the ground is moving relative to its inactive state. The Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) has established industry-accepted construction-related groundborne vibration
impact criteria for buildings that are extremely susceptible to vibration damage (e.qg., historic or other

sensitive buildings).

Given their proximity to proposed new construction, the buildings in Table IVV.C-4 may be

susceptible to significant ground vibration generated by construction of the proposed project.®

Table IV.C-4: Historical Resources and Distance from Proposed Construction

Address Historic Name Distance from Proposed Construction
901-933 Mission Street Chronicle Building 25 feet from M-2; 40 feet from N-1
447-449 Minna Street Dempster Printing 40 feet from M-2; 120 feet from N-1

88 Fifth Street The Old Mint 115 feet from M-2; 270 feet from N-1
66 Mint Street Provident Loan Association 75 feet from M-2; 275 feet from N-1
959-965 Mission Street California Casket Co. 90 feet from M-2

Source:  Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE), San
Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.

Due to the scope of construction and the proximity of the five historical resources listed above, there
is a potentially significant impact due to ground borne vibrations from construction, especially if pile

driving is used as a construction method. Even if pile driving is not used as a construction method,

% No other identified historical resources (Category A) are within 250 feet of the project site. In particular,
construction-related impacts to the Pickwick Hotel at 85-99 Fifth Street are not anticipated. The building is
approximately 290 feet from N-1 at its nearest point, and nearly 400 feet from M-2.
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the five historical resources may still be significantly impacted depending on the construction

methods used.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a: Prior to demolition and construction of any building, a historic

preservation architect and a structural engineer shall undertake an existing condition study of

the following five buildings:
901-933 Mission Street;
447-449 Minna Street;
88 Fifth Street;
66 Mint Street; and

959-965 Mission Street.

The existing condition studies will establish the baseline condition of each building prior to
demolition and construction, including the location and extent of any visible cracks or spalls.
For each resource, the documentation shall include written descriptions and photographs, and
shall include those physical characteristics of the resource that convey its historic significance
and that justify its classification as a historical resource. The documentation will be submitted

to the Planning Department Preservation Technical Specialist for review and approval.

The historical architect and structural engineer shall monitor the five historical resources
identified above during demolition and construction and report any changes to existing
conditions, including, but not limited to, expansion of existing cracks, new spalls, or other
exterior deterioration. The structural engineer will consult with the historic preservation
architect, especially if any problems with character-defining features of a historic resource are
discovered. If in the opinion of the structural engineer, in consultation with the historic
preservation architect, substantial adverse impacts to historical resources related to construc-
tion activities are found during construction, the monitoring team shall so inform the project

sponsor or sponsor’s designated representative responsible for construction activities.
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Monitoring reports shall be submitted on a periodic basis to the Planning Department
Preservation Technical Specialist assigned to the project. The Preservation Technical Specialist,
in consultation with the structural engineer and historic preservation architect, shall establish

the frequency of monitoring and reporting.

The project applicant shall adhere to the monitoring team’s recommendations for corrective
measures, including halting construction in situations where construction activities will
imminently endanger historic resources. The project applicant will respond to any claims of
damage by inspecting the affected property promptly, but in no case more than five working
days after the claim was filed and received by the project applicant’s designated representative.
Any new cracks or other changes in any of the five historical resources identified above will be
compared to pre-construction conditions and a determination made as to whether the
proposed project could have caused such damage. In the event that the project is demonstrated
to have caused any damage, such damage will be repaired in accordance with the requirements

of the applicable Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Prior to construction, a qualified geologist or other professional

with expertise in ground vibration and its effect on existing structures shall determine the
construction equipment and methods that will generate the groundborne vibration levels (as
measured in PPV) that do not exceed those identified for the protection of historic buildings in
the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment.5! The construction equipment and
methods that will generate no more than the maximum groundborne vibration levels, and that
can be feasibly implemented, shall be used to construct the project. If pile-driving is being used,
initial pile-driving shall be monitored and if vibrations are above threshold levels, modifica-

tions shall be made to reduce vibrations to below established levels. A copy of the contract

51 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. A copy of this

document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as
part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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specifications and monitoring reports shall be provided to the Planning Department

Preservation Technical Specialist assigned to the project.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2c: Prior to demolition and construction, a registered structural

engineer with experience in the rehabilitation and restoration of historic buildings shall
determine whether, due to the nature of the site’s soils, the proposed method of soil removal,
and the existing foundations of the historic buildings, project-related excavations have the
potential to cause settlement such that underpinning and/or shoring of 901-933 Mission Street,
and/or 959-965 Mission Street, and/or 447 Minna Street will be required. If underpinning or
shoring is determined to be necessary, appropriate designs shall be prepared and imple-
mented. All documents prepared in accordance with this Measure will be provided to the
Preservation Technical Specialist assigned to the project and reviewed and approved by the

appropriate permitting Department.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2d: Prior to demolition and construction, a historic preservation

architect shall establish a training program that emphasizes the importance of protecting
historical resources for construction workers who are anticipated to work directly with
potentially sensitive areas, such as workers involved in excavation or demolition. This program
shall include information on recognizing historic fabric and materials, and directions on how to
exercise care when working around and operating equipment near 901-933 Mission Street, 959-
965 Mission Street, and 447-449 Minna Street, including storage of materials away from the
historic buildings. The training will also include information on means to reduce vibrations
from demolition and construction, and monitoring and reporting any potential problems that
could affect historical resources. A provision for establishing this training program shall be
incorporated into the project sponsor’s contract(s) with its construction contractor(s), and the
contract provisions related to this training program will be reviewed and approved by the

Planning Department Preservation Technical Specialist.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a through M-CP-2d will reduce project-related

ground borne vibration impacts to historical resources to a less-than-significant level.

Impact CP-3: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource due to the demolition of the Camelline Building (430

Natoma Street), a historical resource under CEQA. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)

The Camelline Building at 430 Natoma Street would be demolished as part of the project to allow for
construction of Building N-2. The Camelline Building is a historical resource under CEQA due to its
eligibility for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 (architecture) as a well-preserved
example of the type of multi-purpose, loft-style light industrial building that characterized much of
the SoMa area’s rebuilding in the 1920s. Demolition of this building would result in a significant
impact to a historical resource as it would result in the material impairment of the building’s
significance through the loss of historic fabric that conveys its significance and justifies its California

Register eligibility.

Relocation of this building would potentially mitigate project impacts to a less-than-significant level
if the orientation, setting, and general environment of the relocated building are comparable to those
of its historic location and compatible with the resource’s significance. The San Francisco Planning
Department’s online Property Information Map, along with Google Maps aerial and street views of
the South of Market area were reviewed in an effort to identify unimproved lots that satisfy all of the

following criteria:
Single lot of similar size to the Camelline Building parcel 3725-042 (approximately 80’ x 40”);
Lot outside the 5M project site;
Lot with southeasterly orientation, like parcel 3725-042;
Lot within 1/4-mile of parcel 3725-042;

Lot that would allow for ongoing exposure of Camelline Building’s west wall; and
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Lot with buildings in the immediate vicinity similar to the Camelline Building in age or

size.

No suitable relocation sites within a “-mile of the project site that satisfy the above criteria were

identified, and as a result, relocation as a possible mitigation to project demolition of the Camelline

Building is not proposed.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Prior to issuance of demolition or site permits related directly to

the Camelline Building, the project applicant shall undertake Historic American Building

Survey (HABS) documentation of the Camelline Building at 430 Natoma Street. The

documentation shall be undertaken by a qualified professional who meets, at a minimum, the

Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural history or

historic architecture. Documentation shall be conducted in consultation with a Planning

Department Preservation Technical Specialist and will be submitted for review and approval

by the Department’s Preservation Technical Specialist. The documentation shall consist of the

following:

Measured Drawings: Existing drawings of the Camelline Building, if available, shall be
photographed with large-format negatives or photographically reproduced on Mylar. In
the absence of existing drawings, full-measured drawings of the building’s plan and

primary (south and west) elevations shall be prepared.

HABS-Level Photographs: Digital photographs of the interior and the exterior of the
subject property. Large format negatives are not required. The scope of the digital
photographs shall be reviewed by Planning Department Preservation Technical Specialist
for concurrence. The photography shall be undertaken by a qualified professional with

demonstrated experience in HABS photography; and

Historical Overview: In consultation with a Planning Department Preservation Technical
Specialist, a qualified historian or architectural historian shall assemble historical

background information relevant to the Camelline Building and its setting. Much, if not all,
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of this information may be drawn from the Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE) for

the project.

To ensure its public accessibility, the documentation shall be filed with the Planning
Department, San Francisco History Center at the Main Library, the Northwest Information
Center of the California Historical Resources Information System, and San Francisco

Architectural Heritage.

Interpretive Display: A permanent interpretative display shall be installed on the project
site, within a lobby or other public area proximate to the footprint of the Camelline

Building, and of sufficient size to present a photograph and text discussing the building.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-3 will reduce Impact CP-3, but not to a less-than-

significant level. Therefore, the impact will be significant and unavoidable.

Impact CP-4: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would result in actions that could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of the Chronicle Building (901-933 Mission Street), a
historical resource under CEQA. These actions would (1) demolish and remove the two-story
pedestrian connector between the Chronicle and Examiner Buildings (425-433 Minna Street), the
non-historic, above-grade pedestrian bridge that is attached to the south wall of the Chronicle
Building ; (2) develop open space on the rooftop of the Chronicle Building ; and (3) rehabilitate the
Chronicle Building, which could endanger its historic status. (Less Than Significant with

Mitigation).

Pedestrian Bridge Demolition: The project would remove the two-story pedestrian bridge at 425-433

Minna Street, a non-historic feature that connects the Examiner building with the south wall of the
Chronicle Building at 901-933 Mission Street. This south wall, however, is a secondary elevation that
was significantly altered at the time the Examiner Building and pedestrian bridge were constructed,
and it does not include any of the Chronicle Building'’s historic character-defining features. As a
result, the proposed removal of the pedestrian bridge would not physically damage historic features,

and there would be a less-than-significant impact under CEQA.
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As described above at Impact CP-2, however, care shall be exercised so that project groundborne
vibrations resulting from demolition would not physically damage character-defining elements of the

Chronicle Building or nearby historical resources.

Rooftop Conversion: Conversion of the Chronicle Building’s rooftop to open space would incorporate
several elements that would not result in a substantial adverse change to a historical resource. These

elements are identified below.

None of the proposed modifications of the rooftop into open space would interfere with
the visual primacy of the Chronicle Building tower, a character-defining feature of this

resource.

The proposed mechanical enclosures would be sufficiently set back from the building
parapet that they would not be visible from the opposite sidewalk on Fifth and Mission

Streets.

The proposed external elevator or stairway to access the rooftop would be located away
from the building's primary facades along Mission and Fifth Street, and any overrun would
be sufficiently set back from the building parapet that they would not be visible from the

opposite sidewalk on Fifth and Mission Streets.

However, the greenhouse and one-story café/food kiosk proposed for the roof could resultin a
substantial adverse change to a historical resource. Mitigation for this potential impact is described

below at M-CP-4b.

Rehabilitation: As part of the proposed project, the Chronicle Building would be rehabilitated through
the following modifications: existing staircases or other circulation alterations to meet tenant needs;
potential increase in the number and locations of pedestrian entrances and exits into the buildings, or
potential additional windows or openings on Minna and/or Mary Streets (where none currently
exist); interior structural or circulation alterations necessitated by demolition of the Examiner

Building connector; and, upgrades to mechanical, electrical and plumbing systems. . Exterior
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modifications include construction of a new facade where the connection to the existing Examiner

Building would be removed.

The Chronicle Building is a historical resource under CEQA due to its eligibility for listing in the
California Register under Criterion 1 (events) and, possibly, Criterion 2 (persons). The building was
extensively modified through a series of alterations in the 1950s, 1960s, and early 1970s, and these
alterations are not considered an integral element of the building’s historic fabric and do not warrant
protection. Accordingly, the project does not present any potential impacts associated with interior
work regarding the Chronicle Building.52 Inappropriate exterior modification of the Chronicle
Building has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the building’s historical
significance by materially altering in an adverse manner those character-defining features that
convey its historical significance. Therefore, care and oversight need to occur to ensure that such

work does not compromise the building’s historical integrity.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4a: Prior to issuance of site or construction permits related directly

to the Chronicle Building, proposed plans for the rehabilitation of the Chronicle Building shall
be submitted to the Planning Department Preservation Technical Specialist for review and
approval. Any work that affects the character-defining features of the exterior of the Chronicle
Building shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and undertaken with the assistance of a historic preservation architect meeting
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards Professional Qualifications Standards. The historic preserva-
tion architect will evaluate the proposed project to assess the treatment of the building’s
character-defining features and for conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. The historic preservation architect shall regularly evaluate the ongoing

renovation to ensure it continues to satisfy the Standards and will submit status reports to the

52 Architectural Resources Group, 5M Development Project Area Historical Resource Evaluation Report (HRE),
San Francisco, California, September 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Planning Department Preservation Technical Specialist according to a schedule agreed upon

prior to commencement of the work.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4b: The greenhouses and kiosk rooftop additions to the Chronicle

Building would be setback so as to be minimally visible from the street and would not obscure,
remove, or damage any character-defining features of the Chronicle Building. A Planning
Department Preservation Technical Specialist shall conduct a design review of the rooftop
additions to ensure that these are in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for

Rehabilitation.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-4a and M-CP-4b will reduce project-related impacts

to the Chronicle Building associated with its renovation to a less-than-significant level.

Impact CP-5: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme could cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource by rehabilitating the Dempster Printing Building at 447-
449 Minna Street, which could endanger the building’s historic status. (Less Than Significant with

Mitigation)

The Dempster Printing Building would be rehabilitated by the project. The Dempster Printing
Building is a historical resource under CEQA due to (1) its eligibility for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 1 (events) and Criterion 3 (architecture); and (2) its listing in a local register
of historical resources, the Downtown Area Plan (Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code), as a
Category | building. Inappropriate rehabilitation has the potential to cause a substantial adverse
change in the building’s historical significance by materially altering in an adverse manner those
character-defining features that convey its historical significance. Therefore, care and oversight need

to occur to ensure that such work does not compromise the building’s historical integrity.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5: Prior to issuance of site or construction permits related directly to

the Dempster Printing Building, proposed plans for the rehabilitation of the Dempster Printing
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Building shall be submitted to the Planning Department Preservation Technical Specialist for
review and approval pursuant to the requirements of Article 11. Any alteration of the 447-449
Minna Street exterior shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation and undertaken with the assistance of a historic preservation
architect meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards Professional Qualifications Standards. The
historic preservation architect shall regularly evaluate the ongoing renovation to ensure it
continues to satisfy the Standards. The historic preservation architect shall submit status
reports to a City Planning Department Preservation Technical Specialist according to a

schedule agreed upon prior to commencement of the work.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-5 will reduce project-related impacts to the Dempster

Printing Building associated with its rehabilitation to a less-than-significant level.

Impact CP-6: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of historical resources through use of building materials or wall
treatments that are incompatible with adjacent historical resources, including the Chronicle
Building, and 194-198 Fifth Street and 934 Howard Street, two Category B potential historical

resources that are adjacent to the proposed project. (Less Than Significant)

Project design-related impacts to adjacent Category A historical resources, and Category B potential
historical resources, are assessed in the HRE. The assessment considers the massing, size, and scale of
proposed buildings H-1, M-2, N-1, and N-2 and their potential to result in a significant impact
(material damage) by visually overwhelming nearby historical resources, including the Chronicle
Building, Dempster Printing Building, The Old Mint, California Casket Company Building, Provident
Loan Association Building, and Pickwick Hotel. The analysis considers whether the size and massing
of the proposed buildings on parcels H-1, M-2, N-1, and N-2 could indirectly alter or in some way
impair the attributes of the existing historic buildings that the historic integrity of those historic

buildings could be substantially compromised or diminished.
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The proposed project would incorporate several design elements that would address project compat-

ibility to adjacent historical resources related to scale and massing. These design elements and

principles include:

Introducing uses into multiple new buildings that would be accommodated in buildings

with footprints similar in size to, or smaller than, the footprint of the Chronicle Building.

Setting apart the new construction from the historic buildings on site to prevent obscuring
the physical extent of the historic buildings. In particular, there would be no above-ground

direct connections between new-construction buildings and historical resources.

Employing streetscaping, landscaping and open space elements, including the proposed
relocation of Mary Street between Minna and Natoma Streets, as well as the proposed new
plaza, to significantly separate the proposed construction from the historic Dempster

Printing Building at 447-449 Minna Street.

Distributing heights variably on the site to differentiate between existing buildings and
proposed, old and new. The proposed height of the building immediately east of 447-449
Minna Street, Building N-2, is 174 feet, significantly lower than the height of Building N-1
to the east. Building N-2 thus eases the transition between 447-449 Minna Street and the
400-foot-high Building N-1 by “stepping down” the new development. The proposed
location for Building H-1, along Fifth Street in the southwest corner of the project site, is
away from the Chronicle Building, 447-449 Minna Street, and nearby Category A resources.
This location is also directly across Fifth Street from the tallest building in the vicinity of
the 5M Development project Area: the 340-foot-tall Intercontinental Hotel at 888 Howard

Street.

Avoiding physical alterations to existing or eligible to accommodate parking, by designing
vehicle entrances to the project’s underground parking garage at buildings M-2, N-1, and
H-1. Neither the Chronicle Building nor 447-449 Minna Street would be impacted by the

proposed parking garage entrances.
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The design features and siting of the proposed project would not adversely affect the setting of the
Chronicle Building, Dempster Printing Building, The Old Mint, California Casket Company Building,
Provident Loan Association Building, Pickwick Hotel, and adjacent Category B buildings at 194-198
Fifth Street and 934 Howard Street would such that the integrity of the resources would be

substantially compromised.

Furthermore, although specific design details regarding the project’s proposed building materials
and wall treatments have not been finalized, the project Design for Development document identifies

design standards and guidelines related to:
Streetwall setbacks;
Upper level setbacks;
Streetwall variations;
Ground floor articulation;
Ground floor entries;
Building facade articulation;
Facade proportions;
Preferred materiality;
Preferred color palettes
Tower completion strategies;
Building ornamentation; and

Existing structures.

Under the Fifth and Mission SUD, site and/or building permits for each new building within the
Project would be subject to City review to confirm consistency with the standards and guidelines set
forth in the D4D. As part of this review, Planning Department Preservation staff would review

proposed building materials and wall treatments to ensure compatibility and consistency with the
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above-listed standards and guidelines for new construction are reflected in specific building plans,
including a review of those specific locations where new construction is proposed immediately

adjacent to known or potential historical resources:
the Fifth Street facades of Building N-1 and the Chronicle Building (901-933 Mission Street);

the Mission Street facades of Building M-2 and the Chronicle Building (901-933 Mission

Street);
the Fifth Street facades of Building H-1 and 194- 198 Fifth Street; and

the Howard Street facades of Building H-1, 194-198 Fifth Street, and 934 Howard Street.

Project construction that incorporates the above design approaches and is determined consistent with
this review process would avoid adverse effects to adjacent historic architectural resources. Because
project implementation would not materially damage off-site historic resources, impacts related to

project compatibility with adjacent resources would be less than significant.

Archaeological Resource Impacts

Impact CP-7: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme could cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an archaeological resource because it would require excavation for building
demolition, pavement removal, and construction of underground parking. (Less Than Significant

with Mitigation)

Project ground-disturbing activities would require excavation to a maximum depth of approximately
45 feet below the existing ground surface to allow for removal of six existing buildings and asphalt,
and construction of new building foundations and subterranean parking. The project site has low to
high sensitivity for buried prehistoric and historical archaeological deposits, with the potential to
encounter archaeological deposits varying according to depth of project impact and location. The
geoarchaeological investigation conducted for the project identified a low potential for prehistoric

archaeological deposits in the upper 25 feet of soil and fill underlying the project site. Below this
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depth, however, there is a potential to identify significant prehistoric archaeological deposits on the
surface of the Colma Formation that may qualify as “historical resources” or a “unique archaeological
resource” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c). Areas of moderate and high historical
archaeological sensitivity (provided to the City under separate, confidential cover) were determined

based on the potential for subsurface deposits and features to have survived to the present.

The proposed project, therefore, has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change to subsurface
archaeological resources by adversely affecting the significance of these resources under Criterion 4
(Information Potential). The partial or total destruction of archaeological resources by the project

would impair the ability of such resources to convey important scientific and historical information.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-7 will reduce project ground-disturbing impacts to a less-than- significant

level.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-7: The project applicant shall retain the services of an archaeological

consultant for the project from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by
the San Francisco Planning Department. The archaeological consultant shall prepare plans,
reports, and implement excavation programs, as described below. The archaeological
consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the
San Francisco Planning Department. All plans and reports prepared by the archaeological
consultant, as specified below, shall be submitted to the San Francisco Planning Department for
review and comment and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final

approval.

The archaeological consultant shall undertake the following tasks.

Archaeological Testing, Evaluation, and Data Recovery

The archaeological consultant shall prepare an Archaeological Testing Plan (ATP) that

describes where and how portions of the project site will be examined before construction to
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identify archaeological remains, if any. The purpose of the ATP is to propose a research context
and methods to identify and evaluate whether any archaeological deposits that underlie the
project site constitute archaeological resources or historical resources under CEQA. The ATP
may adapt portions of the Archaeological Resources Design and Testing Plans® prepared for the
project, as needed, including research design, field methods, and laboratory methods. The ATP

shall be implemented after approval by the San Francisco Planning Department.

After implementation of the ATP, the archaeological consultant shall prepare an Archaeological
Testing/Evaluation Report for submittal to the San Francisco Planning Department for review
that presents findings from the testing program implemented as part of the ATP. The
Archaeological Testing/Evaluation Report will present a systematic evaluation of any
archaeological deposits identified in the project site and their eligibility for listing in the

California Register of Historical Resources.

If the San Francisco Planning Department determines that, based on the results presented in
the Archaeological Testing/Evaluation Report, a significant archaeological resource or historical
resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the project, an
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be implemented. The results of the Archaeologi-
cal Data Recovery Program shall be presented in a report of findings for review and approval
by the San Francisco Planning Department. The final Archaeological Data Recovery Program
report of findings shall be submitted to the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State

University, Rohnert Park, California.

Archaeological Monitoring

532 Anthropological Studies Center, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the 5M Project, San

Francisco, California, June 2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Depending upon results of the identification and evaluation of archaeological deposits
conducted pursuant to the ATP, the San Francisco Planning Department may require
archaeological monitoring during construction in specific areas defined as moderately or
highly sensitive for archaeological resources. Archaeological monitors shall be empowered to
stop construction activity at the location of a potential find to evaluate the discovery and make

recommendations in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, as appropriate.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-7 will reduce potential impacts to archaeological
resources to a less-than-significant level because it will require evaluation and protection of any
identified archaeological resources, and ongoing monitoring of archaeological resources, if deemed

warranted by the San Francisco Planning Department.

Paleontological Resource Impacts

Impact CP-8: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme could indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource due to excavation activities. (Less Than Significant with Mitigation)

Project ground-disturbing activities would require excavation to a maximum depth of approximately
45 feet below the existing ground surface to allow for construction of subterranean parking. The
Colma Formation, which underlines the project site at an approximate depth of 30+ feet, is known to
contain significant vertebrate fossils of extinct species. Disturbance of these fossils could impair their

ability to yield important scientific information, a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-8: The project applicant shall retain the services of a qualified

paleontological consultant to design and implement a Paleontological Resources Monitoring
and Mitigation Program (PRMMP). The PRMMP shall include a description of when and
where construction monitoring will be required; emergency discovery procedures; sampling
and data recovery procedures; procedure for the preparation, identification, analysis, and

curation of fossil specimens and data recovered; preconstruction coordination procedures; and
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procedures for reporting the results of the monitoring program. The PRMMP shall be
consistent with the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology Standard Guidelines for the mitigation
of construction-related adverse impacts to paleontological resources and the requirements of

the designated repository for any fossils collected.

During construction, earth-moving activities shall be monitored by a qualified paleontological
consultant having expertise in California paleontology in the areas where these activities have
the potential to disturb previously undisturbed native sediment or sedimentary rocks.
Paleontological monitoring will not be required for areas that are of low sensitivity for

containing fossils, i.e., within fill and Holocene-age deposits.

The paleontological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure and
at the direction of the San Francisco Planning Department. The consultant shall submit plans
and reports prepared for the project to the San Francisco Planning Department for review and
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the

San Francisco Planning Department.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-8 will reduce project-related impacts to paleonto-

logical resources to a less-than-significant level.

Impacts to Human Remains

Impact CP-9: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme could disturb human remains, due to

excavation activities. (Less Than Significant with Mitigation)

As noted in the discussion under Impact CP-7, project ground-disturbing activities could encounter
significant prehistoric archaeological deposits on the surface of the Colma Formation, which is
estimated to underlie the project at approximately 30 feet below the existing ground surface.

Prehistoric archaeological deposits, particularly residential sites and shell mounds, may contain
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human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries. Disturbance of such remains would result in a

significant impact.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-9: The treatment of human remains and of associated or

unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil 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)
(Public Resources Code Section 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 Section 15064.5(d)). The agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the

human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-9 will reduce project-related impacts to human

remains to a less-than-significant level.

Cumulative Impacts. This section discusses the cumulative impacts to cultural resources that could

result from the project in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

Impact C-CP-1: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would demolish the Camelline
Building at 430 Natoma Street, a historical resource under CEQA. Demolition of this resource, in
combination with demolition or removal of historical resources by past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant

impact. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
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The proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment if, in combination with
other past, current, or reasonably feasibly foreseeable projects within the vicinity, the project
contributes to a cumulative impact on historical resources. For purposes of this analysis a “list
approach” was used to identify reasonably foreseeable projects within a 0.5-mile radius of the project
site. A cumulatively significant impact would occur, for example, if other closely related projects
would affect historical resources identified in the project site, or other historical buildings associated
with the significant historical context of post-quake rebuilding of the SoMa Area from approximately
1906 to 1929. As noted in the South of Market Historic Context Statement, this post-quake rebuilding

period is the most important historical factor in the historical architecture of the area.

As described above, the proposed project would demolish the Camelline Building, which is eligible
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a well-
preserved example of the type of multi-purpose, loft-style light industrial building that characterized
the SoMa area’s rebuilding in the 1920s. There are past and reasonably foreseeable projects proposed
in the vicinity that have, or would result in, demolition of other historical buildings (i.e., constructed
between 1906 and 1929) that are significant, either individually or as contributors to a historic district.
Projects at 255 Seventh Street (Case No. 2004.0588E), 725 Harrison Street (Case No. 2005.0759E), and
200-214 Sixth Street (Case No. 2011.0119E), for example, have or would eliminate important examples
of SoMa buildings associated with the Sixth Street Lodginghouse District and Western SoMa Light
Industrial and Residential Historic District. Demolition of these historical resources is a significant
impact that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the proposed project, in
association with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would contribute to
a cumulatively considerable impact to historical resources by eliminating important examples of
buildings built between 1906-1929 in SoMa. While Mitigation Measures M-CP-3a and M-CP-3b
would allow for the documentation and partial salvage of the Camelline Building, the significant

contribution to the cumulative loss of historical resources would remain unavoidable.
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Impact C-CP-2: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme could disturb archaeological resources,
paleontological resources, and human remains. Disturbance of these resources and remains, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant impact. (Less Than Significant with

Mitigation)

The potential disturbance of subsurface cultural resources that may underlie the project site,
including archaeological resources, paleontological resources, and human remains, could have a
cumulatively significant impact when considered with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable
projects in San Francisco and the Bay Area. As described above, implementation of appropriate
identification, evaluation, recovery, and monitoring of these resources would mitigate impacts to
these resources by realizing their information potential and significance under Criterion 4 of the
California Register of Historical Resources. The recovery, documentation, and interpretation of this
information would enhance our knowledge of prehistory or history and would be made available for
future archaeological research, contributing to the scientific community and general public’s
understanding and interpretation of the past. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-7, M-

CP-8, and M-CP-9 would mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level.
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D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and
circulation resulting from implementation of the 5M Project. Transportation-related issues of concern
that are addressed include traffic on local and regional roadways, transit, bicycles, pedestrians,
parking, loading, and construction-related activities. This section provides an overview of existing
transportation conditions, a description of applicable transportation regulations and policies,
methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation
measures. This section is based on information and analysis contained in the 5M Project Transporta-

tion Impact Study (TIS).1

Environmental Setting

This section provides a description of the existing transportation conditions in the vicinity of the
project site. Included in this section are descriptions of existing roadway, transit, pedestrian, bicycle,
and parking conditions. Please see Figure 11-1 from the Chapter Il, Project Description, which

presents the roadway network in the vicinity of the project.

Roadway Network.

Interstate 80 (1-80) provides the primary regional access to the project area. The San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge is part of 1-80 and connects San Francisco with the East Bay and points east. 1-80
runs to the south of the project site. Access to the project site from 1-80 westbound is via the Fremont
Street off-ramp or the Harrison/Fifth Street off-ramp, and access to 1-80 westbound is via the on-ramp
at the intersection of Harrison/Fourth. Access from 1-80 eastbound is via the Bryant/Fourth off-ramp,
and access to 1-80 eastbound is via the on-ramps at the intersections of Harrison/Essex, Harrison/First,

Bryant/Sterling, and Bryant/Fifth.

1L CW Consulting, 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014. A copy of this document is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File
No. 2011.0409E.
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U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provides access to both the north and south of the study area. I-80 joins
U.S. 101 to the southwest of the project site and provides access to the Peninsula and South Bay.
Nearby access to U.S. 101 to the south is provided from I-80, including the on- and off-ramps at
Fourth and Fifth Streets. In addition, U.S. 101 connects San Francisco and the North Bay via the
Golden Gate Bridge. Within the northern part of San Francisco, U.S. 101 operates on surface streets

(i.e., Van Ness Avenue and Lombard Street).

Interstate 280 (1-280) provides regional access from the South of Market area of downtown San
Francisco to southwest San Francisco and the South Bay/Peninsula. 1-280 and U.S. 101 have an
interchange to the south of downtown San Francisco. Nearby access points to 1-280 are located at

Sixth Street at Brannan Street and at King Street (near Fifth Street).

Market Street is a two-way arterial that runs between Steuart Street and Portola Drive. Market Street
runs in an east-west direction. In the vicinity of the project site, Market Street has two lanes in each
direction, and on-street parking is prohibited, although there are loading zones on most blocks.
Numerous bus lines and the F Market & Wharves historic streetcar line run on Market Street between
Steuart and Castro streets. In the San Francisco General Plan, Market Street is designated as a Transit
Conflict Street in the CMP Network, a Transit Preferential Street (transit-oriented), a Citywide
Pedestrian Network Street and a Neighborhood Commercial Street. In addition, Market Street

between Castro and Steuart streets is part of Bicycle Route 50.

Mission Street is a four-lane arterial that runs in an east-west direction between The Embarcadero
and Van Ness Avenue, and continues in a north-south direction west of Van Ness Avenue. One of
Mission Street’s two lanes in the eastbound and westbound directions, between Eleventh and Beale
Streets, is dedicated as a right-turn/bus-only lane on weekdays between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. On-
street, metered parking is generally provided along both curbs, but is prohibited during the AM and
PM peak periods. The General Plan designates Mission Street as a Transit Conflict Street in the CMP
Network, as a Transit Preferential Street (primary transit-oriented) within the downtown core, a
Neighborhood Pedestrian Street (Neighborhood Commercial), and as a Citywide Pedestrian Network

Street. The Mission Street sidewalk adjacent to the project site is 15 feet wide, which meets the Better
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Streets Plan minimum width of 12 feet, and recommended width of 15 feet. The Mission Street
sidewalk widths on the south side of Mission Street between Third and Fifth streets are 10 feet wide

and are less than the minimum width of 12 feet required by the Better Streets Plan.

Minna Street is an east-west alley that runs discontinuously between 15th Street and First Street. West
of Fifth Street, Minna Street is a one-way westbound street. Minna Street generally has one travel lane
and on-street parking on one side of the street (west of Fifth Street, parking is permitted on the north
side of the street). Minna Street has a 35-foot wide right-of-way, which includes a 21-foot wide travel
lane, a 9-foot wide sidewalk on the south side of the street and an 11-foot wide sidewalk on the north
side of the street. The Minna Street sidewalks adjacent to the project site meet the Better Streets Plan

minimum sidewalk widths for alleys of 6 feet and the recommended sidewalk width of 9 feet.

Natoma Street is an east-west alley that runs discontinuously between 15th Street and First Street.
West of Fifth Street, Natoma Street is a one-way eastbound street. Natoma Street generally has one
travel lane and on-street parking on one side of the street (west of Fifth Street, parking is permitted
on the south side of the street). Natoma Street has a 35-foot wide right-of-way, which includes a 21-
foot wide travel lane, and 6 to 7-foot wide sidewalks. The Natoma Street sidewalks adjacent to the
project site meet the Better Streets Plan minimum sidewalk width of 6 feet, but not the recommended

sidewalk width of 9 feet.

Mary Street is a north-south alley that runs one-way northbound between Howard and Mission
streets. Mary Street has one travel lane, and on-street parking is not permitted on either side of the
street. Mary Street has a 25-foot wide right-of-way, which includes a 15-foot wide travel lane, and 5-
foot wide sidewalks on both sides of the street. The Mary Street sidewalks do not meet the Better

Streets Plan recommended sidewalk width of 9 feet, nor the minimum sidewalk width of 6 feet.

Mint Street is a north-south alley that runs two-way between Jessie Street and Fifth Street, and
terminates at Mint Plaza, a pedestrian plaza that runs between Mint and Fifth streets north of the Old
Mint. Mint Street has a 10-foot wide sidewalk on the west side of the street, and no sidewalk on the
east side of the street adjacent to the Old Mint building. The Mint Street west sidewalk meets the

Better Streets Plan minimum sidewalk width of 6 feet and recommended sidewalk width of 9 feet.
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While there is no east sidewalk, the legislated sidewalk width of 11 feet would meet the Better Streets

Plan minimum and recommended requirements.

Howard Street runs between The Embarcadero and South VVan Ness Avenue. It is a two-way arterial
with two travel lanes in each direction between The Embarcadero and Fremont Street, and a one-way
arterial west of Fremont Street with three to four travel lanes in the westbound direction. The San
Francisco General Plan identifies Howard Street as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network, as a
Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) street and a Transit Preferential Street (transit-important)
between Main and Beale Streets. Howard Street is part of Bicycle Route 30, and a bicycle lane is
provided on the north side of Howard Street between Fremont and Eleventh streets. The Howard
Street sidewalk adjacent to the project site is 11 feet 6 inches wide, which does not meet the Better
Streets Plan minimum sidewalk width of 12 feet by 6 inches, and does not meet the recommended

width of 15 feet.

Folsom Street runs between The Embarcadero and Ripley Street (south of Cesar Chavez Street).
Folsom Street is a four-lane eastbound one-way arterial between Eleventh and Main Streets, and is a
two-way arterial with three eastbound lanes and one westbound lane between Main Street and The
Embarcadero. The San Francisco General Plan identifies Folsom Street as a Major Arterial in the CMP
Network and as an MTS Street. Folsom Street is part of Bicycle Route 30, and has a bicycle lane on the

south side of the street.

Harrison Street runs between The Embarcadero and Norwich Street (south of Cesar Chavez Street).
Harrison Street operates two-ways between The Embarcadero and Third Street, one-way westbound
between Third and Tenth Streets, and two-way between Tenth and Norwich Streets. Between Beale
and First Streets, Harrison Street has one eastbound and three westbound travel lanes, and curb
parking on both sides of the street. The San Francisco General Plan identifies Harrison Street as a
Major Arterial in the CMP Network, an MTS Street, a Transit Preferential Street (transit-important),

and a Neighborhood Commercial Street.
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Bryant Street runs between The Embarcadero and Precita Avenue (south of Cesar Chavez Street).
Between Second Street and Eleventh Street, Bryant Street is a one-way eastbound arterial with four
travel lanes. East of Second Street, Bryant Street operates one-way eastbound to the Sterling Street on-
ramp to 1-80, and operates both eastbound and westbound (one lane in each direction) between
Sterling Street and The Embarcadero. Bryant Street provides the primary access to and from 1-80
eastbound, including on-ramps at Fifth Street and Sterling Street, and off-ramps at Seventh and at
Fourth streets. The San Francisco General Plan identifies Bryant Street as a Major Arterial in the CMP
Network, an MTS Street, a Transit Preferential Street (transit-important), and a Neighborhood

Commercial Street.

Third Street is a north-south arterial between Bayshore Boulevard and Market Street. North of
Market Street, Third Street connects with Kearny Street and Geary Street. North of Townsend Street,
Third Street is a one-way northbound roadway. In the vicinity of the project site, Third Street has five
travel lanes during peak periods, and the east curb lane is reserved for transit vehicles. On-street
parking is generally provided along both sides of the street, but is prohibited during the morning and
evening peak periods (7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 to 6:00 p.m.). In the San Francisco General Plan,
Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network, a MTS street, a Transit
Preferential Street (transit important), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and a Neighborhood

Commercial Street.

Fourth Street is a north-south roadway between Market Street and Townsend Street. North of Market
Street, Fourth Street connects with Stockton and Ellis Streets. Between Market and Townsend Streets,
Fourth Street is a one-way southbound roadway with four travel lanes during peak periods. Fourth
Street generally has on-street metered parking and sidewalks on both sides of the street. In the
vicinity of the project site, between Howard and Folsom Streets, on-street parking on Fourth Street is
prohibited at all times on the east side of the street, and between 3:00 and 7:00 p.m. on the west side
of the street (adjacent to the project site). In the San Francisco General Plan, Fourth Street is
designated as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network, an MTS Street, a Transit Preferential Street

(transit important) and a Neighborhood Commercial Street.
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Fifth Street is a north-south roadway between Market Street and Townsend Street. North of Market
Street, Fifth Street becomes Cyril Magnin Street. Fifth Street is a two-way street, with two travel lanes
in each direction. In the vicinity of the project site, Fifth Street has on-street metered parking and
sidewalks on both sides of the street. In the San Francisco General Plan, Fifth Street is designated as a
Major Arterial in the CMP Network, an MTS Street, and a Transit Preferential Street (transit
important). Fifth Street is part of Bicycle Route 19. The Fifth Street sidewalks do not meet the Better

Streets Plan recommended sidewalk width of 15 feet, nor the minimum sidewalk width of 12 feet.

Sixth Street is a two-way roadway that extends from Market Street to the 1-280 on- and off-ramps at
Brannan Street. It contains two lanes in each direction, plus parking on both sides of the street, subject
to tow-away regulations. On-street parking on the east side of Sixth Street between Brannan and
Market Streets and on the west side between Howard and Brannan Streets is subject to tow-away
between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. as well as between 3:00 and 7:00 p.m. Sixth Street is designated as a Major

Arterial in the General Plan. It is part of the CMP Network and an MTS street.

Figure IV.D-1 presents the analysis intersections and transit and parking study area.

Intersection Operating Conditions.Existing intersection operating conditions were evaluated for the

weekday PM peak hour (generally between 5:00 and 6:00 p.m.) of the PM peak period (4:00 to 6:00
p.m.). Intersection turning movement counts were conducted on Tuesday through Thursday,
September 11 through 13, 2012, and Wednesday and Thursday, November 28 and 29, 2012. These
turning movement volumes were adjusted to reflect the shift in traffic due to the travel lane closures
and detours on Stockton Street associated with the Central Subway Project construction activities (as
part of the current phase of the Central Subway Project, in addition to travel lane closures, vehicular
traffic on Stockton Street is restricted to transit and taxis only, which results in a shift of traffic to Fifth
Street and other South of Market north/south streets). Adjustments to the PM peak hour volumes

were based on counts at the study intersections conducted in 2008 through 2010 for nearby projects.2

2 Based on counts conducted for the 706 Mission Street Project, the Western SoMa Community Plan, and
the Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Planning Study (EN TRIPS).
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Seventeen of the 21 study intersections are
signalized; and the four intersections of
Minna and Natoma Streets with Fifth and
Sixth Streets are unsignalized. The operating
characteristics of intersections are described
by the concept of Level of Service (LOS). LOS
is a qualitative description of an intersection’s
performance based on the average delay per
vehicle. Intersection levels of service range
from LOS A, which indicates free flow or
excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS
F, which indicates congested or overloaded
conditions with extremely long delays. LOS A
through D are considered excellent to
satisfactory service levels, LOS E is
undesirable, and LOS F conditions are

unacceptable.

Table IV.D-1: Intersection Level of Service
Intersection Delay @ LOS®
1. Fourth/Market/Stockton 56.1 E
2. Fourth/Mission 28.0 C
3. Fourth/Howard 52.5 D
4. Fourth/Folsom > 80 (1.09) F
5. Fifth/Market 55.9 E
6. Fifth/Mission 15.1 B
7. Fifth/Minna 2.5 (sh) A
8. Fifth/Natoma 38.2 (eb) E
9. Fifth/Howard 15.1 B
10. Fifth/Folsom 27.6 B
11. Fifth/Harrison 58.7 E
12. Fifth/Bryant > 80 (1.25) F
13. Sixth/Market 44.6 D
14. Sixth/Mission 32.3 C
15. Sixth/Minna > 50 (wb) F
16. Sixth/Natoma > 50 (eb) F
17. Sixth/Howard 35.5 D
18. Sixth/Folsom 43.3 D
19. Sixth/Harrison 31.6 C
20. Sixth/Bryant > 80 (1.43) F
21. Sixth/Brannan 74.4 E

2 Delay presented in seconds per vehicle.
b Intersections operatingat LOSE or LOSF

highlighted in bold.
Source:

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact
Study, October 2014.

Table IVV.D-1 presents the results of the intersection LOS analysis for the existing weekday PM peak

hour conditions. During the weekday PM peak hour, nine of the 17 signalized study intersections

currently operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. The signalized intersections of Fourth/Market/

Stockton, Fourth/Folsom, Fifth/Market, Fifth/Harrison, Fifth/Bryant, Sixth/Bryant and Sixth/Brannan

Streets operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the PM peak hour. In addition, the eastbound

approaches at the unsignalized intersections of Fifth/Natoma and Sixth/Natoma Streets operate at

LOS F conditions; however, due to the low volumes on Natoma Street, traffic signal warrants are not
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met, and a signal is not warranted.? At the unsignalized intersection of Sixth/Minna Streets, the
westbound approach currently operates at LOS F conditions, and the intersections meets traffic signal
warrants. SFMTA plans to signalize this intersection; the contract for signal construction is currently

out for bid, and SFMTA plans to activate the signal by the end of 2014.4

The poor PM peak hour operating conditions are due to the high traffic volumes on streets destined
to and the 1-80 and 1-280 ramps, and the preferential signal timing for transit buses and streetcars at
the eastbound and westbound Market Street approaches at the study intersection of
Fourth/Market/Stockton. For example, on northbound Fifth Street between Mission and Market
streets is often subject to queued conditions during the PM peak period (the intersection of

Fifth/Market operates at LOS E conditions).

Transit Network.

Local and Regional Transit Providers. The project site is well served by public transit, with both local

and regional service provided nearby. Local service is provided by the San Francisco Municipal
Railway (Muni) bus and light rail lines, which can be used to access regional transit operators. Service
to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit and the Water Emergency Transportation
Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit
buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; service to and from the Peninsula and South Bay is provided by
Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 1VV.D-2 presents the transit routes and local bus

stop locations in the vicinity of the project site.

3 A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are
different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians, the signal
system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal
warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made
based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations.

4 Eddie Tsui, SFMTA, email correspondence with Luba Wyznyckyj, LCW Consulting. March 6, 2013 and
January 8, 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Muni provides transit service within the City and County of San Francisco, including bus (both diesel
and electric trolley), light rail (Muni Metro), cable car and electric streetcar lines. Muni operates a
number of bus and rail lines in the vicinity of the proposed project. Table 1V.D-2 presents the Muni
routes serving the transit study area, and their service frequencies during the weekday morning,
midday and afternoon peak periods. In addition to these bus routes, Muni Metro and the Muni
historic streetcar run on Market Street, about 0.2 mile north of the project site. Construction of the
Central Subway Project is currently underway, and will extend the T Third light rail line northward
from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go
underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone
Center (i.e., on the west side of Fourth Street between Folsom and Clementina Streets), Union
Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Powell Street Station and BART—and in
Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central

Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.

There is one bus stop adjacent to the project site, on Mission Street eastbound (about 120 feet in
length) that serves the 14 Mission, 14L Mission Limited, and 14X Mission Express. Other bus stops in
the vicinity of the project site include: westbound Mission Street west of Fifth Street, and northbound

(farside) and southbound (nearside) Fifth Street north of Mission Street.5

In January 2012, SFMTA temporarily rerouted southbound 30 Stockton and 45 Union-Stockton from
Fourth to Fifth Streets to accommodate the Central Subway construction (the northbound route has
not been revised). In addition, a temporary supplemental 8 Shuttle service has been initiated, which
in the vicinity of the project site runs south on Fourth Street to Folsom Street (because this route is
temporary, it is not included in the subsequent transit analysis). Routes 8X/8AX/8BX have not been

affected, but will be rerouted at a later date to accommodate additional construction activity.

5 A nearside bus stop is located at the first or nearest side of the intersection encountered when passing
through. A farside bus stop is located at the second or furthest side of the intersection encountered when passing
through.
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Table 1V.D-2: Nearby Weekday Muni Service

Service Frequency (min.)
AM Peak Hour Midday Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Route 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.
F Market & Wharves 6 5 5
J Church 9 10 9
K Ingleside 10 10 9
L Taraval 10 7 12
M Ocean View 9 10 9
N Judah 7 10 7
5 Fulton 4 8 9
6 Parnassus 10 12 10
8X Bayshore Express 8 9 8
8AX Bayshore Express® 8 8
8BX Bayshore Express? 8 8
9 San Bruno 12 12 12
9L San Bruno Limited 12 12 12
10 Townsend 20 20 20
12 Folsom----Pacific 20 20 20
14 Mission 9 9 8
14L Mission Limited 9 9 8
14X Mission Express? 8 8
16X Noriega Express? 9 9
19 Polk 15 15 15
21 Hayes 9 12 10
27 Bryant 15 15 15
30 Stockton 8 6 6
31 Balboa 12 15 15
45 Union - Stockton 8 12 12
71/71L Haight Noriega/Ltd 10 12 10

a2 8AX Bayshore Express, 8BX Bayshore Express, 14X Mission Express, and 16X Noriega Express operate
inbound towards downtown during the AM peak period, and outbound from downtown during the PM
peak period.

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

Muni’s Transit Effectiveness Project: The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) presents a thorough
review of San Francisco’s public transit system, initiated by SFMTA in collaboration with the City
Controller’s Office. The TEP is aimed at improving reliability, reducing travel times, providing more

frequent service and updating Muni bus routes and rail lines to better match current travel patterns..
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The SFMTA approved the TEP on March 28, 2014. The TEP components will be implemented based
on funding and resource availability, and it is anticipated that the first group of service improve-

ments would be implemented in Fiscal Year 2015 and the second group in a subsequent phase.6

East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA.
BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point,
Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County
(Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART station to the project site is
the Powvell Station, about 0.2 mile north of the project site. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for
the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes
between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay
Terminal, about 1 mile east of the project site. WETA ferries provide service to between San
Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building, at The

Embarcadero and Market Street, approximately 1.2 miles to the east.

South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain and
WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14
bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service
to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission
Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco
stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not
disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on
Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the

Ferry Building, which is located approximately 1.2 miles to the east.

6 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Effectiveness Project Draft EIR, July 10, 2013. A copy of this
document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as
part of Case File No. 2011.0409E.
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Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San
Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and
local service. The San Francisco Caltrain terminal is located at Fourth and Townsend streets, about 0.8

miles southeast of the project site.

North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and
ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco,
Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus
routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of
the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission,
Howard and Folsom streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission
Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San
Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San
Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo
and San Francisco. The Golden Gate Transit and WETA San Francisco terminal is located at the Ferry

Building, approximately 1.2 miles to the east.

The availability of local Muni and regional service capacity was analyzed in terms of a series of
screenlines. The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the
greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines
are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity
and other parts of San Francisco and the region. Most Muni service into and out of downtown is
grouped into one of four screenlines (Northeast, Northwest, Southeast and Southwest) that transit
vehicles cross when traveling between downtown and a quadrant of the City. In addition, three
regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of

projects on the regional transit carriers (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and

SamTrans).
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Existing capacity utilization of the four Muni screenlines is below Muni’s capacity utilization
standard of 85 percent, and the Muni bus routes and light rail lines can accommodate additional
passengers. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent,
which would indicate that all seats are full. During the weekday PM peak hour, all regional transit
providers operate at less than their load factor standards, which indicates that seats are generally

available.

Pedestrian Conditions. A qualitative evaluation of existing pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of
the project site was conducted during field visits to the site during the weekday midday and PM peak

periods.

Sidewalks are provided adjacent and within the project site, and adjacent intersections are signalized
with pedestrian countdown signals and crosswalks (pedestrian countdown signals are also currently
provided at all of the study intersections). Adjacent to the project site, sidewalk curb ramps are
provided at intersections along Mission Street crossing Mary and Fifth Streets, along Fifth Street
crossing Minna and Natoma Streets, and along Howard Street crossing Fifth and Mary Streets. Curb

ramps are not provided on Mary Street at Natoma or Minna Streets.

The sidewalks adjacent to the project site generally meet the minimum sidewalk width requirements

within the Better Streets Plan.

The Mission Street sidewalk adjacent to the project site is 15 feet wide, which meets the
Better Streets Plan minimum width of 12 feet and recommended width of 15 feet. Mission
Street is within the Downtown Streetscape Plan area, and meets the required sidewalk

width of 10 feet.

The Howard Street sidewalk adjacent to the project site is 11 feet 6 inches wide, which does
not meet the Better Streets Plan minimum sidewalk width of 12 feet or recommended

width of 15 feet.

The Fifth Street sidewalk adjacent to the project site is 10 feet wide, which does not meet

the Better Streets Plan minimum sidewalk width of 12 feet, nor the recommended sidewalk
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width of 15 feet. Fifth Street is within the Downtown Streetscape Plan area, and meets the

required sidewalk width of 10 feet.

The sidewalks on Minna Street adjacent to the project site are 9 feet and 11 feet wide and
meet the Better Streets Plan minimum sidewalk width of 6 feet and recommended sidewalk

width of 9 feet.

The sidewalks on Natoma Street adjacent to the project site are 6 feet and 6 feet 7 inches,
and meet the Better Streets Plan minimum sidewalk width of 6 feet, but not the

recommended sidewalk width of 9 feet.

The Mary Street sidewalk is 6 feet wide between Howard and Natoma streets, and 5 feet
wide between Natoma and Minna streets. The segment between Howard and Natoma
streets meets the minimum sidewalk width of 6 feet but not the recommended sidewalk
width of 9 feet, while the segment between Natoma and Minna streets does not meet the
Better Streets Plan minimum sidewalk width of 6 feet, nor recommended sidewalk width

of 9 feet.

Pedestrian volume counts were conducted on Wednesday, September 12, 2012 during the weekday

midday (12:00 to 2:00 p.m.) and PM (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) peak periods at the following locations:

At four sidewalk locations adjacent to the project site on Mission Street west of Fifth Street,
on Fifth Street south of Mission Street, on Fifth Street north of Howard Street, and on

Howard Street west of Fifth Street.
At the four crosswalks each at the intersections of Fifth/Mission and Fifth/Howard.

At the four corners each of the intersections of Fifth/Mission and Fifth/Howard.

Figure IVV.D-3 presents the existing weekday midday and PM peak hour pedestrian volumes at the
study locations. Adjacent to the project site, midday peak hour pedestrian volumes are about 450
pedestrians per hour on Mission Street, range from 260 to 590 pedestrians per hour on Fifth Street,
and 150 pedestrians per hour on Howard Street. During the PM peak hour, pedestrian volumes are
about 460 pedestrians per hour on Mission Street, range from 370 to 410 pedestrians per hour on Fifth

Street, and 230 pedestrians per hour on Howard Street.
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Analysis of operating characteristics of the sidewalk, crosswalk and corner locations was conducted
using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 methodology. With the HCM methodology, an
upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 pedestrians per
minute per foot for sidewalks, and 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks and corners.
LOS E or LOS F would represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits are
frequently adjusted due to congested conditions and independent movements are difficult, and at

LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted.

Table 1VV.D-3 presents the pedestrian analysis results for the midday peak hour conditions, while
Table IVV.D-4 presents the analysis for the PM peak hour conditions. During both the midday and
PM peak hours, the pedestrian levels of service are LOS D or better at the sidewalk, crosswalk and
corner analysis locations, with the exception of the southeast corner at the intersection of
Fifth/Mission Streets, which operates at LOS E conditions during the weekday midday and PM peak
hours. At this location, due to the vehicle queuing lanes serving the Fifth & Mission Garage, the
sidewalks adjacent to the garage are 10 feet wide. The LOS E corner operations reflect conditions
assuming that all pedestrians wait at the existing sidewalks on Mission and Fifth Streets, and the
pedestrian LOS analysis does not account for pedestrians queuing within the raised channelization

that contains the traffic signal.

On Wednesday and Friday afternoons, between 11:00 and 2:00 p.m. mobile food vendors (usually six
trucks) are stationed on Minna Street between Fifth and Mary streets underneath the existing
building connection. This is a weekly event permitted by SFMTA, and would continue after
implementation of the proposed project. On Wednesdays and Fridays, the number of pedestrians in

the project vicinity increases during the midday period.
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Table IV.D-3: Pedestrian Level of Service — Existing Conditions Weekday Midday

Pedestrians

Level of Service

Analysis Locations Per Hour Measure of Effectiveness | LOS
Sidewalks ped/min/ft
Mission Street 452 1.6 B
Fifth Street — North 590 2.5 B
Fifth Street — South 263 1.1 B
Howard Street 149 0.4 A
Fifth/Mission — Crosswalks sq. ft/ped
North 518 85.7 A
South 655 66.9 A
East 686 34.7 C
West 751 20.0 D
Fifth/Mission —Corners sq. ft/ped
Northwest 1,359 57.4 B
Northeast 1,294 59.8 B
Southwest 1,496 29.0 C
Southeast 1,431 10.6 E
Fifth/Howard — Crosswalks sq. ft/ped
North 209 96.3 A
South 310 69.6 A
East 223 132.4 A
West 468 74.0 A
Fifth/Howard-Corners sq. ft/ped
Northwest 767 24.6 C
Northeast 522 260.9 A
Southwest 868 38.0 C
Southeast 623 55.1 B

2 Pedestrian conditions operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold.
Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.
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Table 1V.D-4: Pedestrian Level of Service — Existing Conditions Weekday PM

Level of Service
Pedestrians Measure of
Analysis Locations Per Hour Effectiveness LOS

Sidewalks ped/min/ft

Mission Street 1.6 B

Fifth Street — North 408 1.7 B

Fifth Street — South 367 15 B

Howard Street 229 0.7 B
Fifth/Mission — Crosswalks sq. ft/ped

North 468 99.7 A

South 462 101.1 A

East 641 34.3 C

West 864 15.6 D
Fifth/Mission —Corners sq. ft/ped

Northwest 1,422 52.5 B

Northeast 1,199 65.9 A

Southwest 1,416 30.6 C

Southeast 1,193 14.8 E
Fifth/Howard — Crosswalks sq. ft/ped

North 257 77.8 A

South 286 75.6 A

East 343 84.7 A

West 638 53.3 B
Fifth/Howard —Corners sq. ft/ped

Northwest 985 185 D

Northeast 690 205.2 A

Southwest 1,014 30.6 C

Southeast 719 46.3 B

a  Pedestrian conditions operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold.
Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

During field observations, pedestrians were also observed crossing Mission Street midblock west of
the existing crosswalk at Fifth Street. The number of pedestrians crossing Mission Street in the
vicinity of Mary/Mint streets were counted during the AM (7:00 to 9:00 a.m.) and midday (11:00 a.m.
to 2:00 p.m.) periods in June 2013 on a typical Tuesday (i.e., June 11, 2013) and on a Wednesday (i.e.,
June 12, 2013) during which mobile food vendors were stationed on Minna Street during the midday
period. During the AM peak hour, there were about 70 pedestrians crossing Mission Street at
Mary/Mint Streets on the Tuesday without the mobile food vendors, and about 40 pedestrians

crossing Mission Street on the Wednesday with the mobile food vendors. During the midday period,
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there were about 75 pedestrians crossing Mission Street at Mary/Mint streets on the Tuesday without
the mobile food vendors, and about 170 pedestrians crossing Mission Street on the Wednesday with

the mobile food vendors.

To the southeast of the proposed project, there are a number of senior housing complexes, and
therefore, pedestrians at the study area locations could include seniors and persons with disabilities.
Senior pedestrian and pedestrians with disabilities have special safety considerations that affect their
walking experience including reduction in vision, agility, balance, speed, concentration and strength,
difficulties hearing vehicles approaching from behind, and reduced ability under low light/night
conditions.” Seniors are more prone to suffer a fatality if involved in a crash when compared to the
general population.2 Over the years SFMTA has implemented pedestrian safety measures aimed at
reducing pedestrian-vehicle conflicts and reducing vehicle speeds within the South of Market
neighborhood, particularly in the vicinity of the Moscone Center to the east of the project site, such as
all-pedestrian phase (e.g., Fourth/Howard) and leading pedestrian intervals (e.g., at Third/Howard)
at intersections, corner bulbouts (e.g., southwest corner of Fourth/Howard), and sidewalk widening

(e.g., north sidewalk of Howard Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets).

Bicycle Conditions. Figure 1VV.D-4 presents the bicycle route network in the vicinity of the project

site. Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class I, or Class Il facilities.® Class I bikeways are
bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class Il bikeways are bike lanes striped
within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class
111 bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. As shown

on Figure 1V.D-4, there are four San Francisco Bicycle Routes in the vicinity of the proposed project:

" Federal Highway Association, FHWA University Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation,
Publication No. FHWA-HRT-05-100, slide 10.

8 Loukaitou-Sideris, Anastasia, Is it Safe to Walk? Neighborhood Safety and Security Considerations and
Their Effects on Walking, Journal of Planning Literature, Vol. 20, No. 3, February 2006, p. 226.

9 Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code
Section, 890.4.
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Bicycle Route 19 runs in both directions on Fifth Street between Market Street and

Townsend Street as a signed route only.

Bicycle Route 23 runs northbound on Seventh Street between 16th Street and Market Street

with a bicycle lane on the east side of the street.

Bicycle Route 30 runs westbound on Howard Street between The Embarcadero and
Eleventh Street. On Howard Street a wider curb parking lane (Class Il facility) is provided
between Main and Fremont Streets, and a bicycle lane (Class Il facility) is provided on the
north side of Howard Street between Fremont and Eleventh Streets. Bicycle Route 30 runs
eastbound on Folsom Street between 14th Street and The Embarcadero as a Class Il facility

(signed route with bicycle lane) with a bicycle lane on the south side of the street.

Bicycle Route 50 runs eastbound and westbound on Market Street between The
Embarcadero and Castro Street. West of Castro Street, Bicycle Route 50 continues along
Corbett Street, Portola Avenue, and Sloat Boulevard to the Great Highway. Bicycle Route
50 is primarily a Class Il facility, with a Class 1 bicycle facility on the section between

Eighth and Castro Streets.

Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday midday (12:00 to 2:00 p.m.) and PM (4:00
to 6:00 p.m.) peak periods on September 12 and 13, 2012, and are presented in Figure 1VV.D-4. During
the midday peak hour, there were about 53 bicyclists (in both directions) on Fifth Street, and 60
bicyclists on Howard Street westbound. During the PM peak hour there were about 42 bicyclists on
Fifth Street, and 255 bicyclists on Howard Street westbound. No substantial safety conflicts between
bicyclists and pedestrians or vehicles, or right-of-way issues were observed during field surveys.
There are two bicycle racks adjacent to the project site on Fifth Street. A Bay Area Bike Share station
has recently been installed within the east curb lane of Fifth Street north of Howard Street. Docks to

accommodate 15 bicycles are provided.10

10 Bay Area Bike Share information available online at http://www.bayareabikeshare.com. Accessed
January 14, 2014.
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The San Francisco Bicycle Plan includes planned short-term improvements to Bicycle Route 19 on
Fifth Street to provide Class Il and Class Il1 facilities in both directions between Market and
Townsend Streets. These improvements would reduce the number of travel lanes and prohibit
northbound and southbound left turns, along with other minor changes in lane geometry and on-

street parking.

Loading Conditions. The existing Chronicle Building contains off-street loading facilities adjacent to
the building, with access from Fifth Street. In addition, there are 10 on-street commercial loading

spaces adjacent to the project site frontage, including:

On Mission Street, between Fifth and Mary streets, there are two metered commercial
loading spaces (each 22 feet in length), in effect on Mondays through Saturdays, between
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.

On Fifth Street, between Mission and Howard Streets, there are five metered commercial
loading spaces (20, 22, 21, 23, and 23 feet in length), in effect on Mondays through
Saturdays between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. With the exception of the passenger unloading/
unloading zones, the curb regulations on Fifth Street between Mission and Natoma Streets
were temporarily rescinded in 2012 to support the temporary reroute of the southbound 30
Stockton and 45 Union-Stockton from Fourth to Fifth Streets during the Central Subway

construction.

On Howard Street between Fifth and Mary Streets, there are three metered commercial
loading spaces (18, 22 and 23 feet in length), and in effect on Mondays through Saturdays,

between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.

Parking Conditions. Existing off-street and on-street parking conditions were examined for the
parking study area bounded by Market, Third, Folsom, and Seventh Streets. Parking conditions were
assessed for the weekday midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.), which is the time of peak parking

demand for retail and office land uses.
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Off-Street Parking Conditions. Figure 1VV.D-5 presents the location of the public parking facilities in

the study area, and Table 1VV.D-5 presents the weekday midday parking supply and occupancy data.
In the parking study area there are six off-street public parking facilities, providing about 3,300
spaces. Overall, the off-street parking facilities within the study area are at about 58 percent of

capacity during the weekday midday.

The Fifth & Mission Garage, containing about 2,600 parking spaces, is located to the east of the
project site (i.e., across the street). This garage is open 24-hours a day and serves the retail,
convention, and nighttime uses in the area (e.g., Yerba Buena Center for the Arts, cinema). Based on
SFPark data for March 2013, the weekday parking occupancy generally ranges between 40 and 60
percent during the midday period (i.e., noon to about 3:30 p.m.), and between 20 and 30 percent
during the late evening (i.e., between 9:00 and 10:00 p.m.). Parking occupancy is greater on Friday
and Saturday evenings (between 40 and 50 percent) and during the Saturday midday period
(between 70 and 80 percent). The Fifth & Mission Garage can reach capacity during large Moscone

Center events and on peak holiday shopping days.

Table IV.D-5: Off-Street Parking Supply and Utilization — Weekday Midday Conditions

Facility Spaces Occupied Spaces Percent Occupied

1. Fifth & Mission Garage 2,586 1,356 52%

2. Jessie Square Garage 372 273 73%

3. Pacific Place Garage 100 70 70%

4. Pickwick Hotel Garage 37 37 100%

5. 1026 Mission St Lot 65 59 91%

6. 301 Fifth Street Lot _ 130 112 86%
subtotal 3,290 1,907 58%

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

275




saly|1oe4 @C_v_‘_mn_ a11gNnd 18941S-40 mC_am_Xm ‘7702 'ONILTINSNOD MO :324N0S
413 108l04d WS

13AVYL 40 NOILO3HIda  —> 199,
S 379VL OL d3AIM H 0o¥ 0

VIHV AQNLS ONIHHVd e e b

aLs 1oarodd A

G-a'Al 3UNOI4 VS
_ P " v : -
— i J\/—H D
1S NOSIavH N |
- ISVEVTD
1S A1dIHS H
e o [SNOSTO s o o s e e e e S e e e e E —  E— — — — — — —— ]
— 1S YNILNIWI1D —
w JIEIE DY w o <
3 U050 z m I
4 I 4 — ISVAWVHIL — 4
_ 2 |
1S QYVMOH — _ L
| =
— m S ISvWomN <— _
VYIWOW4S — suaplen ©n
— euang equas = —
1S YNNI Sberen IS YNNI _
_ L s uossinm s s _
_ 1S NOISSIW > _
= | ’ | : K
| [4 p— _
— 191u9) H H —
_ 1S NOSN3AILS a Buiddoys
€ 0dsiouel4 Ues —
—III LS LTNUVIN o o o o o — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — ]
> L > S > £ > ~ r——

276



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

There are seven surface parking lots on the project site containing about 256 parking spaces. All seven
lots are gated reserved parking lots, and are not open as public parking facilities. During field
surveys conducted on March 5, 2013, the overall occupancy of six of the seven lots that would be
eliminated was about 65 percent at 3:00 p.m., and about 25 percent at 7:00 p.m. During the 5:00 to 6:00
p.m. peak hour, a total of five vehicles entered the parking lots and 49 vehicles exited the parking

lots.

On-Street Parking Conditions. The existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed

during the same time period as the off-street parking facilities. The on-street curb parking regulations

are presented in Figure 1V.D-6.

On Mission Street adjacent to the project site, there is a 120-foot bus stop, a passenger
loading/unloading zone, and two metered commercial loading spaces and five standard

metered parking spaces.

On Fifth Street between Mission and Howard Streets, there are two passenger
loading/unloading zones, five metered commercial loading spaces, six standard metered

parking spaces, and 16 motorcycle parking spaces.

On Howard Street between Fifth and Mary Streets, there are three metered commercial

loading spaces, and five standard metered parking spaces.

Time-limited on-street parking (1-hour non-metered) is generally permitted on the north
side of Minna Street, and on the south side of Natoma street. On-street parking is currently
not permitted on either side of Minna Street between Fifth and Mary Streets (i.e., adjacent

to the project site).

In general, on-street parking within the vicinity of the project site on Howard, Mission and Fifth
Streets comprises 1-hour standard metered spaces and 30-minute commercial vehicle metered spaces.
On most streets, the commercial vehicle meters are in effect from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. In general, the
on-street parking spaces are well utilized throughout the day; however, due to the 30-minute limit
and commercial vehicle parking restrictions, commercial vehicle spaces are generally available. On-

street parking spaces are generally available during the overnight hours.
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Emergency Access Vehicle Conditions. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from

Mission, Fifth and Howard Streets, with secondary access via Minna and Natoma Streets. Depending
on the length of the emergency vehicle (e.g., ambulance versus fire truck), some emergency vehicles
accessing Minna and Natoma Streets from southbound Fifth Street may need to make a wide turn
into the one-lane alley, and therefore, may encroach onto the northbound travel lanes.!* The vertical
clearance on Minna Street is 16 feet, which is adequate clearance for fire trucks (i.e., 13 feet 6 inches).
It is unlikely that emergency vehicles use Mary Street to access Minna or Natoma Streets. There are
two San Francisco Fire Department fire stations near the project site: Station 1 (Folsom Street at Fifth

Street) and Station 8 (Bluxome Street at Fourth Street).

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK
Federal, State and Regional Regulations

There are no federal, State or regional transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.

Local Regulations

San Francisco General Plan. The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is
composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation
system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit,
Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element
references San Francisco’s “Transit First” Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and
policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related
to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to
emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation

system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through the

11 pPer the California Vehicle Code, Section 21806, all vehicles must yield right of way to emergency
vehicles and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.
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positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and

providing safe bicycle parking facilities.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan. The Bicycle Plan describes a City program to provide the safe and
attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The Bicycle Plan
identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class
Il or Class Il facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements as well
as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term
improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San

Francisco.

San Francisco Better Streets Plan. The Better Streets Plan focuses on creating a positive pedestrian
environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to
increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environ-
ment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact.
Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks and crosswalks; however, in some
cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particularly at

intersections.

Transit First Policy. In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A,
Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy
by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles which underscore
the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private
automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation
Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are

required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs.
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IMPACTS

This section analyzes the impacts to the transportation system that could result from the proposed
project. The section begins with the significance criteria, which establish the thresholds for
determining whether an impact is significant. The latter part of this section presents the impacts

associated with the proposed project.

Significance Criteria

The following are the significance criteria used by the Planning Department for the determination of

impacts associated with a proposed project?2:

In San Francisco, the threshold for a significant adverse impact on traffic has been
established as deterioration in the level of service (LOS) at a signalized intersection from
LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on
unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project-related traffic
causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS
E or LOS F and Caltrans signal warrants would be met, or causes Caltrans signal warrants

to be met when the worst approach is already at LOS E or LOS F.

For an intersection that operates at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions, there may be
a significant adverse impact depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to
the worsening of delay. In addition, a project would have a significant adverse effect if it
would cause major traffic hazards, or would contribute considerably to the cumulative
traffic increases that would cause the deterioration in LOS to unacceptable levels (i.e., to

LOS E or LOS F).

12 public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and
parking impacts of a residential, mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” However, the
Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision
makers. Therefore, this EIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes and considers any
secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply as applicable in the transportation analysis.

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

282



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause 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 operating costs or delays such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels
could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenlines analyses, the project would
have a significant effect on the transit provider if project-related transit trips would cause

the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour.

The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in
substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for
pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining

areas.

The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create
potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with

bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a
loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommo-
dated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or within convenient on-street loading
zones, and if it would create potentially hazardous traffic conditions or significant delays

affecting traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians.

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in

inadequate emergency vehicle access.

Construction-related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their

temporary and limited duration.

Approach to Analysis

This section presents the methodology for analyzing the transportation impacts and information

considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed

project on the surrounding roadways were analyzed using the guidelines set forth in the San
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Francisco Planning Department’s 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental
Review (SF Guidelines). The SF Guidelines provide direction for analyzing transportation conditions

and identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project in the City of San Francisco.

The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions.
“Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040
Cumulative” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with

other reasonably foreseeable future development and transportation network changes.

Impact Analysis Methodology

Traffic Analysis. As with existing conditions, the analysis of the effect of the proposed project on the
study intersections was based on the LOS methodology described in the HCM 2000. LOS is a
gualitative description of an intersection’s performance based on the average delay per vehicle.
Intersection levels of service range from LOS A, which indicates free flow or excellent vehicle flow
conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates congested or overloaded vehicle flow
conditions with extremely long delays. In San Francisco, LOS A through D are considered acceptable,

and LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels.
Transit Impacts. The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project was
assessed for the local and regional transit screenlines, and the impact of the additional project-

generated vehicle trips on transit routes in the vicinity of the project site was also assessed.

Local and Regional Transit Screenline Analysis. The availability of Muni service capacity was

analyzed in terms of a series of screenlines. The concept of screenlines is used to describe the
magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes
to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling
between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region. Four screenlines
have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service:

northeast, northwest, southwest, and southeast, with sub-corridors within each screenline. The bus
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and light rail lines used in this screenline analysis are considered the major commute routes from the
downtown area. Other bus lines, such as “policy” lines and lines with greater than 10-minute

headways are not included, due to their generally lower ridership.

The screenline for each route reflects the maximum load point (MLP) for each Muni line that crosses
one of the screenlines. The MLP for each individual line may occur at some point of either side of the
schematic lines drawn for graphical representation. For the purpose of this analysis, Muni ridership
measured at the four San Francisco screenlines and sub-corridors represents the peak direction of
travel and patronage loads for the Muni system, which corresponds with the evening commute in the
outbound direction from the downtown area to other parts of San Francisco. As a means to determine
the amount of available space within each screenline, capacity utilization is used, which relates the
number of passengers per transit vehicle to the design capacity of the vehicle. The capacity per
vehicle includes both seated and standing capacity, where standing capacity is somewhere between
30 to 80 percent of seated capacity (depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). For
example the capacity of a light rail vehicle is 119 passengers, the capacity of a historic streetcar is 70

passengers, and the capacity of a standard bus is 63 passengers.

Muni’s established capacity utilization standard for peak period operations is 85 percent. It should be
noted that the 85 percent utilization is of seated and standing loads, so at 85 percent all seats are
taken and there are many standees. Muni screenlines and subcorridors at or near 85 percent capacity
operate under noticeably crowded conditions with many standees. Because each screenline and most
sub-corridors include multiple lines, each with several vehicles during the peak hour, some
individual vehicles may operate at or above 85 percent of capacity and are extremely crowded, while
others operate under less crowded conditions. Moreover, the extent of crowding is exacerbated
whenever target headways are not met through either missed runs and/or bunching in service. Thus,
in common with other types of transportation operations such as roadways and parking facilities,
transit operators may experience substantial problems in service delivery even when operating at less

than 85 percent of capacity.
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A screenline analysis was also performed on the regional transit carriers (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain,
Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans), in order to determine the current service volumes and capacity.
Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts
of projects on the regional transit carriers. For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity
at the three screenlines represents the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which
corresponds with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to
the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider,
capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number
of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a 1-hour load factor

standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.

Transit Delay. Impacts of the proposed project on transit lines were also measured in terms of
increases to transit travel times. The analysis evaluated increases to transit travel times associated

with the following three influencing factors:

Traffic congestion delay: Traffic congestion associated with increases in area traffic slows
down transit vehicles and results in increased transit travel times. Traffic congestion delays
are calculated by summing the average vehicular delay at each intersection along the
transit routes within the study area. The increase in total route segment delay is equal to

the increase in travel time associated with the project.

Transit reentry delay: Transit vehicles typically experience delays after stopping to pick up
and drop off passengers while waiting for gaps in adjacent street traffic in order to pull out
of bus stops. As traffic volumes on the adjacent street increase, reentering the flow of traffic
becomes more difficult and transit vehicles experience increased delay. Transit reentry delay
was calculated using empirical data in the 2000 HCM. Total transit reentry delay for each

route was calculated as the sum of transit reentry delay at each stop within the study area.

Passenger boarding delay: Although increases in transit ridership are generally viewed
positively, the amount of time a transit vehicle has to stop to pick up and drop off
passengers (i.e., the transit vehicle dwell time) is directly correlated to the number of

passengers boarding the vehicle. As general transit ridership grows, vehicles have to spend
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more time at stops, which may increase overall transit travel times. Passenger boarding
delay was calculated assuming 4 seconds per passenger boarding. Passenger boardings

within the study area were estimated using the transit assignment by line.

For the transit delay analysis, the project was determined to have a significant impact if it would
increase transit travel times so that additional transit vehicles would be required to maintain the
existing headways between buses. This was assumed to be the case if the project’s travel time
increases to a particular route would be greater than half of the existing route headway, or the added
travel time would require the provision of one or more additional transit vehicles in order to
maintain scheduled service, as determined by SFMTA's scheduling spreadsheet. The transit delay
analysis was conducted for the 14 Mission, 14L Mission Limited, and 14X Mission Express routes on
Mission Street, the 27 Bryant route on Fifth Street, SamTrans routes on Howard Street, and Golden

Gate Transit routes on Mission Street.

Bicycle Analysis. Bicycle conditions were assessed qualitatively as they relate to the project site,

including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and conflicts with traffic.

Pedestrian Analysis. Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively as they relate to the project

site, including safety and right-of-way issues, and conflicts with traffic. In addition, a quantitative
analysis of operating characteristics of the sidewalk, crosswalk and corner locations was conducted

using the HCM 2000 methodology.

Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is
defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk
during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the
sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width,” which accounts for reduction in
amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The
level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represent the
conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service

conditions were calculated at the most restrictive location adjacent to the project site.
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Crosswalk and corner LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each
pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian

volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths.

With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals
approximately 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for walkways, and 15 to 24 square feet per
pedestrian for crosswalks and corners. LOS E or LOS F would represent unacceptable conditions. At
LOS E normal walking gaits are frequently adjusted due to congested conditions and independent

movements are difficult, and at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted.

Loading Analysis. Loading was analyzed by comparing the on-site and on-street loading spaces

proposed as part of the project to the projected loading demand.

Emergency Vehicle Access. Potential project-related changes affecting emergency vehicle access were

assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the proposed project

elements would preclude adequate emergency vehicle access.

Construction Analysis. Potential short-term and temporary construction impacts related to

transportation were assessed qualitatively. The potential for overlapping construction of the project

in combination with other cumulative projects was also assessed qualitatively.

Project Travel Demand

Project travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, and pedestrian traffic generated by the
proposed project. This section provides an estimate of the travel demand, including parking and

freight loading that would be generated by the Office Scheme and Residential Scheme.

The project site contains eight buildings and seven surface parking lots with a total of approximately
256 parking spaces. The existing buildings on the site provide a total of approximately 317,700 gross
square feet (gsf) of building space containing office, cultural and educational uses. During the PM
peak hour, about five inbound and 49 outbound vehicle trips travel to and from the surface parking

lots that would be displaced with the proposed project. These surface parking facilities are reserved
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parking serving the existing Chronicle Building, and these vehicle trips would be displaced to other
off-street facilities and to on-street parking spaces. As part of a conservative assessment, the persons
and vehicles traveling to and from the project site were not subtracted from the trips that would be
generated by the new uses, as these trips are associated with activities that will continue to operate in
the area and may remain in the vicinity (including within the proposed project). Therefore, as a
conservative assessment, the existing person- and vehicle-trips traveling to and from the project site

were not subtracted from the travel demand generated by the new uses.

The proposed project includes programming elements such as arts and cultural events, other public
events, and collaborations among businesses and organizations that use the commercial spaces. These
could include outdoor film screenings, night markets, food events, street fairs or festivals, lecture
series and theater performances during weekdays and weekends. These events would be internal to
the project site (e.g., within buildings, within the rooftop open space, or within Mary Court), and
would not occur on the sidewalks on Mission, Fifth, or Howard Streets. The typical event, occurring
up to an estimated three times a month, could have attendance of approximately 500 to 750 people, a
large portion of which are anticipated to be from within the project. Many events would occur on
weekday evenings and on weekends when commercial office spaces would not be occupied and
because the transportation network is less congested on weekday evenings and on weekends than
during the weekday PM peak hour, and events occurring during the weekday daytime hours, such as
food events, would be patronized largely by employees, visitors, and residents of the proposed
project. Certain events may attract additional, primarily walk, trips to the project site and conditions
may be slightly more congested as a result, but given the size, timing, frequency and internal
attendance of these events, conditions would not be materially different than the analysis presented
herein. Larger-scale events, occurring approximately two times per year, could have attendance of up
to 5,000 people. These events would also be internal to the site, but may require sidewalk or roadway
closures, and would be subject to SFMTA’s and SFDPW’s permitting process. Further, approval of
events that request street closures are authorized by the San Francisco Interdepartmental Staff
Committee on Traffic and Transportation, and a transportation management plan is developed to
address vehicular and non-vehicular access, detours, etc. associated with any street closures, as well as

the need for and number of traffic control officers. Due to their infrequency, these events are not likely
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to materially affect the conclusions of this analysis. Therefore, the impacts of the daytime events are

assessed qualitatively for midday pedestrian conditions.

Trip Generation. The person-trip generation includes both employees and visitors to the project site,
and is based on daily and weekday PM peak hour trip generation rates (number of trips per unit for
the residential use, and number of trips per 1,000 square feet of use for the office, retail and restaurant
uses) presented in the SF Guidelines. To account for the large scale and location of the project, to
reflect that trips generated by the new uses would not all be new trips to the area, and to reflect that a
portion of the trips would be linked with existing and new trips, internalization and passby trip
factors were applied to the trip generation estimates calculated using the SF Guidelines rates. Due to
the large scale of the project (i.e., approximately 1.8 million square feet) and mix of development (i.e.,
residential, office, retail, and restaurant), it would be expected that some new residents to the area
would frequent the retail and restaurant establishments within the project site, and some new
residents may also work within the project site and in the project vicinity. Therefore, a portion of the
trips generated by the residential, office, retail and restaurant uses would be internal to the site and
would be the same trips (e.g., residential trip generation, which accounts for work and shopping
trips, would also be the trips generated by the retail and office uses). An internalization factor was
developed using a state-of-the-practice trip generation forecasting model used in developing travel
demand for other project-specific analyses in San Francisco including the Treasure Island/Yerba
Buena Island, Parkmerced, Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard projects. The method,
commonly referred to as the “4D” method, accounts for the following factors that may influence
travel behavior: development scale, density of project, density of uses, and design of project. Based on
proposed project uses, quantities and location, and professional judgment, an internalization factor of
23.6 percent was developed and applied to the travel demand calculated based on the SF Guidelines
trip generation rates. In other words, 23.6 percent of the trips generated by the project would be not
be new trips to or from the project site, but instead would be internal to the project and would not
utilize adjacent roadways, sidewalks, transit, or parking spaces. The internalization factor applied to
the proposed project travel demand is consistent with the internalization factor of 25 percent

developed using the SF-CHAMP travel demand model and applied to proposed projects in the South
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of Market area as part of the nearby Transit Center District Plan? (including this project). In addition,
the 23.6 percent internalization factor is conservative, as the current SF-CHAMP model forecasts for
the South of Market area with the Central SoMa Plan land use growth would result in an internaliza-

tion factor of 45 to 50 percent.

Table IV.D-6 presents the daily and PM peak hour trip generation for the Office Scheme and the
Residential Scheme. The Office Scheme would generate about 39,064 person-trips (inbound and
outbound) on a daily basis and about 4,160 person-trips (inbound and outbound) during the PM peak
hour, while the Residential Scheme would generate about 37,129 person-trips (inbound and outbound)

on a daily basis and about 4,158 person-trips (inbound and outbound) during the PM peak hour.

Table IVV.D-6: Proposed Project Daily and PM Peak Hour Person-Trip Generation

Person Trips 2

Land Use Size Daily | PM Peak Hour
Office Scheme®
Office 872,900 gsf 12,066 1,025
Residential ¢ 914 units 5,737 993
Retail 141,600 gsf 16,221 1,461
Restaurant 11,000 gsf 5,040 681
Total 39,064 4,160
Residential Scheme
Office 598,500 gsf 8,273 703
Residential ® 1,209 units 7,595 1,314
Retail 141,600 gsf 16,221 1,460
Restaurant 11,000 gsf 5,040 681
Total 37,129 4,158

a  External trips only, assuming the 23.6 percent internalization rate.

b The total square footage of office uses in the Office Scheme has been reduced to 872,900, resulting in a total of
1,827,000 gsf for the proposed project Office Scheme. This minor revision in gsf would not materially change
the impact analysis.

¢ The Office Scheme includes 651 studio/one bedroom units and 263 two- and three bedroom units for a total of
914 residential units, while the Residential Scheme includes 858 studio/one bedroom units and 351 two- and
three bedroom units for a total of 1,209 residential units.

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

13 AECOM, Transit Center District Plan Transportation Impact Study, Final Report, September 2011. A copy of
this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
as part of Case File Nos. 2007.0558E and 2009.0789E.
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Mode Split. The project-generated person-trips were assigned to travel modes in order to determine
the number of auto, transit and other trips. “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi and
additional modes. For the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, mode split information was
taken from the SF Guidelines for employee and visitor trips to the C-3 District. Mode split information
for the residential uses was based on the 2006-2010 American Community Survey (ACS) journey-to-

work data for Census Tract 176.01 in which the proposed project is located.

Auto person-trips refer to person-trips either as a driver or passenger in a private vehicle. An average
vehicle occupancy rate, as obtained from the SF Guidelines for the office, retail, and restaurant uses
(varies by use, origin and destination, and work versus non-work trip) and from the ACS data for the
residential uses, was applied to the number of auto person-trips to determine the number of vehicle-

trips generated by the proposed land uses.

Table IV.D-7 summarizes the weekday PM peak hour trip generation by mode for the proposed

project for the Office Scheme and Residential Scheme.

Office Scheme — During the PM peak hour, about 27 percent of all person-trips would be
by auto, 35 percent by transit, and 38 percent by other modes. The Office Scheme would
generate about 730 vehicle-trips during the PM peak hour (278 inbound and 452 outbound
vehicle trips). Of the 730 vehicle trips during the weekday PM peak hour, the 914
residential units would generate 100 inbound and 51 outbound vehicle trips, while the
1,025,500 gsf of commercial uses (i.e., office, retail and restaurant uses) would generate 178

inbound and 401 outbound vehicle trips.

Residential Scheme — During the PM peak hour, about 26 percent of all person-trips would
be by auto, 35 percent by transit, and 39 percent by other modes. The Residential Scheme
would generate about 706 vehicle-trips during the PM peak hour (306 inbound and 400
outbound). Of the 706 vehicle trips during the weekday PM peak hour, the 1,209 residential
units would generate 133 inbound and 67 outbound vehicle trips, while the 751,100 gsf of

commercial uses would generate 173 inbound and 333 outbound vehicle trips.
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Table IV.D-7: Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode — Weekday PM Peak Hour

Person-Trips 2 Vehicle

Land Use Auto | Transit | Walk/Other b | Total ¢ Trips?
Office Scheme

Office 337 595 94 1,025 233
Residential 169 506 318 993 151
Retail 416 248 797 1,461 236
Restaurant 194 116 371 681 110
Total 1,116 1,465 1,580 4,161 730
Inbound 430 529 817 1,776 278
Outbound 686 936 763 2,385 452
Total 1,116 1,465 1,580 4,161 730
Residential Scheme

Office 231 408 64 703 160
Residential 223 670 420 1,314 200
Retail 416 248 797 1,460 236
Restaurant 194 116 371 681 110
Total 1,064 1,441 1,652 4,158 706
Inbound 458 626 926 2,011 306
Outbound 606 815 726 2,147 400
Total 1,064 1,441 1,652 4,158 706

a  External trips only, assuming the 23.6 percent internalization rate.
b “Other” mode includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis.

¢ Trips may not sum to Total due to rounding.

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

Trip Distribution/Assignment. The distribution of trips for the proposed project was obtained from

the SF Guidelines for the office, retail and restaurant uses, and from 1990 Census data for the
residential trips. The 1990 Census data was used because directional distribution information is not
available from the 2000 or 2010 Census or ACS data. The distribution is based on the origin/
destination of a specific trip, and is separated into the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts

1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region.

As indicated in Table 1VV.D-8, the majority of the trips generated by the proposed project would
occur within San Francisco, with smaller percentages to and from the other areas. Because the
parking demand would not be accommodated within the project site, and because the majority of the
on-site vehicle parking would be for the residential uses (i.e., 457 of the 663 parking spaces for the

Office Scheme, and 605 of the 756 parking spaces for the Residential Scheme), vehicle trips associated
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with the office uses (i.e., the majority of the non-residential development) were assigned to the on-site
garage, while the retail and restaurant vehicle trips were assigned to the Fifth & Mission Garage. As a
conservative assumption for the traffic analysis at the study intersections, no vehicle trips were
assigned to other parking garages or surface lots in the project vicinity but further from the project
site than the Fifth & Mission Garage. The assignment also assumes that left turns from Fifth Street
northbound onto Minna Street westbound would not be permitted with the proposed project. This

left turn restriction would need to be legislated by SFMTA.

Table IVV.D-8: Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns

Office Retail & Restaurant Residential

Visitor/ Visitor/ Work and

Origin/Destination Work Non-Work Work Non-Work Non-Work

San Francisco

Superdistrict 1 7.9% 17.0% 14.1% 8.0% 60.7%
Superdistrict 2 15.3% 14.0% 15.7% 8.0% 8.6%
Superdistrict 3 22.1% 14.0% 19.9% 12.0% 8.6%
Superdistrict 4 11.3% 7.0% 12.0% 4.0% 8.6%
East Bay 24.1% 23.0% 22.7% 15.0% 3.5%
North Bay 4.3% 8.0% 2.9% 10.0% 0.6%
South Bay 13.7% 13.0% 11.1% 5.0% 8.8%
Outside of Region 1.3% 4.0% 1.6% 38.0% 1.1%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

These distributional patterns were used as the basis for assigning the new vehicle-trips to the local
streets in the study area, and the new transit trips to the local and regional transit operators. During
the PM peak hour, vehicle trips were assigned to the proposed project garage and the Fifth & Mission

Garage, as follows;

Residential and Office Vehicle Trips (assigned to the proposed project garage). A total of 412 PM
peak hour vehicle trips were assigned to the three proposed project garage driveways, including 142

inbound and 270 outbound vehicle trips. These trips were distributed to the driveways as follows:
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31 inbound and 16 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the garage driveway within
Building M-2 on Minna Street. The assignment and intersection analysis assumes that, as
part of the proposed project, left turns from Fifth Street northbound onto Minna Street

westbound would not be permitted.

51 inbound and 127 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the garage driveway within
Building N-1 Building on Minna Street. The assignment and analysis assumes that, as part
of the proposed project, left turns from Fifth Street northbound onto Minna Street

westbound would not be permitted.

60 inbound and 127 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the garage driveway within

Building H-1 on Howard Street.

Retail and restaurant vehicle-trips were assigned to the Fifth & Mission Garage. A total of 346 PM
peak hour vehicle trips were assigned to the Fifth & Mission garage, including 164 inbound and 182
outbound vehicle trips. These trips were distributed to the Fifth & Mission Garage driveways as

follows:

9 inbound and 19 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the Fifth & Mission Garage via

the Mission Street entrance/exits.

155 inbound and 163 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the Fifth & Mission Garage

via the Minna Street entrance/exits.

The proposed project also includes programming elements such as arts and cultural events, other
public events, and collaborations among businesses and organizations that use the commercial space.
In addition to existing Off the Grid food truck events, which currently occur on the site twice a week,
events on the project site could include outdoor film screenings, night markets, food events, streets
fairs or festivals, lecture series, and theater performances during weekdays and weekends. Typical
event, occurring up to an estimated three times a month, could have attendance of approximately 500
to 750 people, while larger-scale events, occurring up to approximately twice per year, could have
attendance up to 5,000 people. Because information regarding possible events is not known at this

time, these events have not been specifically called-out in the travel demand estimates. However,
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because many events would occur on weekday evenings and on weekends when commercial office
spaces would not be occupied and because the transportation network is less congested on weekday
evenings and on weekends than during the weekday PM peak hour of analysis, the impact of the
weekday evening and weekend events would be less than the analysis below. Events occurring
during the weekday daytime hours, such as food events, would be patronized by employees, visitors,
and residents of the proposed project, although depending on the event, may attract additional,
primarily walk, trips to the project site. Also, larger events that would require sidewalk or roadway
closures would be subject to SFMTA’s and SFDPW'’s permitting process. Therefore, the impacts of the

daytime events are assessed qualitatively for midday pedestrian conditions.

Loading Demand. Freight delivery and service vehicle demand was estimated based on the

methodology and truck generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines. Because the proposed project
includes sharing of on-site loading facilities, as well as management and scheduling of deliveries/
service vehicles, the SF Guidelines methodology for determining loading space demand was adjusted
to reflect that loading activities would occur over a 12-hour period (e.g., between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00

p.m.), rather than over the 9-hour period used in the SF Guidelines methodology.

It is anticipated that about 67 percent of the delivery/service vehicles that would be generated by
the proposed project would consist of small trucks and vans, and about 33 percent would be via
small and large delivery trucks (about 91 of the 278 daily truck trips for the Office Scheme and 75 of
the 228 daily truck trips for the Residential Scheme).14

Table 1V.D-9 presents the daily truck trip generation and peak and average hour loading space

demand for the Office Scheme and the Residential Scheme.

14 SF Guidelines, Table H-2, Percent Daily Service Vehicle Activity by Vehicle Type.
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Table IV.D-9: Proposed Project Freight Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading

Space Demands

Daily Truck Trip Peak Hour Average Hour
Land Use Size Generation Loading Spaces?@ | Loading Spaces?
Office Scheme ®
Office 872,900 gsf 183 8.0 6.4
Residential 802,500 gsf 24 1.0 0.8
Retail 141,600 gsf 31 1.3 1.1
Restaurant 11,000 gsf 40 1.7 1.4
Total 1,828,000 gsf 278 12.1 9.7
Residential Scheme
Office 598,500 gsf 126 5.5 4.3
Residential 1,057,700 gsf 32 14 1.1
Retail 141,600 gsf 31 1.3 1.1
Restaurant 11,000 gsf 40 1.7 1.4
Total 1,808,800 gsf 228 9.9 7.9

a  Because the proposed project includes sharing of on-site loading facilities, as well as management and
scheduling of deliveries, a 12-hour period (e.g., between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.) rather than over a 9-hour

period was assumed.

b The total square footage of office uses in the Office Scheme has been reduced to 871,900, resulting in a total
of 1,827,000 gsf for the proposed project Office Scheme. This minor revision in gsf would not materially

change the impact analysis.

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

As indicated on Table 1V.D-9, the Office Scheme would generate more daily truck trips and would

have a greater loading space demand than the Residential Scheme.

Office Scheme — The Office Scheme would generate about 278 truck trips on a daily basis.

Based on the adjusted duration of loading activities, the 278 truck trips correspond to a

demand for 12 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activities and 10 loading

spaces during the average hour of loading activities.

Residential Scheme — The Residential Scheme would generate about 228 truck trips on a

daily basis, which corresponds to a demand for 10 loading spaces during the peak hour of

loading activities and eight loading spaces during the average hour of loading activities.

Parking Demand. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (including resident and

employee parking) and short-term demand (typically visitor parking). Parking demand for the

proposed project was determined based on methodology presented in the SF Guidelines.
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For residential units, the long-term parking demand is based on the number and size of the
units at a rate of 1.1 and 1.5 spaces per unit for studios/one bedroom and 2-plus bedroom
units, respectively. During the weekday midday, the residential parking demand is

estimated to be about 80 percent of the overnight demand.?s

For the office, retail, and restaurant uses, the long-term parking demand was estimated by
determining the number of daytime employees and applying the average mode split and
vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation; short-term parking was estimated

based on the total daily visitor vehicle trips and an average turnover rate.

Table IV.D-10 presents the estimated peak parking demand for the proposed project for midday

conditions and overnight conditions.

Office Scheme - The Office Scheme would generate a total midday parking demand for
about 2,177 spaces, of which 1,746 spaces would be for long-term parking demand and 431
spaces for short-term parking demand. The overnight parking demand associated with the

residential units would be 1,111 long-term parking spaces.

Residential Scheme — The Residential Scheme would generate a total midday parking
demand for about 2,183 spaces, of which 1,793 spaces would be for long-term parking
demand and 390 spaces for short-term parking demand. Parking demand associated with the
residential uses would comprise the greatest proportion of the parking demand (i.e., 1,173 of
the 2,183 space parking demand, or 54 percent of the total demand). The overnight parking

demand associated with the residential units would be 1,470 long-term parking spaces.

15 SF Guidelines, Appendix G, Parking Demand Calculations for Commercial and Residential Projects,
page G-2.
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Table 1V.D-10: Proposed Project Parking Demand

Long-Term Short-Term Total
Analysis Period/Land Use Parking Spaces Parking Spaces Parking Spaces

Midday Demand

Office Scheme

Office 764 131 895
Residential 889 0 889
Retail 86 229 315
Restaurant 7 71 78
Total 1,746 431 2,177
Residential Scheme

Office 524 90 614
Residential 1,176 0 1,176
Retail 86 229 315
Restaurant 7 71 78
Total 1,793 390 2,183

Overnight Demand

Office Scheme

Office, Retail, Restaurant 0 0 0
Residential 1,111 0 1,111
Total 1,111 0 1,111
Residential Scheme

Office, Retail, Restaurant 0 0 0
Residential 1,470 0 1,470
Total 1,470 0 1,470

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

Development of 2040 Cumulative Conditions

Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects. Reasonably foreseeable development projects that were

considered in the cumulative analysis include (but are not limited to) the following:
Central SoMa Plan (Case No. 2011.1356E)
Transit Center District Plan (Case No. 2007.0558E)
Central SoMa Plan (Case No. 2013.154E)
706 Mission Street (Case No. 2008.1084E)
250 Fourth Street (Case No. 2011.0038E)

725 Harrison Street (Case No. 2005.0759E)
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397 Fifth Street (Case No. 2006.0444E)
260 Fifth Street (Case No. 2007.0690E)
205 Shipley Street (Case No. 2006.0679E)
465 Tehama Street (Case No. 2005.0424E)
214 Sixth Street (Case No. 2011.0119E)
363 Sixth Street (Case No. 2011.0586E)
255 Seventh Street (Case No. 2004.0588E)
350 Eighth Street (Case No. 2007.1035E)
935-965 Market Street (Case No. 2005.1074E)
900 Folsom Street (Case No. 2007.0689E)
923 Folsom Street (Case No. 2012.1333E)

942 Mission Street (Case No. 2008.0197E)

Chapter Il, Project Description, includes a description of the cumulative setting and Table 11-8
summarizes major planned projects known to the Planning Department that are generally within the

vicinity of the project site.

Cumulative Transportation Network Changes. The following transportation network changes are

also incorporated into the Cumulative analysis, and are described below:
Central Subway Project
Central SoMa Plan
Second Street Improvement Project
San Francisco Bicycle Plan
Transit Center District Plan

Transit Effectiveness Project
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Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail

line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central
Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets
to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under US 101. From there it
will continue north to stations at Moscone Center (i.e., on the west side of Fourth Street between
Folsom and Clementina streets), Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the
Powell Street Station and BART—and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton

between Clay and Jackson Streets.

Construction associated with utility relocation has been completed. Work is underway on the tunnels
contract, which consists of 1.5 miles of twin-bore tunnels underneath Fourth and Stockton Streets,
from 1-80 to North Beach. Its major components include construction of the TBM launch box and
cross passages; construction of an extraction shaft and portal; and monitoring and protection of
existing utilities, buildings, and BART tunnels. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be

completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.

Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an

integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is
located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and
Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to
the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the
pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input,
past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood

needs. An application has been filed for this project for conducting environmental review.

The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets.
Howard Street would be modified between Eleventh and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be
modified between Eleventh Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom One-Way
Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street

which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Two-Way Option, both streets would
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be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur.

The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option.

Howard/Folsom One-Way Option. Under the One-Way Option, Howard Street between Eleventh

and Third streets would be modified to have two westbound travel lanes and a two-way cycle track
along the south curb. Parking would be permitted along the north curb during off-peak times, while
during peak travel periods, parking would be prohibited to create a third westbound travel lane.
Alongside the cycle track, parking would be permitted at all times; however, at intersection
approaches where left-turns are possible, parking would be removed in order to create a left-turn
pocket which (along with a left-turn signal) would be necessary in order to separate left-turning
vehicles from bicycles. The north sidewalk would be widened to about 15 feet, while the south

sidewalk would remain at 12 feet.

Under the One-Way Option, Folsom Street between Eleventh and Second Streets would be modified
to have two eastbound travel lanes and a two-way cycle track along the north curb. East of Sixth
Street, parking would be permitted along the south curb during off-peak times, while during peak
travel periods, parking would be prohibited to create an eastbound transit-only lane. Alongside the
cycle track, parking would be permitted at all times; however, at intersection approaches where left-
turns are possible, parking would be removed in order to create a left-turn pocket which (along with
a left-turn signal) would be necessary in order to separate left-turning vehicles from bicycles. The

south sidewalk would be widened to about 15 feet, while the north sidewalk would remain at 10 feet.

Under the One-Way Option, Folsom Street between Second Street and The Embarcadero would be

modified to have two eastbound and one westbound travel lane and bicycle lanes in both directions.
In this segment, parallel parking would be provided on both sides of the street alongside the bicycle
lanes at all times. Consistent with the TCDP, the north sidewalk of Folsom Street would be widened

to about 25 feet, and the south sidewalk would be widened to about 15 feet.
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Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option. Under the Two-Way Option, Howard Street between Eleventh

and Third Streets would be modified to have two westbound and two eastbound travel lanes, left-
turn pockets where left turns are permitted, and bicycle lanes in each direction. Between Sixth and
Fourth Streets, at all times, two westbound and two eastbound travel lanes and one bicycle lane in
each direction would be provided, in addition to parallel parking along either the north or south
curb. Sidewalks between Fourth and Sixth Streets would remain at 12 feet. Between Sixth and
Eleventh Streets, during off-peak hours, one travel lane and one bicycle lane would be provided in
each direction in addition to parallel parking along the north and south curbs; during peak hours,
parking would be prohibited in order to create a second travel lane in each direction. Sidewalks

between Eleventh and Sixth streets would be widened to about 15 feet.

Under the Two-Way Option, Folsom Street between Eleventh and Fourth Streets would be modified
to have one eastbound and one westbound travel lane and one-way buffered or raised cycle tracks in
both directions. Parallel parking would be provided on one side of the street at all times, but on block
faces without parallel parking where on-street loading would be required, loading bays could be
placed within the sidewalk. Right-turn pockets would be provided at intersections that, along with a
right-turn signal, would be necessary in order to separate right-turning vehicles from bicycles.
Sidewalks would be widened to about 15 to 18 feet. Under the Two-Way Option, left turns from

eastbound Howard Street into the proposed project driveway would not be permitted.

Under the Two-Way Option, Folsom Street between Fourth and Second Streets would be modified to
have one eastbound transit-only lane, one eastbound travel lane, one westbound travel lane, and one-
way buffered or raised cycle tracks in both directions. Westbound auto traffic on Folsom Street would
be required to turn right onto northbound Third Street during peak periods (vehicle access to the
north curb of Folsom between Third and Fourth Streets would be accommodated by turning left onto
westbound Folsom Street from northbound Third Street). Eastbound vehicle traffic on Folsom Street
would be required to turn right onto southbound Fourth Street during peak periods (vehicle access to
the south curb of Folsom Street between Fourth and Third Streets would be accommodated by
turning left onto eastbound Folsom Street from southbound Fourth Street). Parallel parking would be

provided adjacent to the eastbound cycle track.
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Under the Two-Way Option, Folsom Street between Second Street and The Embarcadero would be
modified to have one eastbound and one westbound travel lane and one-way buffered cycle tracks in
both directions. Parallel parking would be provided on both sides of the street alongside the cycle
tracks at all times. Right-turn pockets would be provided at intersections that, along with a right-turn
signal, would be necessary in order to separate right-turning vehicles from bicycles. Consistent with
the TCDP, the north sidewalk of Folsom Street would be widened to about 25 feet, and the south

sidewalk would be widened to about 15 feet.

Second Street Improvement Project. The San Francisco DPW, SFMTA, and the Planning Department

have been working with community members on design improvements to Second Street between
Market and King Streets. Bicycle Route 11 runs on Second Street, and in accordance with the San
Francisco Bicycle Plan, the project would provide separated bicycle lanes along the entire length of
Second Street, as well as a pedestrian refuge space at a number of locations. The project also includes
roadway resurfacing, concrete curb reconstruction, the installation of ADA-compliant curb ramps,
and upgrades to the traffic signal system. The preferred concept would reduce the number of travel
lanes from two to one travel lanes in each direction, limit general parking, and relocate some
commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones. DPW estimates that construction

on this project can begin by 2016.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan. As indicated in Section 2.6, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan includes planned

short-term improvements to Bicycle Route 19 on Fifth Street. Fifth Street improvements include the
construction of Class Il bicycle lanes and Class Il bicycle routes in both directions between Market
and Townsend Streets. Similar to the ongoing Second Street Improvement Project described above,
Bicycle Plan improvements on Fifth Street would reduce the number of travel lanes and prohibit
northbound and southbound left turns, as well as implement other minor changes to lane geometry

and on-street parking.

Transit Center District Plan. Adopted in summer 2012, the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) builds

on the City’s 1985 Downtown Plan to create new land use, urban form, building design, and public

realm improvements in and around the new Transbay Transit Center that is currently under
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construction. The TCDP increases the zoned capacity of the area, roughly bounded by Steuart Street
to the east, Folsom Street to the south, Annie Street/Kaplan Lane (just east of Third Street) to the west,
and Market Street to the north. In rezoning, the TCDP includes changes to the transportation
network, including conversions of one-way streets to two-way traffic (i.e., Howard and Folsom
Streets), reductions in travel lanes, provision of new transit-only lanes, sidewalk widening, bulb-out

installations, creation of new multi-use paths, and other improvements.

The TCDP plan area overlaps with the northeastern corner of the Central SoMa Plan. The area of
overlap is in the C-3 (downtown) zoning district and comprises the southeastern corner of the
Financial District. The Central SoMa Plan would build on the policy foundation of sustainability
within the Plan area that was established in the TCDP, augmenting policies on building performance,
district water, and district energy. The Central SoMa Plan does not propose to change the adopted
land use or development controls of the TCDP, but would modify the street network proposal for
Folsom Street between The Embarcadero and Second Street as identified in the TCDP to be consistent

with the Central SoMa Plan’s proposed street network changes.

Transit Effectiveness Project. The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) anticipates changes to routes in

the vicinity of the proposed project. The year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the
capacity of the lines as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within the

recommended TEP. The following changes are proposed by the TEP for routes in the study area.

Minor frequency changes on the F Market & Wharves, J Church, K Ingleside, L Taraval,
M Ocean View, and N Judah.

The 8AX/BX Bayshore Express’s frequencies will increase during the peak periods.

The 10 Townsend route will be rerouted, with a new alignment through Mission Bay and

Potrero Hill. The 10 Townsend will be renamed to the 10 Sansome.

A new 11 Downtown Connector will serve SoMa and North Beach, and will run on

Harrison and Folsom streets in the project vicinity.
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The 12 Folsom-Pacific will be discontinued (and its route replaced in the project vicinity by

the new 11 Downtown Connector).
The 14X Mission Express will have increased service frequency during the peak periods.

The downtown terminus of the 16X Noriega Express will be extended from Fourth Street to

Market and Spear streets.

The 30 Stockton will provide service with articulated buses to reduce crowding and

improve reliability. The 30X Stockton Express will have increased frequencies.

In the vicinity of the project site, the TEP also includes two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction
Proposal (TTRP) along Mission Street. If implemented, the TTRP Moderate Alternative will extend
the existing transit-only lane hours of 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. in both directions and 7:00 to 9:00 a.m. in the
inbound direction to full-time for the segment of Mission Street between Fourth and Eleventh Streets.
In addition, the existing 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. hours of the Mission Street transit-only lanes between
Fourth and Main Streets in the outbound direction and between Fourth and Beale Streets in the
inbound direction would be extended to full-time. If the TEP TTRP Expanded Alternative is
implemented instead of the TTRP Moderate Alternative, it will relocate the existing side-running
transit-only lanes between Fifth and First Streets in the outbound direction and between Sixth and
First Streets in the inbound direction, so that they become center-running transit-only lanes, and
transition the outbound transit-only lane back to its existing curbside configuration and rescind the

inbound transit-only lane from Seventh to Sixth Streets.

Cumulative Traffic and Transit Demand. Future 2040 Cumulative traffic and transit demand
projections were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San

Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model (SF-CHAMP).

Traffic. Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development
and growth identified by SF-CHAMP, using model output that represents Existing conditions and
model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account

cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the Moscone Center Expansion

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

306



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Project, the 706 Mission Street Project, and the 250 Fourth Street Project and others listed above, as
well as the additional vehicle-trips generated by the proposed project. The 2040 Cumulative traffic
impact analysis takes into consideration implementation of the Central SoMa Howard/Folsom One-
Way Option circulation changes, which would remove mixed-flow travel lanes on Howard and

Folsom Streets.

The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option,
where both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street
which would retain its existing two-way operation). Currently, this section of Howard Street has four
westbound travel lanes (three west of Sixth Street), a westbound bicycle lane, parallel parking along
the north and south curbs, and 12-foot wide sidewalks. West of Second Street, Folsom Street has four
eastbound travel lanes, an eastbound bicycle lane, parallel parking along the north and south curbs,
and 10-foot wide sidewalks. Folsom Street east of Second Street is currently temporarily configured
with a westbound transit lane to accommodate regional transit between the Temporary Transbay
Terminal and the Bay Bridge. The current configuration changes block to block, but generally has two
eastbound travel lanes and one transit-only westbound travel lane. With implementation of the
Central SoMa roadway network changes, some drivers would be expected to change routes, or
divert, from Howard and Folsom streets to parallel streets due to the reduction in overall travel lane

capacity, as well as the reduction of left-turn opportunities from these streets.

Transit. The 2040 Cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity
changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019),
the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded Water Emergency

Transportation Authority ferry service.
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PROJECT-LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION
Traffic Impacts

Impact TR-1: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would result in a significant impact at
four study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F, and contribute considerably to
LOS E or LOS F conditions at one intersection under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant

and Unavoidable)

During the PM peak hour, the Office Scheme would generate 730 vehicle trips, and the Residential
Scheme would generate 706 vehicle trips (see Table 1V.D-7). However, because the predominant
direction of travel for residential uses during the PM peak hour is inbound towards the project site,
the Residential Scheme would generate 28 more inbound vehicle trips than the Office Scheme (note
that the Office Scheme would generate 52 more vehicle trips than the Residential Scheme in the
outbound direction). In order to analyze the maximum potential impact of the proposed project, the
maximum inbound (306 vehicle trips with the Residential Scheme) and outbound (452 vehicle trips
with the Office Scheme) vehicle trips were used for the traffic impact analysis at the study

intersections, for a total of 758 project-generated vehicle trips during the PM peak hour.

As indicated above, the intersection LOS impact analysis for the weekday PM peak hour was based
on 758 new project-generated vehicle trips (306 inbound and 452 outbound). During the PM peak
hour, vehicle trips were assigned to the proposed project garage and the Fifth & Mission Garage, as

follows:

31 inbound and 16 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the garage driveway within
Building M-2 on Minna Street. The assignment and intersection analysis assumes that, as
part of the proposed project, left turns from Fifth Street northbound onto Minna Street

westbound would not be permitted.

51 inbound and 127 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the garage driveway within
Building N-1 on Minna Street. The assignment and analysis assumes that, as part of the
proposed project, left turns from Fifth Street northbound onto Minna Street westbound

would not be permitted.
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60 inbound and 127 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the garage driveway within

Building H-1 on Howard Street.

9 inbound and 19 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the Fifth & Mission Garage via

the Mission Street entrance/exits.

155 inbound and 163 outbound vehicle trips were assigned to the Fifth & Mission Garage

via the Minna Street entrance/exits.

Table 1VV.D-11 presents the Existing plus Project intersection levels of service for the weekday PM

peak hour. In general, the addition of the 758 vehicle trips during the weekday PM peak hour would

result in increases in the average delay per vehicle at the study intersections.

Weekday PM peak hour intersection operating conditions would worsen from LOS D to

LOS E or LOS F at two study intersections (Fourth/Howard and Sixth/Folsom Streets).

Weekday PM peak hour intersection operating conditions would worsen from LOS E to

LOS F at one study intersection (Sixth/Brannan Streets).

Weekday PM peak hour intersection operating conditions and would continue to operate
at the same LOS E or LOS F conditions as under Existing conditions at eight study
intersections (Fourth/Market/Stockton, Fourth/Folsom, Fifth/Market, Fifth/Natoma,

Fifth/Harrison, Fifth/Bryant, Sixth/Natoma, and Sixth/Bryant Streets).

At the currently unsignalized intersection of Sixth/Minna Streets, the westbound approach
currently operates at LOS F conditions, and the westbound approach would continue to
operate at LOS F conditions with the proposed project. However, with implementation of
the planned signal at this location (SFMTA’s construction bidding process currently
underway, and signal will be operational by the end of 2014), the intersection would

operate at LOS C conditions during the PM peak hour.

With implementation of the proposed project, nine study intersections would continue to

operate at LOS D or better during the weekday PM peak hour.
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At the study intersections of Fourth/Howard, Sixth/Folsom and Sixth/Brannan Streets, the worsening

of intersection LOS conditions from LOS D to LOS E or LOS F, and from LOS E to LOS F would be

considered a significant impact at these intersections.

Table IV.D-11: Intersection Level of Service — Existing Plus Project Conditions,
Weekday PM Peak Hour

Existing Existing Plus Project
Intersection Delay 2 LOS® Delay LOS
1. Fourth/Market/Stockton 56.1 E 64.6 E
2. Fourth/Mission 28.1 C 36.5 D
3. Fourth/Howard 52.5 D 74.8 E
4. Fourth/Folsom >80 (1.09) F >80 (1.12) F
5. Fifth/Market 55.9 E 56.8 E
6. Fifth/Mission 15.1 B 15.5 B
7. Fifth/Minnac 2.5 (sh) A 3.0 (sh) A
8. Fifth/Natomac 38.2 (eb) E 40.9 (eb) E
9. Fifth/Howarde 15.1 B 17.5 B
10. Fifth/Folsom 27.2 C 46.5 D
11. Fifth/Harrison 58.7 E 60.7 E
12. Fifth/Bryant >80 (1.25) F >80 (1.28) F
13. Sixth/Market 44.6 D 45.3 D
14. Sixth/Mission 32.3 C 53.4 D
15. Sixth/Minnac > 50 (wb) F > 50 (wb)/[22.0] F/[C]
16. Sixth/Natomacd > 50 (eb) F > 50 (eb) F
17. Sixth/Howard 355 D 45.8 D
18. Sixth/Folsom 43.3 D >80 (1.16) F
19. Sixth/Harrison 31.6 C 44.6 D
20. Sixth/Bryant >80 (1.43) F >80 (1.47) F
21. Sixth/Brannan 74.4 E >80 (1.14) F

a Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold.

b Shaded = project impact.

¢ Intersection stop sign-controlled. Delay and LOS presented for the approach with the highest delay.

d Contracting for installation of planned signal at the intersection of Sixth/Minna Streets is underway, and
planned to be operational by the end of 2014. Average vehicle delay and LOS for Existing plus Project
conditions with signalization presented in [brackets]. With signalization, the intersection would operate at
LOS C conditions, and therefore, traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than

significant.

e Existing and Existing plus Project intersection LOS analyses were also conducted at the intersection of
Fifth/Howard Streets for AM peak hour conditions. Under Existing conditions, during the AM peak hour,
the intersection of Fifth/Howard Streets currently operates at LOS B conditions with an average vehicle
delay of 15.3 seconds per vehicle, and under Existing plus Project conditions the average vehicle delay
would increase to 16.5 seconds per vehicle and the intersection would operate at LOS B conditions.

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.
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At the eight intersections currently operating at LOS E or LOS F under Existing conditions and that
would continue to operate at the same LOS under Existing plus Project conditions, the proposed
project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the
intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. The project’s
contributions to the poorly operating critical movements (i.e., the critical movements operating at LOS
E or LOS F)!6 would be more than 5 percent at the intersection of Sixth/Bryant Streets, and therefore
the contribution of the proposed project to the overall intersection LOS F conditions at this intersection
would be considered considerable, and the proposed project’s impact at this intersection would be
considered a significant impact. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements

operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in the project’s TIS.

Each of the four intersections where the proposed project would result significant impacts (i.e., at the
intersections of Fourth/Howard, Sixth/Folsom, Sixth/Brannan, and Sixth/Bryant Streets) were
reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels
or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to significant impacts. A detailed discussion of the
feasibility of mitigation measures for each intersection where the project would result in a significant
impact is provided in the project TIS. Overall, no feasible mitigation measures were found to mitigate
significant impacts for the affected intersections. Generally, additional travel lane capacity would be
needed on one or more approaches to the intersection in order to mitigate the LOSE or LOS F
intersection operating conditions. The provision of additional travel lane capacity would typically

require narrowing of the sidewalks to substandard widths and/or removal of bicycle lanes. These

16 The critical movement, with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal
phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time,
and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations
methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The
critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking
into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for
example, cycle length, green times), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy
vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro
intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for the analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are
those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions
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actions would generally be inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment
encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy because they would remove space dedicated to
pedestrians and bicyclists. Additional improvements, such as changes to the signal timing cycle
length and/or green time allocations would not reduce significant impacts to less-than-significant
levels. Thus, the identified significant impacts at the intersections of Fourth/Howard, Sixth/Folsom,
Sixth/Brannan, and Sixth/Bryant Streets under Existing plus Project conditions would remain

significant and unavoidable.

Impact TR-2: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would have less-than-significant impacts

at 17 study intersections under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less Than Significant)

With implementation of the proposed project, the following intersections would operate at LOS D or
better during the PM peak hour, and therefore, the proposed project traffic impacts at these locations

would be less than significant.

Fourth/Mission Sixth/Market
Fifth/Mission Sixth/Mission
Fifth/Minna Sixth/Minna
Fifth/Howard Sixth/Howard
Fifth/Folsom Sixth/Harrison

In addition, as indicated in Impact TR-1 above, at intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under
Existing and Existing plus Project conditions, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to
determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating
conditions would be considerable. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical
movements operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in the project’s TIS. The project’s
contributions to the poorly operating critical movements would be less than 5 percent at the seven
study intersections, and therefore the contribution of the proposed project to the overall intersection
LOS E or LOS F conditions at these seven intersections would not be considered considerable.
Therefore, the proposed project’s traffic impacts at the following seven intersections would be less

than significant:
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Fourth/Market/Stockton Fifth/Harrison
Fourth/Folsom Fifth/Bryant
Fifth/Market Sixth/Natoma

Fifth/Natoma

For these reasons, the proposed project’s traffic impacts at these 17 study intersections would be less

than significant.

Impact TR-3: The garage operations of the Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would not result
in substantial conflicts that would adversely affect traffic, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian

operations. (Less Than Significant)

The proposed project’s parking garage operations were reviewed for AM peak hour conditions when
the predominant direction of project travel demand for the office uses would be inbound into the site,
to determine whether queues associated with vehicle access into the garage would spill back onto the
sidewalk and adjacent vehicle travel and bicycle lanes, thereby increasing the potential for conflicts
between vehicles, transit, bicyclists and pedestrians on Minna and Howard Streets. During the PM
peak hour the majority of vehicles generated by the proposed land uses would be exiting the garage,
and therefore queues associated with merge into the travel lanes would be contained within the
garage, and would not affect transit, bicycle and vehicle operations on Minna or Howard Streets.

Therefore, the AM peak hour conditions were assessed for garage operations.

During the AM peak hour, the Office Scheme would generate 282 inbound and 128 outbound vehicle
trips, of which 262 inbound vehicle trips would be destined to the project site (the remaining 20
vehicle trips associated with the retail and restaurant uses would be destined to the Fifth & Mission
Garage). Of the 262 inbound AM peak hour vehicle trips, eight vehicle trips would be destined to the
driveway on Minna Street in Building M-2 (with a ramp length of 116 feet), 131 vehicle trips would
be destined to the driveway on Minna Street in Building N-1 (with a ramp length of 105 feet), and 123
vehicle trips would be destined to the driveway on Howard Street in Building H-1 (with a ramp

length of 98 feet).

CASE NO. 2011.0409E 5M PROJECT
DRAFT EIR OCTOBER 2014

313



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

A queuing analysis was conducted to determine whether the vehicle trips vehicles entering the
garage at the various driveways would queue out into the adjacent travel lanes on Minna and
Howard Streets. Based on the maximum AM peak hour vehicle inbound demand of 131 vehicles, the
95th percentile queue would be four vehicles (a distance of about 80 feet).t” The maximum queue
would therefore be accommodated within all of the proposed project driveways, and would not spill
back onto the sidewalk or adjacent travel lanes. Therefore, the impact of spillover into the adjacent

travel lanes during the AM peak hour from the garage operations would be less than significant.

Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues

As an improvement measure to reduce the potential for queuing of vehicles accessing the
project site, it would be the responsibility of the owner/operator of the garage to ensure that
recurring vehicle queues do not occur on Minna or Howard Streets adjacent to the site. A
vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking any
portion of the sidewalk or travel lanes for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a

daily and/or weekly basis.

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is present, the
Planning Department would notify the project sponsor in writing. Upon request, the
owner/operator would hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions at
the site for no less than seven days. The consultant would prepare a monitoring report to be
submitted to the Planning Department for review. If the Planning Department determines that
a recurring queue does exist, the facility owner/operator of the garage would have 90 days

from the date of the written determination to abate the queue.

17 The 95t percentile queue is the length of queue that has a probability of 5 percent or less of being
exceeded during the analysis hour.
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Improvement Measure I-TR-A would further reduce the magnitude of the proposed project’s less-
than-significant traffic impact related to garage operations, and would not result in any secondary

transportation-related impacts.

Transit Impacts

Impact TR-4: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would not result in a substantial increase
in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity; nor would it
cause a substantial increase in delays or costs such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit

service could occur. (Less Than Significant)

Transit Screenlines. Because the number of new PM peak hour transit trips generated with the Office
Scheme (1,465 transit trips) would be more than the number generated by the Residential Scheme
(1,441 transit trips), the transit screenline analysis was conducted based on the Office Scheme. During
the weekday PM peak hour, the proposed project would generate 1,465 new transit trips (529
inbound and 936 outbound). These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional
transit lines, and may include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit
providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new
employees and visitors to the office, retail, restaurant and residential uses, the transit trips were
assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it
was estimated that out of the 936 outbound transit trips, about 511 would cross the Muni screenlines,
327 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 98 would not cross any screenlines (i.e.,

would travel within the downtown area).

The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit
conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday PM peak hour. Based on the origins/
destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within
San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. As
noted above, some transit trips that would travel within Superdistrict 1 would remain in the

downtown area (e.g., trips to the Ferry Building) and therefore, would not cross one of the
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screenlines. As such, not all outbound Muni trips generated by the proposed project appear in the
screenline analysis. For analysis purposes, half of the Superdistrict 1 trips were estimated to remain
in the downtown area and the out-of-region trips were added to the Superdistrict 1 trips, assuming

that a portion of those trips would be made on Muni.

Table IVV.D-12 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Existing plus Project conditions for
weekday PM peak hour conditions. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four
screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization
for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below

the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.

Table IV.D-12:  Muni Screenline Analysis — Existing Plus Project Conditions,
Weekday PM Peak Hour

Existing Plus
Existing Project Project Capacity

Screenline/Corridor Ridership Trips Ridership Capacity Utilization
Northeast

Kearny/Stockton 2,158 78 2,236 3,291 67.9%

Other 570 20 590 1,078 54.8%

Subtotal 2,728 98 2,826 4,369 64.7%
Northwest

Geary 1,814 51 1,865 2,528 73.8%

California 1,366 38 1,404 1,686 83.3%

Sutter/Clement 470 13 483 630 76.7%

Fulton/Hayes 965 27 992 1,176 84.4%

Balboa 637 18 655 929 70.5%

Subtotal 5,252 148 5,400 6,949 77.7%
Southeast

Third 550 21 571 714 80.0%

Mission 1,529 58 1,587 2,789 56.9%

San Bruno/Bayshore 1,320 50 1,370 2,134 64.2%

Other 1,034 39 1,073 1,712 62.7%

Subtotal 4,433 168 4,601 7,349 62.6%
Southwest

Subway 4,747 75 4,822 6,294 76.6%

Haight/Noriega 1,105 17 1,122 1,651 68.0%

Other 276 4 280 700 40.1%

Subtotal 6,128 97 6,255 8,645 72.0%
Total All Screenlines 18,541 511 19,052 27,312 69.8%

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.
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Transit Delay. Table 1VV.D-13 presents the results of the transit delay analysis for PM peak hour
conditions. The proposed project would result in increases in travel time on the local and regional
transit routes in the immediate vicinity of the project site, and increases would range from 4 seconds
to about 2 minutes. However, in all instances the increase would be less than half of the existing
headways, and therefore project-related transit delays resulting from congestion on study area
roadways and passenger loading delays associated with increased ridership on these routes during

the PM peak hour would be less than significant.

Table IV.D-13:  Transit Delay Analysis — Existing Plus Project Conditions, Weekday
PM Peak Hour

Northbound/Eastbound Southbound/Westbound

Travel Time Delay as Travel Time Delay as

Headway Increases Percent of Increases Percent of

Transit Operator/Route (min:sec) (min:sec) Headway (min:sec) Headway

Muni

14 Mission 7:30 0:55 12% 1:36 21%
14L Mission Limited 9:00 1:.07 12% 1:52 21%
14X Mission Express 8:00 0:15 3% 1:36 20%
27 Bryant 15:00 0.09 1% 0:34 4%
Golden Gate Transit 15:00 1:27 10% 1:48 12%
SamTrans 30:00 0:19 1% 0:04 0%

2 |ncludes eastbound/westbound routes on Mission Street for Muni (14 Mission, 14L Mission Limited, and
14X Mission Express), Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans, as well as northbound/southbound 27 Bryant
route on Fifth Street.

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

Project Driveway Impacts on Transit Operations. As described in Impact TR-3, above, the queuing
analysis conducted for the proposed project access driveways during the AM peak hour (when the
predominant direction of vehicle trips would be accessing the site) indicates that the vehicle queues
would be accommodated within the project site and would not spill back onto the sidewalk or travel
lanes on Minna or Howard Streets, and would therefore not affect Muni bus operations on Fifth
Street. Therefore, the impact of the proposed project driveways on Muni operations would be less

than significant.
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It should be noted that the office, retail, and restaurant uses would be subject to the Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF). The TIDF attempts to recover the cost of carrying additional riders
generated by new development by obtaining fees on a square footage basis. TIDF funds may be used
to increase revenue service hours reasonably necessary to mitigate the impacts of non-residential

development on public transit.

Currently Muni electric trolley coaches operate on Mission Street. Support poles for the overhead
wires are located on Mission Street, adjacent to the project site and there are also eyebolts attached to
the existing Chronicle Building. It is anticipated that these eyebolts would remain with the

renovation of the Chronicle Building.

Because the proposed project would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the local transit
lines, and would not affect the operations of the adjacent and nearby Muni bus stops, or delay transit,

impacts of the proposed project on transit operations would be less than significant.

Impact TR-5: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would not result in a substantial increase
in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity; nor would it cause
a substantial increase in delays or costs such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit

service could occur. (Less Than Significant)

Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit
screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound
direction during the weekday PM peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips
generated by the proposed project, the 327 outbound regional transit trips were assigned to the three
regional transit screenlines. It was estimated that during the weekday PM peak hour there would be 229
transit trips destined to the East Bay, 35 transit trips to the North Bay, and 63 transit trips to the South
Bay. Table 1V.D-14 presents the Existing plus Project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers.
In general, the addition of the 327 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the

regional transit providers during the weekday PM peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all
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screenlines would remain similar to those under Existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization

for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.

Table 1V.D-14:  Regional Transit Screenline Analysis — Existing Plus Project
Conditions, Weekday PM Peak Hour

Existing Project Existing Plus Capacity Capacity

Screenline/Operator Ridership Trips Project Ridership Utilization
East Bay

BART 19,716 198 19,914 22,050 90.3%

AC Transit 2,256 23 2,279 3,926 58.0%

Ferries 805 8 813 1,615 50.3%

Subtotal 22,777 229 23,006 27,591 83.4%
North Bay

GGT buses 1,384 21 1,405 2,817 49.9%

GGT ferries 968 14 982 1,959 50.1%

Subtotal 2,352 35 2,387 4,776 50.0%
South Bay

BART 10,682 51 10,733 14,910 72.0%

Caltrain 2,377 12 2,389 3,100 77.1%

SamTrans 141 1 142 320 44.3%

Subtotal 13,200 63 13,263 18,330 72.4%
Total All Screenlines 38,329 327 38,656 50,697 76.2%

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

As indicated in Table 1VV.D-13, the proposed project would result in minimal increases in travel time
on the regional routes in the immediate vicinity of the project site; however, these increases would

not be substantial and would not affect regional transit routes.

Because the proposed project would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional
transit lines, and would not affect the operations of the nearby regional stops or routes, or delay

transit, impacts of the proposed project on transit operations would be less than significant.
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Bicycle Impacts

Impact TR-6: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would not result in potentially hazardous
conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site

and adjoining areas. (Less Than Significant)

Proposed Project Supply. The supply of bicycle parking spaces would be consistent with the
Planning Code requirements for the proposed uses. The Office Scheme would provide approximately
540 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 120 Class 2 bicycle racks, while the Residential Scheme would
provide 591 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 97 Class 2 bicycle racks.:8 Bicycle parking facilities
would be located on the ground floor or first basement level of the garage, and would be located
throughout the site in accordance with the Fifth and Mission SUD, including in plaza areas, building
entries, and park space. In addition, both the Office Scheme and the Residential Scheme would

include 14 showers and 28 lockers.

The below-grade bicycle parking spaces would be accessed via the garage driveway in Building N-1
on Minna Street. Bicyclists entering the garage would share the travel lane with vehicles, while
exiting bicyclists would have a dedicated 5-foot wide bicycle lane on the ramp in order to be able to
walk or bicycle slowly up the ramp (the ramp would contain two 11-foot wide lanes, plus a 5-foot

wide bicycle lane, for a total ramp width of 27 feet).

Proposed Project Demand. The project site is within bicycling distance of office and retail buildings
in downtown San Francisco and the Financial District and major transit hubs (Ferry Building,

Transbay Terminal and Caltrain). During the weekday PM peak hour, it is anticipated that a portion

18 per San Francisco Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Requirement for City-owned and Leased
Buildings, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft
and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking,
restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to
be locked to the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels,
frame, or components.
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of the walk/other trips generated by the new uses would be bicycle trips (i.e., a portion of the 1,580

walk/other trips for the Office Scheme and 1,652 walk/other trips for the Residential Scheme).

There are several bicycle routes nearby to the project site, with the closest routes on along Howard
and Folsom Streets (Bicycle Route 30), on Fifth Street (Bicycle Route 19), on Seventh Street (Bicycle
Route 23), and on Market Street (Bicycle Route 50). Although the proposed project would result in an
increase in the number of vehicles in the vicinity of the project site, this increase would not be
substantial enough to affect bicycle travel in the area. As described in Impact TR-3 above, the queuing
analysis conducted for the proposed project access driveways during the AM peak hour indicates
that the vehicle queues would be accommodated within the project site and would not spill back onto
the sidewalk or onto the travel lane or bicycle lane on Howard Street, or onto Minna and Fifth Street
sidewalks or travel lanes (the San Francisco Bicycle Plan includes bicycle lanes in both directions on

Fifth Street).

The proposed project would not increase bicycle or vehicle traffic to a level that adversely affects
bicycle facilities in the area, nor would the proposed project create a new hazard or substantially
conflict with bicycling, or affect bicycle accessibility to the project site or adjoining areas. Thus, the

proposed project’s impacts to bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.

Pedestrian Impacts

Impact TR-7: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would result in a significant impact at the
east crosswalk and southeast corner of the intersection of Fifth/Mission Streets, but otherwise
would not result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially
hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise substantially interfere with pedestrian

accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. (Less Than Significant with Mitigation)

Proposed Improvements. The proposed project includes a number of pedestrian improvements,

including:
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Closing Mary Street between Minna and Mission Streets to vehicular traffic and providing

a 10-foot-wide sidewalk on the west side of the street.

Realignment of Mary Street between Minna and Natoma Streets to the west to provide for
a pedestrian-only open space area between Building N-2 and Building N-3. Ten-foot-wide

sidewalks would be provided on either side of this segment of Mary Street.

Widening both sides of Natoma Street between Fifth and Mary streets from 6 feet wide on
the north side and 7-feet 6-inches wide on the south side to 8-feet wide on both sides of the
street, west of the proposed egress driveway for trucks and service vehicles exiting

Building H-1.

Widening the west side of Fifth Street between Mission and Howard Streets from 10 feet to
18 feet. The proposed widening would include three recessed commercial loading bays
approximately 60 feet in length. The proposed widening to 18 feet would exceed the

Planning Department’s minimum standard for sidewalks per the Better Streets Plan.

Table IVV.D-15 presents a summary comparison of the existing sidewalk widths adjacent to the
project site to the Better Streets Plan minimum and recommended requirements, and to the proposed

project proposed widths.

As indicated in Table 1VV.D-15, with the proposed project improvements, the sidewalk widths
adjacent to the project site would meet or exceed the minimum sidewalk width requirements of the
Better Streets Plan and Downtown Streetscape Plan (applicable only to Mission and Fifth Streets), but
would meet the Better Streets Plan recommended sidewalk widths on Mission, Fifth, Minna, Natoma

Streets, as well as on Mary Street between Natoma and Mission streets.
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Table IV.D-15: Comparison of Better Streets Plan Sidewalk Width Requirements to
Existing and Proposed Project Sidewalk Dimensions

Better Streets Plan Requirements 2 Proposed
Street Minimum Recommended Existing Project
Mission Street® 10’ 12’ 15’ 15’
Howard Street b¢ 12’ 15’ 11'6” 12’
Fifth Street 12’ 15’ 10’ 18’
Minna Street 6’ 9’ 9’ N/11'S 9’ N/11'S
Natoma Street ¢ 6’ 9’ 6" N/7°6 S 8 N/8'S
Mary St - Howard to Natoma 6’ 9’ 6’ 6’
Mary St - Natoma to Minna 6’ 9 4'6” 10°
Mary St — Minna to Mission © 6’ 9’ 0’ 10’

a  Better Streets Plan minimum and recommended requirements for a commercial street and an alley.

b Mission and Howard streets are within the Downtown Streetscape Plan area, and both streets currently
meet the required sidewalk width of 10 feet.

¢ On Howard Street, adjacent to the project site, the proposed sidewalk width of 12 feet would be
accommodated by recessing Building H-1 by six inches.

d On Natoma Street, adjacent to the project site, the proposed sidewalk width of 8 feet would be for the
segment of Natoma Street west of the proposed egress driveway for trucks and service vehicles exiting
Building H-1 (i.e., between Fifth Street and the proposed egress driveway, the sidewalk width would
remain 7-feet 6-inches).

¢ With the proposed project, Mary Street between Minna and Mission streets would be converted to a
pedestrian-only alley that would be closed to vehicular and bicycle traffic.

N = north; S = south

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

Demand. Pedestrian trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from
the project site, and walk trips to and from the local and regional transit operators and the Fifth &
Mission Garage. Pedestrian volumes adjacent to the project site on Mission, Fifth, and Howard Streets
are currently moderate to high, and low on Minna, Natoma, and Mary Streets. The number of
midday and PM peak hour pedestrian trips generated by the Office Scheme (3,242 midday pedestrian
trips and 3,654 PM pedestrian trips) and Residential Scheme (3,156 midday pedestrian trips and 3,702
PM pedestrian trips) would be similar. The Office Scheme would generate slightly more midday peak
hour trips than the Residential Scheme (i.e., 86 more pedestrian trips) and slightly fewer PM peak
hour trips than the Residential Scheme (i.e., 48 fewer pedestrian trips). The pedestrian analysis was
conducted based on the Office Scheme, and the difference of 48 pedestrian trips during the PM peak

hour would not materially change the pedestrian impact analysis.
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Pedestrians would enter and exit the proposed project via the residential and commercial lobbies,
and ground floor retail, on Mission, Fifth, and Howard Streets, and walk to and from the Fifth &
Mission Garage, and would be dispersed throughout the study area, depending upon the origin/
destination of each trip (see Figure 11-20 in Chapter Il, Project Description, for the proposed
pedestrian circulation plan). It is anticipated that a majority of the new pedestrian trips would be to
and from Market Street, and to Union Square via Fifth Street to the north and Mission Street to the
east, and with fewer new project trips on Howard Street and Fifth Street to the south. The proposed
project also includes programming elements such as arts and cultural events, other public events, and
collaborations among businesses and organizations that use the commercial space. In addition to
existing Off the Grid food truck events, which currently occur on the site twice a week, events on the
project site could include outdoor film screenings, night markets, food events, streets fairs or
festivals, lecture series, and theater performances during weekdays and weekends. Typical event,
occurring up to an estimated three times a month, could have attendance of approximately 500 to 750
people, while larger-scale events, occurring up to approximately twice per year, could have
attendance up to 5,000 people. These events would be internal to the project site and would not occur
on the sidewalks on Mission, Fifth, or Howard Streets. Events occurring during the weekday daytime
hours, such as food events, may attract additional walk trips to the project site, and during these
temporary and occasional events, conditions may be slightly more congested than those presented in

the Existing plus Project analysis below.

Tables IV.D-16 and 1VV.D-17 present the results of the pedestrian analyses for Existing plus Project
conditions, for the weekday midday and PM peak hours, respectively. During the midday and PM
peak hours, the addition of new pedestrian trips to the crosswalk and corners at the adjacent
intersections of Fifth/Mission and Fifth/Howard Streets would increase pedestrian crowding at the
study locations (e.g., resulting in LOS operating conditions worsening from LOS A to LOS C);
however, at most study locations pedestrian conditions would continue to be acceptable, with
pedestrian operating conditions at LOS D or better. The exceptions would be at the east crosswalk at
the intersection of Fifth/Mission Streets (PM peak hour), and the southeast corner at the intersection
of Fifth/Mission Streets (midday and PM peak hours), which would operate at LOS E or LOS F under

Existing plus Project conditions.
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Table 1V.D-16: Pedestrian Level of Service — Existing Plus Project Conditions,
Weekday Midday (12:00 to 1:00 p.m.) Peak Hour

Existing Existing Plus Project

Analysis Locations Measure of LOS Measure of LOS
Effectiveness Effectiveness

Sidewalks ped/min/ft ped/min/ft
Mission Street 1.6 B 4.9 C
Fifth Street — North 25 B 7.9 D
Fifth Street — South 1.1 B 6.2 D
Howard Street 0.4 A 1.4 B
Fifth/Mission - Crosswalks sq. ft/ped sq. ft/ped
North 85.7 A 31.0 C
South 66.9 A 31.6 C
East 34.7 C 16.5 D
West 20.0 D 20.5 D
Fifth/Mission - Corners sq. ft/ped sq. ft/ped
Northwest 57.4 B 18.1 D
Northeast 59.8 B 25.0 C
Southwest 29.0 C 29.5 C
Southeast 10.6 E 0.3 F
Fifth/Howard - Crosswalks sq. ft/ped sq. ft/ped
North 96.3 A 21.5 D
South 69.6 A 44.7 B
East 132.4 A 132.4 A
West 74.0 A 54.0 B
Fifth/Howard - Corners sq. ft/ped sq. ft/ped
Northwest 24.6 C 46.4 B
Northeast 260.9 A 128.6 A
Southwest 38.0 C 30.2 C
Southeast 55.1 B 55.1 B
Notes:

Pedestrian conditions operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold.
Shaded indicates proposed project impact.

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.
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Table 1V.D-17: Pedestrian Level of Service — Existing Plus Project Conditions,
Weekday PM (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.) Peak Hour

Existing Existing Plus Project

Analysis Locations Measure of LOS Measure of LOS
Effectiveness Effectiveness

Sidewalks ped/min/ft ped/min/ft
Mission Street 1.6 B 5.4 C
Fifth Street — North 1.7 B 7.8 D
Fifth Street — South 1.5 B 4.6 C
Howard Street 0.7 B 1.8 B
Fifth/Mission - Crosswalks sq. ft/ped sq. ft/ped
North 99.7 A 31.1 C
South 101.1 A 36.6 B
East 34.3 C 14.6 E
West 15.6 D 16.2 D
Fifth/Mission - Corners sq. ft/ped sq. ft/ped
Northwest 52.5 B 15.9 D
Northeast 65.9 A 24.5 C
Southwest 30.6 C 27.2 C
Southeast 14.8 E 0.6 F
Fifth/Howard - Crosswalks sq. ft/ped sq. ft/ped
North 77.8 A 18.4 D
South 75.6 A 45.1 B
East 84.7 A 84.7 A
West 53.3 B 40.6 B
Fifth/Howard - Corners sq. ft/ped sq. ft/ped
Northwest 18.5 D 37.4 C
Northeast 205.2 A 97.6 A
Southwest 30.6 C 26.2 C
Southeast 46.3 B 46.3 B
Notes:

Pedestrian conditions operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold.
Shaded indicates proposed project impact.
Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

With the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips to the sidewalks in the project vicinity, the
existing LOS E conditions during the midday and PM peak hours at the southeast corner of the
intersection of Fifth/Mission Streets (i.e., the corner adjacent to the Fifth & Mission Garage) would
worsen to LOS F conditions during both the midday and PM peak hours, and conditions at the east

crosswalk would worsen from LOS C to LOS E during the PM peak hour (during the midday peak
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hour the east crosswalk would operate at LOS D conditions), and would be considered a significant

pedestrian impact.

In the vicinity of project site there are senior pedestrian and pedestrians with disabilities with special
safety considerations that affect their walking experience including reduction in vision, agility,
balance, speed, concentration and strength, difficulties hearing vehicles approaching from behind,
and reduced ability under low light/night conditions. The proposed project would improve
pedestrian circulation adjacent to the project site which would improve pedestrian conditions for
those pedestrians walking adjacent to the project site, including for seniors and persons with
disabilities, by facilitating safe pedestrian circulation and crossings, by providing safe spaces for
pedestrians, and by increasing pedestrian visibility to drivers (examples of project-related pedestrian
improvements include widening of the Fifth Street sidewalk between Mission and Howard Streets,
widening of the west crosswalk across Mission Street, and widening of the Howard Street sidewalk
adjacent to the project site). With the proposed project, the number of pedestrians in the area would
increase, and senior pedestrians and pedestrians with disabilities may be further challenged as they
travel on crosswalks, sidewalks, and corners adjacent to the project site and on nearby streets.
However, because the sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian signal timing meet the required design
standards within the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devicest® and the Americans with
Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines®, and because with the addition of the new pedestrian trips and
Mitigation Measure M-TR-7, the overall pedestrian conditions at the analysis locations would
continue to be LOS D, the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts would remain less than significant

with mitigation.

19 California Department of Transportation, California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices, 2012.
Available online at www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/ca_mutcd2012.htm.

2United States Access Board, ADA Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG), September 2002. Available online at
www.access-board.gov/quidelines-and-standards/buildings-and-sites/about-the-ada-standards/background/
adaag (accessed on July 21, 2014).
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Pedestrian Conflicts at Project Garage Driveways. The proposed project would include two
driveways into the parking garage on Minna Street (one west of Fifth Street, and one west of Mary
Street) and one driveway on Howard Street. Therefore, the number of vehicles crossing the sidewalks
on Minna and Howard Streets would increase over Existing conditions. While this increase would be
noticeable, it would not represent a substantial increase in conflicts with pedestrians, as vehicles
exiting a garage are an expected occurrence in the project vicinity. In order to reduce the possibility of
pedestrian-vehicle conflicts at project driveways, the Design for Development includes requirement
for 10-foot sight triangles, with a vertical clearance of 15 feet, at all vehicular egress points. The sight
triangle would ensure that visibility would be provided between drivers of outbound vehicles and
pedestrians approaching the driveway from the right, as viewed by the outbound driver. Drivers
would already have visibility of pedestrians approaching from the left because both project
driveways would have dual-lane driveways, so provision of a sight triangle is only necessary on the
right. This driveway design would provide visibility between outbound vehicle drivers and
approaching pedestrians in both directions from within the garage opening, before the outbound
vehicle begins to cross the property line; this would ensure that outbound vehicles do not block or
strike approaching pedestrians. Furthermore, with this design, pedestrian warning buzzers and lights

should not be required, although these warning features could be installed later if necessary.

As a mitigation measure to mitigate significant pedestrian impacts at the southeast corner and east
crosswalk of the intersection of Fifth/Mission, the Fifth Street sidewalk could be widened between
Mission and Minna Streets to increase the total space available for circulation and queuing at the

intersection corner, and the crosswalk across Mission Street at this corner could be widened.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-7: Widen the east sidewalk on Fifth Street between Minna and

Mission Streets and widen the east crosswalk at the intersection of Fifth/Mission Streets.

The project sponsor shall financially compensate the SFMTA for the cost of service to design

and implement the following:
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A sidewalk extension of the east sidewalk on Fifth Street between Minna and Mission

Streets by 10 to 15 feet.

Restriping and widening of the east crosswalk at the intersection of Fifth/Mission Streets to

25 feet.
Traffic and pedestrian signal upgrades at the intersection of Fifth/Mission Streets.

Restriping of the Minna Street travel lanes between Fifth Street and the garage entrances to

provide for additional vehicle queuing on Minna Street.

New and more visible “MINNA STREET GARAGE ENTRANCE” and “GARAGE FULL”

signs at the Fifth and Mission Garage.

The amount and schedule for payment and commitment shall be set forth in the Mitigation

Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Sidewalk widening of a minimum of 10 to 15 feet on Fifth Street would improve corner operating
conditions during the midday and PM peak hours from LOS F to LOS D conditions, and impacts
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. With implementation of the sidewalk widening of
Fifth Street between Mission and Minna Streets, the east crosswalk could be widened to 25 feet to
increase the total space available for pedestrians crossing the street. With widening of the crosswalk,
the pedestrian operating conditions during both the midday and PM peak hours would improve to

LOS C.

Sidewalk widening would require removal of the northbound right turn lane between Mission and
Minna Streets, which would reduce the length of the queuing lane into the Mission Street entry into
the Fifth and Mission Garage by about 170 feet, the distance between Mission and Minna Streets. The
northbound curb lane on Fifth Street between Howard and Mission Streets has been used for queuing
of vehicles accessing the garage during the peak holiday shopping season, particularly on days that
coincide with events at the Moscone Center (e.g., the day after Thanksgiving and the International
Auto show - in 2013 the auto show took place between November 28 and December 2). However,

since implementation in 2013 of the Bay Area Bike Share station within the curb lane of Fifth Street at
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Howard Street, the queuing into the garage during these peak garage demand periods in the segment
of Fifth Street between Howard and Minna Streets occurs partially within one of the two northbound
travel lanes (i.e., within the travel lane closest to the curb), while on the segment of Fifth Street

between Minna and Mission Streets occurs within the right-turn-only lane.

During non-holiday shopping season days, the removal of the right-turn-only lane would require
that right turns occur from the adjacent travel lane, which would increase vehicle delays on the
northbound approach, however; during typical weekday PM peak hour conditions, with the shared
through/right lane, the northbound approach would operate at LOS B, similar to Existing plus Project
conditions, and traffic and transit impacts of the reconfiguration would be less than significant. With
the removal of the right-turn-only lane, the existing bicycle conflicts between vehicles turning into the
right-turn-only lane and bicyclists traveling northbound on Fifth Street between Minna and Mission
Streets would be eliminated. However, the removal of the right-turn-only lane and associated
increase in vehicle delays may result in bicyclists changing travel lanes to continue northbound on
Fifth Street, which may result in a minor increase in vehicle-bicycle conflicts. The increased potential
for conflicts between vehicles and bicyclists sharing the travel lane would not be to a level that would
adversely affect bicycle travel on Fifth Street, or create a new hazard, and for these reasons impacts to

bicyclists would be less than significant.

During the peak holiday shopping season queuing for access into the garage between Mission and
Minna streets would occur on the adjacent travel lane, as it currently occurs on the segment of Fifth
Street between Minna and Howard streets. The relocation of the queue from the existing right-turn-
only lane to the adjacent travel lane may increase vehicle and transit delays on Fifth Street, however,

vehicle and transit delays would not increase substantially over existing conditions for the following

reasons:
Vehicles accessing the garage on the segment of Fifth Street between Howard and Minna
Streets currently queue within one of the two travel lanes, and the queue within this lane
currently constrains vehicles accessing Fifth Street from Howard Street westbound and
from Fifth Street south of Howard Street. Removal of the right-turn-only lane would
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continue this queue for the segment of Fifth Street between Minna and Mission Streets, and
would not substantially change the number of vehicle that could access Fifth Street from

Howard Street westbound or Fifth Street south of Howard Street.

In order to bypass the existing queue on the segment of Fifth Street between Howard and
Minna Streets, Muni buses currently travel within the travel lane adjacent to the queue, and
with the proposed reconfiguration would continue within the travel lane adjacent to the

gueue in the segment between Minna and Mission Streets.

The mitigation measure includes restriping of Minna Street at the approach to the
entrances of the garage, which would increase queuing capacity on Minna Street, and

would encourage use of the Minna Street entrance for vehicles traveling on Fifth Street.

Additional measures such as traffic and pedestrian signal upgrades at the intersection of
Fifth/Mission Streets would optimize signal operations, and new and visible “MINNA
STREET GARAGE ENTRANCE” and “GARAGE FULL” signs would encourage drivers to

seek parking elsewhere rather than queue for access into the Fifth and Mission Garage.

The crosswalk and sidewalk widening identified in Mitigation Measure M-TR-7 would reduce the
proposed project impacts on pedestrians at the east crosswalk and southeast corner of the intersection
of Fifth/Mission Streets to a less than significant level, and would not result in secondary impacts to
traffic, transit, bicyclists or pedestrians, and therefore, proposed project impacts on pedestrians at this

location would be less than significant with mitigation.

While the proposed project’s impact related to sidewalk conditions adjacent to the project site on
Mission Street would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Installation of Eyebolts,

may be recommended for consideration by City decision-makers to reduce sidewalk clutter.
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Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Installation of Eyebolts

As an improvement measure to reduce pole clutter and to support the overhead wire system
on Mission Street, the project sponsor could review with SFMTA whether it would be

appropriate to install eyebolts in the new buildings.

Improvement Measure I-TR-B would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant
transit impacts related to sidewalk conditions adjacent to the project site, and would not result in any

secondary transportation-related impacts.

Loading Impacts

Impact TR-8: The loading demand of the Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would be
accommodated within the existing and proposed on-street and off-street loading spaces, and
would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit,

bicyclists or pedestrians. (Less Than Significant)

Loading Space Supply. The supply of loading facilities would be specified in the Design for
Development. The proposed project would provide five at-grade and eight below-grade loading spaces,

for a total of 13 off-street loading spaces located throughout the project site.

One off-street loading space each would be provided within Building N-1 and Building N-
2, with access from Minna Street. Each space would be 88 feet in length and 15 feet in
width, with a vertical clearance of 14 feet. The loading spaces would be positioned
diagonally, so that trucks would be able to back into the space from westbound Minna

Street, and the curb cut for each loading spaces would be 25 feet in width.

Three off-street loading space would be provided in the H-1 Building. Trucks would access
the loading area via a shared driveway into the parking garage on Howard Street (with a
driveway width of 30 feet), and would exit the loading area onto Natoma Street via a 20-
foot wide driveway. The loading area would be 110 feet in length, and 47 feet in width,

which would allow for trucks to maneuver within the loading area.
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Eight service vehicle loading spaces would be provided within the first below-grade level
of the garage. Two of the service vehicle loading spaces would be located in the portion of
the garage below Building N-2, and six service vehicle loading spaces would be provided
in the portion of the garage below Building H-1. Each service vehicle loading space would
be 8 feet by 20 feet. The first below-grade garage level would have a vertical clearance of 8
feet 2 inches. The service vehicle loading spaces would be accessed via the driveways on
Minna and Howard Streets, which would have adequate clearance to accommodate service

vehicles.

The Design for Development also includes requirements for sharing of on-site loading facilities, as well

as management and scheduling of deliveries over a 12-hour period.

In addition to the 13 off-street loading spaces described above, the project sponsor would also request
that the curb currently allocated to driveways and parking spaces be designated as commercial
loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones. The proposed changes need to be approved
at a public hearing through the SFMTA. In total, adjacent to the project site on Mission, Fifth,
Howard, Minna and Natoma streets there would be 18 commercial loading spaces (four on Mission
Street, nine on Fifth Street, three on Howard Street, and two on Minna Street), and three passenger
loading/unloading zones (two on Mission Street and one on Howard Street). The proposed
commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones would result in the elimination of
31 existing standard metered parking spaces (three spaces on Mission Street, six spaces on Fifth
Street, two spaces on Howard Street, six spaces on Minna Street, and 14 spaces on Natoma Street) and

16 motorcycle parking spaces.

On Mission Street the project sponsor would request that the three existing metered
parking spaces and existing driveway adjacent to the project site (a distance of about 110
feet) be designated as two metered commercial loading spaces and a passenger loading
zone (i.e., adjacent to Building M-2). This would result in an elimination of three standard

metered parking spaces. The two existing metered commercial loading spaces and
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passenger loading/unloading zone to the west of the existing bus stop between Fifth and

Mary Streets (adjacent to Building M-1) would remain.

On Fifth Street, between Mission and Minna Streets, the proposed project would widen the
sidewalk from 10 feet to 18 feet, and a recessed commercial loading bay, approximately 60

feet in length (accommodating up to three trucks) would be provided.

On Fifth Street, between Minna and Natoma Streets, the proposed project would widen the
sidewalk from 10 feet to 18 feet, and a recessed commercial loading bay, approximately 60

feet in length (accommodating up to three trucks) would be provided.

On Fifth Street, between Natoma and Howard Streets, the proposed project would widen
the sidewalk from 10 feet to 18 feet, and a recessed commercial loading bay, approximately

60 feet in length (accommodating up to three trucks) would be provided.

On Howard Street, the project sponsor would request that two of the four existing standard
metered parking spaces be designated as a passenger loading/unloading zone. This would
result in an elimination of two standard metered parking spaces. The three existing
metered commercial loading spaces between Fifth and Mary Streets (with one located

adjacent to the project site) would remain.

On Minna Street six one-hour parking spaces on the north side of Minna Street west of the
existing Mary Street would be eliminated, and would be replaced by the Building M-2

driveway and two proposed commercial loading spaces adjacent to Building M-2.

Loading Demand. As indicated in Table I1VV.D-9, the proposed project would generate about 309
deliveries/service vehicle trips per day on weekdays, which would result in a demand for 13 loading
spaces during the peak hour of loading activities, and 11 spaces during the average hour of loading

activities.

The Office Scheme would generate more daily truck trips and would have a greater loading space
demand than the Residential Scheme. The Office Scheme would generate about 278 truck trips per

day, while the Residential Scheme would generate 228 truck trips per day. These daily truck trips
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correspond to a demand during the peak hour of loading activities for 12 loading spaces for the
Office Scheme, and 10 loading spaces for the Residential Scheme. This loading space demand
assumes that on-site loading facilities would be shared, and deliveries would be managed and

scheduled over a 12-hour period in order to ensure that use of on-site facilities would be maximized.

The majority of the loading demand would be accommodated within the five off-street truck loading
spaces at street-level, and the eight service vehicle loading spaces within the first below-grade level of
the proposed parking garage (total of 13 loading spaces). In addition, it is anticipated that the project
loading demand would be accommodated within the existing and proposed on-street commercial
loading spaces, and deliveries would be carted between the commercial loading spaces and the
proposed project buildings. The request for the additional on-street commercial loading spaces (i.e.,
an increase from 10 to 18 commercial loading spaces) would be to facilitate delivery trips to the
residential uses and the ground floor retail and restaurant uses that would not utilize the on-site
loading facilities. Because on-street commercial loading spaces are shared among numerous
establishments in the area, provision of a large number of commercial loading spaces would ensure
that spaces are available to accommodate the loading demand in the vicinity of the ground-floor
retail and restaurant uses, and residential lobbies, and that loading/unloading activities do not result
in double parking within vehicular and transit lanes on Mission and Fifth Streets, or within the

existing bicycle lane on Howard Street.

Truck Access into On-Site Loading Facilities. Trucks accessing the two on-site loading spaces within
Building N-1 and Building N-2 would access Minna Street from southbound Fifth Street. Left turns
from northbound Fifth Street onto westbound Minna Street would not be permitted with the
proposed project. Trucks would pull in westbound onto Minna Street and back into the loading
spaces, which are positioned diagonally to accommodate the truck turning maneuvers. Trucks
leaving the loading spaces within Building N-1 and Building N-2 would continue on westbound

Minna Street to Sixth Street.
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Trucks accessing the three on-site loading spaces within Buildings H-1 and H-2 would access the
loading pass-through from Howard Street westbound, and back into the loading spaces. Trucks
leaving the loading spaces would turn right onto Natoma Street eastbound and continue right or left
onto Fifth Street. As noted above, deliveries utilizing the on-site loading facilities would be managed
and scheduled, and deliveries with large trucks would be scheduled to occur during the early

morning hours when pedestrian volumes on Fifth Street are lower.

Passenger Loading/Unloading Activities. Passenger loading/unloading activities for the proposed
uses would be accommodated within the existing passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to the
project site on Mission Street between Fifth and Mary Streets, which would be maintained as part of
the proposed project, and within an additional proposed passenger loading/unloading zone on
Mission Street adjacent to Building M-2, and within a new passenger loading/unloading zone on
Howard Street. The passenger loading/unloading zones would need to be approved at a public

hearing through the SFMTA.

Move-In and Move-out Activities. Residential move-in and move-out activities, and large furniture
deliveries, are anticipated to occur within the proposed on-street commercial loading spaces on
Mission Street and on Minna Street (west of Mary Street) adjacent to the Building M-2, and on Fifth
Street adjacent to the Building N-1 and Building H-1. In addition, moving trucks 40 feet or less in
length could be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading space in Building H-1. The
proposed project includes scheduling and coordinating move-in and move-out operations through
building management. Curb parking on Mission, Fifth, and Minna Streets for moving trucks and

vans would need to be reserved through SFMTA.
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Trash/Recycling/Compost Pick-up. The proposed project would contain trash and recycling chutes.2
All garbage and recycling facilities would be placed fully within the building and would not be
visible from the public right-of-way. A trash and recycling storage areas would be located within
each building, which would be accessed via Minna or Natoma Streets, or from within the off-street
loading areas. Because the proposed project would provide off-street loading that would be
managed, would utilize existing on-street commercial loading spaces and request new on-street
commercial loading spaces, which, when combined, would accommodate the project-generated

demand, loading impacts would be less than significant.

While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight truck loading/unloading operations would be
less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-C: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan, may be
recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s
less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between project-generated loading/

unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos.

Improvement Measure I-TR-C: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP)

As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations,
including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on Howard and Minna
Streets, the project sponsor could prepare a DLOP, and submit the plan for review and
approval by the Planning Department and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the DLOP could be
periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the Planning Department and SFMTA and revised if

feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions.

2 The proposed project would comply with San Francisco Green Building Requirements for solid waste
by providing space for recycling, composting, and trash storage, collection and loading that is convenient for all
users of the building.
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The DLOP would include a set of guideline related to the operation of the Howard Street and Minna
Street driveways into the loading facilities, large truck curbside access guidelines, and would specify
driveway attendant responsibilities to ensure that truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between

project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos.

A draft Driveway and Loading Operations Plan is included the 5M Project Transportation Impact

Study.

Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-C would reduce the potential for conflicts between
project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and

would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.

Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts

Impact TR-9: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme would not result in significant impacts on

emergency vehicle access. (Less Than Significant)

Emergency access to the project site would remain mostly unchanged from Existing conditions.
Emergency service providers would continue to be able to pull up to the project site via Mission,
Fifth, and Howard Streets. In addition, access would continue to be provided via Minna and Natoma
Streets, similar to existing conditions. The curb-to-curb width of Minna Street (20 feet) and Natoma
Street (19 feet) would meet the Better Streets Plan guidelines of a 14-foot wide clearance for emergency
vehicles for a one-way street.22 Smaller emergency vehicle providers would also be able to access
Minna and Natoma Streets from Howard Streets via Mary Street; however, larger emergency vehicles
would need to utilize Minna and Natoma Streets due to the tight turns required with the realignment
of Mary Street and general narrow Mary Street roadway right-of-way (i.e., 15 feet). For these reasons,

the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby

2 City and County of San Francisco, Better Streets Plan, Policies and Guidelines for the Pedestrian Realm, Final
Plan. December 2010, page 155.
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vicinity; therefore, the proposed project’s impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less

than significant.

Construction Impacts

Impact TR-10: Construction of the Office Scheme or Residential Scheme project would result in
disruption of nearby streets, transit service, and pedestrian and bicycle circulation. (Significant

and Unavoidable with Mitigation)

The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project
sponsor, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction,
as part of the construction application phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s)
would be required to meet with DPW and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for
demolition, disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for
construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San
Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, (the Blue Book), including those regarding
sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic
permits would be required.2® Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with
Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce
any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor

would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations.

The project sponsor indicates that project phasing would be dictated by the market and demand for
space, and would likely consist of concurrent construction of multiple buildings. Although there is no
specific project phasing scheme, for purposes of environmental review, the proposed project is
analyzed as two overlapping illustrative phases, as described in Chapter I, Project Description.

Construction of the proposed project would begin in 2016, and extend over approximately eight

2 The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com).
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years. However, depending on tenant demand and related factors, the project sponsor may proceed

with construction of the proposed project in a single phase.

It is anticipated that construction of individual buildings would take approximately 24 months.
Detailed plans for construction activities have not yet been developed, but based on building

construction of similar size, there would be three partially overlapping construction activity stages:
Stage 1 — Demolition
Stage 2 — Excavation and backfill

Stage 3 — Major construction

Construction-related activities would typically occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and
4:00 p.m. Construction is not anticipated to occur on Saturdays, Sundays or major legal holidays, but
may occur on an as-needed basis. The hours of construction would be stipulated by the Department
of Building Inspection, and the contractor would need to comply with the San Francisco Noise
Ordinance and the Blue Book, including requirements to avoid peak hour construction activities on

adjacent streets and coordinate with major events at the Moscone Center. %

During demolition, construction staging would occur primarily within the project site on parcels
containing surface parking lots (e.g., during construction of Buildings M-1 and M-2, construction
staging would occur on the N-1 and N-2 parcels), and potentially on the adjacent sidewalks on
Mission, Fifth, and Howard Streets for a portion or entire construction duration, and adjacent
sidewalks and curb lanes may need to be closed for extended periods. As determined appropriate,

temporary pedestrian walkways within the sidewalk or curb lane would be provided.

2 The San Francisco Noise Ordinance permits construction activities seven days a week, between 7:00
a.m. and 8:00 p.m.
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As part of the construction application phase, DPW and SFMTA would determine whether the truck
staging zone would be permitted on Mission, Fifth, or Howard Streets during the PM peak period
when tow-away restrictions are in place. If it is determined that temporary traffic lane closures on
Mission, Fifth, or Howard Streets would be needed, the closures would be coordinated with the City
in order to minimize the impacts on local traffic and transit, and include requirements for signage for
pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular detours. It is anticipated that construction activities would require
temporary closure of Minna and Natoma Streets, and impacts to traffic and pedestrians would be
likely. Lane and sidewalk closures or diversions are subject to review and approval by the City’s
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC), which consists of representatives from the Fire

Department, Police Department, SFMTA Traffic Engineering Division, and DPW.

Support poles for Muni’s overhead wires are located adjacent to the project site on Mission Street,
and wires are attached via eyebolts to the existing Chronicle Building. During the construction period
the pole supporting the overhead wire system on Mission Street would need to be maintained, and
this effort would be coordinated with Muni’s Overhead Lines Department. It is not known if
construction activities would affect the existing bus stop and bus shelter adjacent to the project site on
Mission Street at the eastbound approach to Fifth Street, as construction activities at the Chronicle
Building site would include renovation of the interior. If construction activities require bus stop

relocation, the plans for relocation would need to be reviewed and approved by SFMTA.

During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of
the site. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of
streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic
and Muni operations. It is anticipated that a majority of the construction-related truck traffic would
use 1-80/U.S. 101, Third Street and Fourth Street to travel to and from the project site. To access the
project site from 1-80/U.S. 101, trucks would use the nearby off-ramps at Fremont and First Streets
and Fifth/Harrison Streets, and travel on Third Street Howard Streets to the project site. To return to
1-80/U.S. 101, trucks would continue access Fourth Street to access the on-ramps at First/Harrison or

Fourth/Harrison Streets.
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There would be an average of about 200 construction workers per day at the project site, with a
greater number during peak periods of construction. The trip distribution and mode split of
construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or
carpool to the site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems
during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or
transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local
intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the
proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site
would cause a temporary parking demand. Since the nearby parking facilities, such as the Fifth &
Mission Garage, currently have availability during the day, it is anticipated that construction worker
parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking

conditions.

It is anticipated that concurrent construction of multiple buildings at the project site over the eight-
year buildout period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area,
notably the 706 Mission Street building on Third Street between Mission and Market Streets, the 250
Fourth Street building on Fourth Street between Howard and Folsom Streets, the proposed Moscone
Center Expansion on the block bounded by Third, Fourth, Howard and Mission Streets, the ongoing
construction of the Central Subway on Fourth Street (which is anticipated to continue through 2017)
and the construction of the Central Subway Moscone Station on Fourth Street between Clementina
Street and Folsom Street (anticipated to occur between 2013 and 2017), as well as other future
development projects in the area.?® The expansion of the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art

(SFMOMA) on Third Street between Howard and Mission Streets is currently under construction, but

% Tunneling, via a Tunnel Boring Machine (TMB) would be used for the majority of Central Subway
construction on Fourth Street. The only visible tunneling activity will occur at the portal construction location on
Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets, and at the excavation site on Columbus Avenue at Union
Street. Construction of the Central Subway along Fourth Street would therefore not involve substantial closure of
travel lanes, or significant reroutes of traffic. Increased truck activity to remove excavated materials would occur
at the portal construction location on Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets.
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is slated to be completed by early 2016, and therefore is not anticipated to overlap with construction
activity of the proposed project. The construction activities associated with overlapping projects, and
particularly the construction of the Central Subway Moscone Station, would affect access, traffic
operations and pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project
would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and
coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian
movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity.
Therefore, given the concurrent construction of multiple buildings on the project site, expected
intensity, and the prolonged construction period, and likely impacts to traffic, transit, and pedestrian
and bicycle circulation, construction of the proposed project would result in significant construction-

related transportation impacts.
Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 would ensure the maximum degree of coordination between project
sponsor/construction managers and agencies to minimize potential conflicts between construction

activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Construction Measures

Construction Coordination — To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and

pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the contractor shall prepare a
Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The project sponsor/
construction contractor(s) shall also meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni
Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to reduce traffic congestion,
including temporary transit stop relocations (not anticipated, but if determined necessary) and
other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian
circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review shall consider other
ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby Central Subway
Moscone Station. As part of this effort, alternate construction staging locations shall be

identified and assessed.
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Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers — To minimize parking demand and

vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor shall include
methods to encourage carpooling and transit access to the project site by construction workers

in the Construction Management Plan.

Construction Truck Traffic Management — To minimize construction traffic impacts on Mission,
Fifth, and Howard Streets, and on pedestrian, transit, bicycle and traffic operations, the
construction contractor shall be required to retain traffic control officers during peak

construction periods.

Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents — To minimize

construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor shall
provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information
regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle
activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, parking lane and sidewalk closures. A
regular email notice shall be distributed by project sponsor that would provide current
construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific

construction inquiries or concerns.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 would minimize the proposed project’s impacts related to
construction-related transportation impacts. Implementation of this mitigation measure would not
result in any secondary transportation-related impacts. However, construction activities would likely
result in disruption and to traffic, transit, pedestrians and bicyclists for a prolonged period.
Therefore, the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would remain

significant and unavoidable.
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Parking Conditions

As discussed in Summary, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099
regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.2
Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a
residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit
priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project
meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within %
mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an
urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial
support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial
uses. Thus, this EIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project
impacts under CEQA. However, the Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions
may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is
presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with
constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the

public right-of-way).

Proposed Project Parking Supply. The project site currently contains surface parking lots across 12
parcels with a total of approximately 256 parking spaces accessed from Mission, Minna, Mary,
Natoma, Howard, and Fifth Streets. The existing surface parking lots would be eliminated and the

space would be developed with the proposed project.

% A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within % mile of an existing or planned major transit stop.
A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code Section 21064.3 as a rail transit station, a
ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes
with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute
periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at: sfmea.sfplanning.org/
Map%200f%20San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.
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The proposed project would provide a maximum of 663 spaces in a subterranean parking garage
under the Office Scheme and 756 spaces under the Residential Scheme. The total number of parking
spaces would be limited to the maximum amount cumulatively permitted under the SUD, and is
consistent with existing Planning Code permitted controls for the C-3 district. Parking would be
shared by all buildings on the site, in accordance with accessory parking controls proposed in the
SUD.?” The proposed project would provide ADA parking spaces consistent with the requirements in
the Planning Code (i.e., one space of every 25 spaces). In addition to the 663 and 756 vehicle parking
spaces for the proposed land uses for the Office Scheme and Residential Scheme, respectively, the
Office Scheme would provide 12 carshare parking spaces while the Residential Scheme would

provide 11 carshare parking spaces.

The driveway on Minna Street into Building M-2 would be 22 feet wide, and the ramp
would have a 15 percent grade. In addition, the subterranean parking levels under
Building M-2 would provide access to parking spaces that would be provided in the
existing one-floor basement of Building M-1 (Chronicle Building) through a connection
between the two structures under Mary Street. Parking for the Chronicle Building would

be provided in the existing basement of the Chronicle Building and beneath Building M-2.

The driveway on Minna Street into Building N-1 would be 27 feet wide (two 11-foot wide
travel lanes, plus a 5-foot wide bicycle lane in the outbound direction), and the ramp

would have a 12 percent grade.

The driveway on Howard Street into Building H-1 would be 30 feet wide, and the ramp to

the below-grade level would have a 12 percent grade.

27 As part of project approvals, the Planning Commission would consider adoption of a special use district,
the Fifth and Mission SUD, which would be coterminous with the project site. The SUD would address inconsist-
encies with current Planning Code provisions and would include a companion D4D document that would also be
considered for approval by the Planning Commission. The D4D document would articulate in greater detail the
design of project in order to regulate the physical characteristics of proposed development on the site and would
be required if the project would not otherwise be subject to existing Planning Code controls (or to provide detail
not in the SUD). The SUD and D4D document would establish project-wide parking requirements and limitations
that permit basement parking to be shared by all project buildings. The Proposed Project would include
approximately 888 vehicle parking spaces (632 net new spaces) within the shared subterranean parking area.
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The two main parking areas (beneath Buildings M-1/M-2 and Buildings N-1/H-1/H-2) are proposed
to be connected through expansion of an existing subterranean connection between the Chronicle and
Examiner Buildings. The below-grade level would have a minimum vertical clearance of 8 feet 2

inches.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in elimination of 31 on-street parking spaces
due to realignment of Mary Street to the west, creation of shared streets, sidewalk widening on Fifth
Street, and implementation of proposed on-street commercial loading and passenger loading/
unloading zones. The elimination of the 31 on-street parking spaces would be as follows: three spaces
on Mission Street, six spaces on Fifth Street, two spaces on Howard Street, six spaces on Minna Street,
and 14 spaces on Natoma Street. In addition, the 16 motorcycle parking spaces on Fifth Street

between Mission and Howard streets would be eliminated.

As presented in Table 1VV.D-10, the Office Scheme would generate a total midday parking demand
for about 2,177 spaces, of which 1,746 spaces would be for long-term parking demand and 431 spaces
for short-term parking demand. The overnight parking demand associated with the residential units

for the Office Scheme would be 1,111 long-term parking spaces.

The Residential Scheme would generate a total midday parking demand for about 2,183 spaces, of
which 1,793 spaces would be for long-term parking demand and 390 spaces for short-term parking
demand. Parking demand associated with the residential uses would comprise the greatest
proportion of the parking demand (i.e., 1,176 of the 2,304 space parking demand, or 51 percent of the
total demand). The overnight parking demand associated with the residential units for the

Residential Scheme would be 1,470 long-term parking spaces.

The parking assessment was conducted for overnight and midday conditions, which are summarized
in Table IVV.D-18. The proposed project would not include the provision of valet parking for the
restaurant uses. However, if valet operations are determined to be desired at a later date, the
restaurant operator would need to apply for valet parking permits, which are issued by the San

Francisco Police Department.
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Table 1V.D-18: Proposed Project Parking Supply and Demand Comparisons

Project Schemes/Analysis Period | Supply | Demand? | (Shortfall)

Office Scheme/ Midday Conditions

Residential 457 889 (432)

Non-Residential 206 1,288 (1,082)
Subtotal 663 2,177 (1,514)

Overnight Conditions

Residential 457 1,111 | (654)

Residential Scheme/Midday Conditions

Residential 605 1,176 (571)
Non-Residential 151 1,007 (856)
Subtotal 756 2,183 (1,427)

Overnight Conditions

Residential 605 1,470 | (802)

a Short-term and long-term demand associated with proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses.
Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

Overnight Conditions. The long-term residential parking demand generally occurs during the
overnight hours. Under the Office Scheme, the residential demand of 1,111 spaces would not be
accommodated within the residential parking supply of 457 parking spaces, which would result in a
shortfall of 654 spaces, while under the Residential Scheme, the residential demand of 1,407 spaces
would not be accommodated within the residential parking supply of 605 spaces, which would result
in a shortfall of 802 parking spaces. Under both schemes, a portion of the overnight parking shortfall
could be accommodated within the non-residential component of the proposed project garage, and a
portion would need to be accommodated on-street and/or in other nearby garages, such as the Fifth &
Mission Garage. The Fifth & Mission Garage is located across the street to the east of the project site
and contains 2,585 parking spaces. It is open 24-hours a day, and existing overnight occupancy is
about 10 to 20 percent. The overnight parking shortfall would therefore, be accommodated within the

on-site and nearby public parking facilities.

Midday Conditions. For weekday midday conditions, the overall parking demand of 2,177 spaces for
the Office Scheme would not be accommodated within the total parking supply of 663 parking

spaces, which would result in a shortfall of 1,514 spaces, while the overall parking demand of 2,183
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spaces for the Residential Scheme would not be accommodated within the total parking supply of 756

spaces, which would result in a shortfall of 1,427 parking spaces.

The parking shortfall could be accommodated within the Fifth & Mission Garage on most weekdays,
as weekday midday occupancy ranges between 40 and 60 percent, and, at 60 percent occupancy (i.e.,
about 1,552 of 2,586 spaces occupied, and 1,034 spaces available). The Fifth & Mission Garage would
be able to accommodate much of the proposed project shortfall of 1,514 spaces for the Office Scheme
and 1,427 spaces for the Residential Scheme, which would increase the overall occupancy of the Fifth
& Mission Garage from 60 percent to more than 100 percent. However, it is not anticipated that
visitors to the proposed project would only park at the Fifth & Mission Garage; other parking
facilities in the study area, such as the Jessie Square Garage, also have availability during the

weekday midday period.

As noted above, the proposed project would result in elimination of 31 metered and unmetered
parking spaces. The displaced demand would need to be accommodated on-street elsewhere on
Mission, Fifth, Howard, Minna and Natoma Streets in the vicinity of the project site, or off-street
within the Fifth & Mission Garage. Standard on-street parking spaces are generally well occupied
(e.g., about 90 to 100 percent during the midday period), and therefore the demand associated with
the loss in parking spaces would need to be accommodated on-street further from the project site,
and a portion would need to be accommodated off-street within the Fifth & Mission Garage, or other

public parking facilities in the area.

Garage Operations. As indicated in Impact TR-3, the proposed project parking garage operations
were reviewed for AM peak hour conditions to determine whether queues associated with vehicle
access into the garage would spill back onto the sidewalk and adjacent vehicle travel and bicycle
lanes, thereby increasing the potential for conflicts between vehicles, transit, bicyclists and
pedestrians on Minna and Howard Streets. Based on the maximum AM peak hour entering demand
of 171 vehicles, the 95th percentile queue would be four vehicles (a distance of about 80 feet). The
maximum queue would therefore be accommodated on all three driveway ramps, and would not

spill back onto the sidewalk or adjacent travel lanes. Improvement Measure I-TR-A would reduce
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the potential for queuing by vehicles accessing the project site by requiring monitoring of the project
access driveways on Minna and Howard Streets at Howard Street, and if a recurring queue occurs,
the owner/operator of the proposed project would employ abatement methods as needed to abate the

queue.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project in
conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for
the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to
the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project site. The
discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the proposed project
would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects.
Detailed calculations and a discussion of the proposed project’s contribution to specific intersections

are included in the project’s TIS.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts

Impact C-TR-1: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme, combined with past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future projects, would result in a considerable contribution to significant
cumulative traffic impacts at nine study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under

2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

Table 1VV.D-19 presents the 2040 Cumulative intersection operating conditions for the weekday PM
peak hour. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions 17 of the 21 study intersections are projected to
operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions (as compared to nine of the 21 study intersections operating at
LOS E or LOS F under Existing conditions). The four study intersections of Fifth/Mission, Fifth/
Minna, Sixth/Mission, and Sixth/Minna Streets are projected to operate at LOS D or better under 2040

Cumulative conditions.
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Table IV.D-19: Intersection Level of Service — Existing and 2040 Cumulative Conditions,
Weekday PM Peak Hour

Existing 2040 Cumulativec
Intersection Delay @ LOS® Delay LOS
1. Fourth/Market/Stockton 56.1 E >80 F
2. Fourth/Mission 28.1 C >80 F
3. Fourth/Howard 52.5 D >80 F
4. Fourth/Folsom >80 F >80 F
5. Fifth/Market 55.9 B >80 F
6. Fifth/Mission 15.1 B 31.0 C
7. Fifth/Minnad 2.5 (sb) A 2.4 (sb) A
8. Fifth/Natoma ¢ 38.2 (eb) E > 50 (eb) F
9. Fifth/Howard 15.1 B >80 F
10. Fifth/Folsom 21.7 B >80 F
11. Fifth/Harrison 77.1 E >80 F
12. Fifth/Bryant >80 (1.25) F >80 F
13. Sixth/Market 44.6 D 62.4 E
14. Sixth/Mission 32.3 C 26.5 C
15. Sixth/Minna ¢ > 50 (wb) F 185 B
16. Sixth/Natomad > 50 (eb) F >80 F
17. Sixth/Howard 35.5 D >80 F
18. Sixth/Folsom 43.3 D >80 F
19. Sixth/Harrison 31.6 C >80 F
20. Sixth/Bryant >80 (1.43) F >80 F
21. Sixth/Brannan 74.4 E >80 F

)

Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold.
Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Project Impacts = shaded.

Assumes implementation of Central SoMa Plan One-Way Howard/Folsom option. See discussion in section
4.3.1 above regarding the Central SoMa Plan Two-Way Howard/Folsom option.

d  Intersection stop sign-controlled. Delay and LOS presented for the approach with the highest delay.

e Signalization of intersection by SFMTA planned for 2014.

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

o

3]

As indicated in Impact TR-1 under Existing plus Project conditions, the proposed project would
result in significant traffic impacts at the four study intersections of Fourth/Howard, Sixth/Folsom,
Sixth/Bryant, and Sixth/Brannan Streets, and therefore, would also result in a considerable contribu-
tion to significant cumulative impacts at these intersections. The proposed project contributions to the
cumulative traffic volumes at the critical movements operating poorly (i.e., at LOS E or LOS F) for the
remaining 17 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions

were reviewed to determine whether the proposed project contributions to the LOS E or LOS F
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operating conditions under 2040 Cumulative conditions would be considered considerable. Detailed

calculations and percent contributions to critical movements are included in the project’s TIS.

At the five study intersections of Fourth/Mission, Fourth/Folsom, Fifth/Howard, Fifth/Folsom, and
Sixth/Harrison Streets, the proposed project’s contributions to the critical movements operating at
LOS E or LOS F would be more than 5 percent, which would be considered a considerable contribu-
tion, and therefore the proposed project would result in a considerable contribution to significant

cumulative impacts at these five study intersections.

Each of the nine study intersections at which the proposed project would contribute considerably to
the significant cumulative impacts was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce
the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s considerable contribu-
tion to significant cumulative impacts. Overall, no feasible mitigation measures were found to
mitigate significant cumulative impacts for the affected intersections. The cumulative traffic impacts
would generally be due not just to the proposed project, but also to increases in traffic in the region
caused by long-term anticipated growth and reduction in travel lane capacity proposed by the
Central SoMa Plan. Generally, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more
approaches to the intersection in order to mitigate LOS E or LOS F intersection operating conditions.
The provision of additional travel lane capacity would typically require the narrowing of sidewalks,
removal of bicycle lanes, and/or the conversion of existing transit-only lanes to mixed-flow lanes.
These actions would generally be inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment
encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy because they would remove space dedicated to pedestri-
ans, bicycles, and/or transit and increase the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets.
Additional improvements, such as changes to the signal timing cycle length and/or green time
allocations, may improve conditions slightly but generally would not reduce significant cumulative
impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, the proposed project’s identified considerable
contribution to significant cumulative traffic impacts at the nine study intersections would remain,

and the 2040 Cumulative traffic impacts at these intersections would remain significant and

unavoidable.
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For the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
traffic impacts at the nine study intersections of Fourth/Howard, Sixth/Folsom, Sixth/Bryant,
Sixth/Brannan, Fourth/Mission, Fourth/Folsom, Fifth/Howard, Fifth/Folsom, and Sixth/Harrison

Streets, and the significant cumulative impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact C-TR-2: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme, combined with past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to
significant cumulative traffic impacts at eight study intersections that would operate at LOS E or
LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and would result in less-than-significant cumulative
impacts at four study intersections that would operate at LOS D or better under 2040 Cumulative

conditions. (Less Than Significant)

As indicated in Table 1VV.D-19, under 2040 Cumulative conditions 17 of the 21 study intersections are
projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, and under Impact C-TR-1 above, the proposed
project would result in a considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impacts at nine of the

17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions.

At the eight study intersections of Fourth/Market/Stockton, Fifth/Market, Fifth/Natoma,
Fifth/Harrison, Fifth/Bryant, Sixth/Market, Sixth/Natoma, and Sixth/Howard Streets which are
projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project’s
contributions to the critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F would be less than 5 percent,
which would not be considered a considerable contribution to the significant cumulative traffic
impacts. Because the proposed project would not result in considerable contribution to the poor
operating conditions at the critical movements, the proposed project would not contribute

considerably to the significant cumulative traffic impacts at these eight intersections.

The four study intersections of Fifth/Mission, Fifth/Minna, Sixth/Mission, and Sixth/Minna Streets are
projected to operate at LOS D or better under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and would be associated

with less-than-significant cumulative impacts.
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For the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to significant
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersections of Fourth/Market/Stockton, Fifth/Market, Fifth/
Natoma, Fifth/Harrison, Fifth/Bryant, Sixth/Market, Sixth/Natoma, and Sixth/Howard Streets, and
would result in less-than-significant cumulative traffic impacts at the intersections of Fifth/Mission,

Fifth/Minna, Sixth/Mission, and Sixth/Minna Streets.

Cumulative Transit Impacts

Impact C-TR-3: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme, combined with past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to

significant 2040 Cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less Than Significant)

Transit Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Table 1VV.D-20, for 2040 Cumulative conditions during
the PM peak hour, the capacity utilization of the Northeast and Southwest screenlines and corridors
within the screenlines would be less than Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. However,
under 2040 Cumulative conditions, the capacity utilization on the California, Sutter/Clement, and
Fulton/Hayes corridors within the Northwest screenline (as well as overall for the Northwest
screenline), and on the Mission and San Bruno/Bayshore corridors within the Southeast screenline
would increase and exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the PM peak hour.
These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard for the three corridors within the Northwest
screenline and for the Northwest screenline, and for the two corridors within the Southeast screenline

under 2040 Cumulative conditions would be considered a significant cumulative impact.

The Office Scheme, which would generate more transit trips during the PM peak hour than the
Residential Scheme, would add about 511 new transit trips during PM peak hour to the Muni
screenlines. The contribution of the proposed project trips to the corridors and screenlines exceeding
the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be minimal (i.e., less than 5 percent), and

therefore, would not result in a considerable contribution to screenlines and corridors operating at
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greater than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. Therefore, the proposed project would not

contribute considerably to the significant cumulative Muni transit impacts at the screenlines.

Table IV.D-20: Muni Screenline Analysis — Existing and 2040 Cumulative Conditions,
Weekday PM Peak Hour

Existing 2040 Cumulative
Capacity Capacity
Screenline/Corridor Ridership Utilization Ridership Utilization
Northeast
Kearny/Stockton 2158 65.6% 6,295 75.6%
Other 570 52.8% 1,229 59.5%
Subtotal 2,728 62.4% 7,524 72.4%
Northwest
Geary 1,814 71.7% 2,996 82.7%
California 1,366 81.0% 1,766 87.4%
Sutter/Clement 470 74.6% 749 99.1%
Fulton/Hayes 965 82.0% 1,762 93.8%
Balboa 637 68.6% 776 79.7%
Subtotal 5,252 75.6% 8,049 87.0%
Southeast
Third 550 77.0% 2,300 40.3%
Mission 1,529 54.8% 2,673 88.9%
San Bruno/Bayshore 1,320 61.8% 1,817 85.1%
Other 1,034 60.4% 1,582 82.1%
Subtotal 4,433 60.3% 8,372 65.5%
Southwest
Subway 4,747 73.1% 5,692 83.7%
Haight/Noriega 1,105 66.9% 1,265 79.3%
Other 276 39.4% 380 45.2%
Subtotal 6,128 70.9% 7,337 79.4%
Total All Screenlines 18,540 67.9% 31,282 75.4%

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.

Impact C-TR-4: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme, combined with past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future projects, would result in less-than-significant regional transit
impacts on AC Transit, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans and other regional ferry service

under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Less Than Significant)
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As indicated in Table 1VV.D-21, for 2040 Cumulative conditions during the PM peak hour, all regional
transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100
percent. The Office Scheme, which would generate more transit trips during the PM peak hour than
the Residential Scheme, would add 444 new transit trips (inbound and outbound) to regional transit

providers during the PM peak hour.

As indicated in Table IVV.D-21, under 2040 Cumulative conditions no regional transit providers are
expected to exceed their established capacity utilization thresholds (i.e., 100 percent). Therefore, the

cumulative impacts to regional transit would be less than significant.

Table IV.D-21: Regional Screenline Analysis — Existing and 2040 Cumulative
Conditions, Weekday PM Peak Hour

Existing 2040 Cumulative
Capacity Capacity

Screenline/Corridor Ridership Utilization Ridership Utilization
East Bay

BART 19,716 89.4% 30,383 91.6%

AC Transit 2,256 57.5% 7,000 58.3%

Ferries 805 49.8% 5,319 89.5%

Subtotal 22,777 82.6% 42,702 83.5%
North Bay

GGT buses 1,384 49.1% 2,070 73.5%

Ferries 968 49.4% 1,619 82.6%

Subtotal 2,352 49.2% 3,689 77.2%
South Bay

BART 10,682 71.6% 13,971 57.8%

Caltrain 2,377 76.7% 2,529 70.3%

SamTrans 141 44.1% 150 46.9%

Ferries 0 0% 59 29.5%

Subtotal 13,200 72.0% 16,709 59.0%
Total All Screenlines 38,329 75.6% 63,100 75.0%

Source: 5M Project Transportation Impact Study, October 2014.
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Cumulative Bicycle Impacts

Impact C-TR-5: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme, combined with past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative bicycle

impacts. (Less Than Significant)

The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative bicycle circulation or
conditions in the area. The proposed project would generate trips by bicycles, and would provide
Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking. Bicycling trips in the area may increase between the completion
of the project and the cumulative scenario due to general growth in the area. As noted above, under
2040 Cumulative conditions, there is a projected increase in vehicles at intersections in the vicinity of
the proposed project, which may result in an increase in vehicle-bicycle conflicts at intersections in
the study area. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the
future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous
conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas,
or substantially affect the existing Class Il bicycle lane on Howard Street, proposed Class Il bicycle
lanes in each direction on Howard Street under the Central SoMa Plan Howard/Folsom Two-Way
Option, or the proposed two-way cycle track under the Central SoMa Plan Howard/Folsom One-Way
Option. Project elements and improvement measures requiring that the points of access to bicycle
parking include signage indicating the location of these facilities, avoiding conflicts with private cars
and loading vehicles accessing the garage, and facilitating access to bicycle routes through on-site
signage, would all serve to increase bicycling trips over time although not to the level that would
create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed
project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco,

would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.

Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts

Impact C-TR-6: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme, combined with past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative pedestrian

impacts. (Less Than Significant)
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Pedestrian circulation impacts by their nature are site-specific and generally do not contribute to
impacts from other development projects. As indicated in Impact TR-7, the proposed project’s
significant impacts at the east crosswalk and southeast corner of the intersection of Fifth/Mission
Streets would be mitigated to less-than-significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-
TR-7. The proposed project would therefore, not result in overcrowding of sidewalks or create new
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians under existing or cumulative conditions. The
proposed project would improve pedestrian circulation adjacent to the project site by widening the
sidewalk adjacent to the project site on Fifth Street between Mission and Howard streets, widening
the sidewalks on both sides of Natoma Street between Fifth and Mary streets west of a proposed
egress point in the H-1 building for freight traffic, closing Mary Street between Minna and Mission
streets to vehicular traffic, and realigning Mary Street between Minna and Natoma streets to the west
to provide for a pedestrian-only open space area between Buildings N-2 and N-3. In addition, the
Design for Development includes providing pedestrian safety features, such as tactile paving and
bollards. These elements would improve pedestrian conditions by facilitating safe pedestrian
circulation and crossings, by providing safe spaces for pedestrians, and by increasing pedestrian
visibility to drivers. The proposed project mitigation measure would improve pedestrian conditions
by facilitating safe pedestrian circulation and crossings, by providing safe spaces for pedestrians, and

by increasing pedestrian visibility to drivers.

Between existing and 2040 Cumulative conditions, the number of pedestrians on study area
crosswalks, sidewalks, and corners may increase, primarily due to implementation of the Central
SoMa Plan, The Central SoMa Plan Howard/Folsom One-Way Option proposes to upgrade sidewalks
to meet the standards in the Better Streets Plan, provide additional crosswalks across major streets,
and widen and upgrade crosswalks. In the project vicinity, the north sidewalk of Howard Street
between 11th and Third Streets is proposed to be widened to 15 feet, and with the sidewalk widening,

the crosswalk widths would also be increased.

In addition, there is a projected increase in background vehicle traffic between Existing plus Project
and 2040 Cumulative conditions. This would result in an increase in the potential for vehicle-

pedestrian conflicts at intersections in the study area. While there would be a general increase in
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vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project
would not create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with
pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. For the above reasons, the proposed project, in
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would

result in less-than-significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.

Cumulative Loading Impacts

Impact C-TR-7: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonable foreseeable
future projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts. (Less Than

Significant)

Loading impacts are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts
from other development projects near the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not
result in truck or passenger loading impacts, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site
and within on-street commercial loading spaces. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed
project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco,

would result in less-than-significant cumulative truck or passenger loading impacts.

Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts

Impact C-TR-8: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme, combined with past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative emergency

vehicle access impacts. (Less Than Significant)

The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative emergency vehicle access
conditions in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the
project site would remain unchanged from existing conditions. If implemented, the TEP TTRP.14
Moderate Alternative will extend the existing transit-only lane hours of 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. in both
directions and 7:00 to 9:00 a.m. in the inbound direction to full-time for the segment of Mission Street

between Fourth and Eleventh streets. In addition, the existing 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. hours of the
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Mission Street transit-only lanes between Fourth and Main streets in the outbound direction and
between Fourth and Beale streets in the inbound direction will be extended to full-time. If the TEP
TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative is implemented instead of the TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative, it will
relocate the existing side-running transit-only lanes between Fifth and First streets in the outbound
direction and between Sixth and First streets in the inbound direction, so that they become center-
running transit-only lanes, and transition the outbound transit-only lane back to its existing curbside

configuration and rescind the inbound transit-only lane from Seventh to Sixth streets.

With implementation of the Central SoMa Plan the existing transit-only lane along the east curb of
Third Street between King and Market streets would remain, and a transit-only along the west curb
of Fourth Street between Market and Harrison streets would be provided. Under the Howard/Folsom
One-Way Option, Folsom Street between Eleventh and Second streets would be modified to have two
eastbound travel lanes and a two-way cycle track along the north curb. East of Sixth Street, parking
would be permitted along the south curb during off-peak times, while during peak travel periods,
parking would be prohibited to create an eastbound transit-only lane. Under the Howard/Folsom
Two-Way Option, Folsom Street between Eleventh and Fourth streets would be modified to have one
eastbound and one westbound travel lane, while between Fourth and Second streets, Folsom Street
would be modified to have one eastbound transit-only lane, one eastbound travel lane, and one
westbound travel lane. With implementation of transit-only lanes and changes to the number and
direction of travel lanes on streets in the vicinity of the proposed project, emergency vehicle
providers may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in
area would not be substantially affected. Emergency vehicles would be permitted full use of transit-
only lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Therefore, for the above reasons, the
proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts.
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Cumulative Construction Impacts

Impact C-TR-9: The Office Scheme or Residential Scheme, combined with past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future projects, would result in disruption of nearby streets, transit service,

and pedestrian and bicycle circulation. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)

The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other projects,
including the 706 Mission Street and 250 Fourth Street projects for which building permits have
already been approved, and the Moscone Center Expansion and the Central SoMa Plan which are
currently proposed, although the timing of construction is not currently known. The SFMOMA
expansion project is currently under construction, and construction is anticipated to be completed by
early 2016. The Central Subway project is currently under construction, and construction is
anticipated to be completed by 2017 (and revenue service initiated in 2019). In addition, proposed
streetscape improvements on Howard, Third, and Fourth Streets included within the Central SoMa
Plan, as well as future development projects, may be constructed during the proposed project’s

approximately eight-year construction period.

Overall, localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of
cumulative projects that generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the
proposed project. The construction manager for each project would work with the various
departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction
vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the
duration of any overlap in construction activity. Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 would minimize, but
not eliminate, the proposed project’s significant impacts related to conflicts between construction
activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and would include measures such as construction
coordination, construction truck traffic management, project construction updates for adjacent
businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers. In addition, given
the number of projects proposed in the vicinity and the uncertainty concerning construction
schedules, cumulative construction activities could potentially result in disruptions to traffic, transit,

pedestrians, and/or bicycles that could be significant, and despite the best efforts of the project
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sponsor and project construction contractor(s), it is possible that simultaneous construction of the
proposed project and other nearby projects could result in substantial disruption to traffic and transit
operations, as well as pedestrian and bicycle circulation. Therefore, for the above reasons, the
proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, would result in significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts.

Cumulative Parking Conditions

As discussed above, an analysis of parking demand is presented for informational purposes.
Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to the land use development and
increased density anticipated within the City, parking demand and competition for on- and off-street
parking is likely to increase. Consistent with the City’s Transit First Policy, the City’s Better Streets
program and related projects, the proposed project would provide on-site parking only for the
residential and office uses. The parking shortfall associated with proposed project’s parking demand
would need to be accommodated in nearby public parking facilities, such as the nearby Fifth &

Mission Garage, and, as a result, the midday parking occupancy in the study area would increase.
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