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SUMMARY

Central SoMa Plan

This environmental impact report (EIR) chapter provides a brief summary of the findings of the EIR regarding
the Central SoMa Plan (the Plan) and its potential environmental consequences. The chapter includes a
summary of the project description; the environmental analysis, including environmental impacts and
mitigation measures identified in this EIR; alternatives to the Plan and their comparative environmental

effects; and areas of controversy and issues to be resolved.

This summary should not be relied upon for a thorough understanding of the Plan, its environmental impacts,
or mitigation measures. Please refer to Chapter I, Introduction, for a more complete description of the type of
environmental analysis contained in this EIR, Chapter II, Project Description, for a more complete description
of the proposed project, Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, for a more
complete description of associated impacts and mitigation measures, and Chapter VI, Alternatives, for a more
complete description of identified alternatives to the proposed project and the comparative impacts.

Project Synopsis

The Central SoMa Plan (formerly, Central Corridor Plan) is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding
much of southern portion of the Central Subway transit line, a 1.7-mile extension of the Third Street light rail
line that will link the Caltrain Depot at Fourth and King Streets to Chinatown and provide service within the
South of Market (SoMa) area. The Plan Area includes roughly 230 acres that comprise 17 city blocks, as well as
the streets and thoroughfares that connect SoMa to its adjacent neighborhoods: Downtown, Mission Bay,
Rincon Hill, and the Mission District.

The Plan Area is bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south,
and by an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets to the north (see
Figure II-1, Central SoMa Plan Area Boundaries, in Chapter I, Project Description). The project analyzed in
the EIR includes street network changes throughout the Plan Area, including specific designs within, and in
some cases beyond, the Plan Area for the following streets: Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan,
Third, and Fourth Streets. In addition, open space improvements would also occur within and outside of the
Plan Area.

The Plan envisions Central SoMa becoming a sustainable neighborhood, one in which the needs of the present
may be met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The Plan’s
sponsor, the City and County of San Francisco (the City), endeavors to address the social, economic, and
environmental aspects of sustainability through a planning strategy that accommodates anticipated
population and job growth, provides public benefits, and respects and enhances neighborhood character. That
strategy has informed the current draft of the Plan, which comprehensively addresses a wide range of topics
that include: land use; transportation infrastructure; parks, open space and recreation facilities; ecological
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sustainability; historic preservation; urban design and urban form; and financial programs and

implementation mechanisms to fund public improvements.

The Plan seeks to encourage and accommodate housing and employment growth by (1) removing land use
restrictions to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses in portions of the Plan Area;
(2) amending height and bulk districts to allow for taller buildings; (3) modifying the system of streets and
circulation within and adjacent to the Plan Area to meet the needs and goals of a dense, transit-oriented, mix-
use district; and (4) creating new, and improving existing, open spaces.

The Plan also proposes project-level changes to certain individual streets analyzed in this EIR, including
Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets. Two different options are being
analyzed for the couplet of Howard Street and Folsom Street. Under the 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 be converted into two-way operation, and
some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur as described in more detail in Chapter II, Project
Description.

Plan policies have been drafted in conjunction with the land use proposals and call for public realm
improvements, including planning for new open spaces; changes to the street and circulation system; policies
to preserve neighborhood character and historic structures; and strategies that aim to improve public
amenities and make the neighborhood more sustainable. The Plan also includes financial programs to support
its public improvements through the implementation of one or more new fees, in addition to taxes or
assessments that would be applied to subsequent development projects.

The Plan’s eight goals are used as the EIR’s project objectives. Additional detail related to these goals is
included in Chapter II, Project Description. The eight goals of the Plan are as follows:
1. Increase the capacity for jobs and housing;
Maintain the diversity of residents;
Facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center;
Provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit;
Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities;
Create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood;

Preserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s cultural heritage; and

® N o g & LD

Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city.

Consistent with its goal to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (Goal 1), the Plan includes the objective
of increasing the area where space for jobs and housing can be built (Objective 1.1). The Plan would
accomplish this by retaining existing zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing, and replacing
existing zoning that restricts the capacity for office and residential development with zoning that enables
office and residential development.
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The Plan would result in the following land use zoning changes:

e North of Harrison Street, the Mixed Use, Residential (MUR) use district west of Fifth Street would be
converted to Mixed Use General (MUG). The MUR, Western SoMa-Mixed Use General (WS-MUG),
and Light Industrial (M-1) use districts east of Fifth Street would be converted to Mixed Use Office
(MUO). The existing zoning districts either limit or do not permit office uses, whereas the MUG and
MUO zoning designations would allow for greater flexibility in the mix of land uses, including office
development as well as new all-commercial buildings in the MUO use district.

e The parcels in the block bounded by Third, Folsom, Hawthorne, and Harrison Streets currently
designated C-3-O (Downtown Office) would retain this designation.

e South of Harrison Street, existing use districts would all be converted to MUO or West SoMa Mixed
Use Office (WS-MUO), except for parcels currently designated South Park District (SPD) and the West
SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial (WS-SALI) area west of Fourth Street between Harrison and
Bryant Streets, which would retain their current zoning designations. Use districts in this area that
would be converted to MUO or WS-MUO include Residential Enclave (RED), Service/Light Industrial
(SLI), M-1, and Service Secondary Office (SSO), as well as the area south of Bryant Street currently
designated WS-SALI. These existing use districts either limit or restrict office uses or, when office uses
are allowed, restrict other uses, such as entertainment or residential uses. Converting these use
districts to MUO or WS-MUO would permit a mix of land uses that allow for greater flexibility, as the
MUO and WS-MUO districts generally allow office, residential, and most other uses without
limitation.

Changes to height limits under the Plan would include the following:

e  Within the Plan Area north of Harrison Street, height limits on most parcels would remain between 45
and 85 feet, though there would be several adjustments, both higher and lower, within this range.

e The Plan would substantially increase the height limit for the north side of Harrison Street between
Second and Third Streets, from the current range of 85-130 feet to a range of 130200 feet.

e Other substantial height increases north of Harrison would include the southwest corner of
Fourth and Clementina, which would increase from the current range of 55-130 feet to 180 feet; and
the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets, which would increase from the current range of
45-85 feet to 180-300 feet.

e South of Harrison Street, proposed amendments to permitted height limits are concentrated on the
south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets, where current height limits would
be increased from 40-85 feet to 130-350 feet.

e Substantial height increases would also be concentrated south of Bryant Street, from east of
Fourth Street to Sixth Street. Many sites within this area would increase from the current height limit
of 30-85 feet to 130-400 feet.

e Lower height limits would be maintained around South Park, along the west side of Fourth Street
between Bryant and Brannan Streets, and along the south side of the I-80 freeway between Fourth and
Sixth Streets.

To ensure that the proposed zoning changes foster the development of a neighborhood that is consistent with
the Plan’s other goals, the Plan contains numerous objectives, policies, and implementation measures that
limit and condition development. In particular, these relate to Goal II — Maintain the Diversity of Residents,
Goal III - Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center, Goal VII — Preserve and Celebrate the
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Neighborhood’s Cultural Heritage, and Goal VIII — Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the
Neighborhood and the City.

To ensure that removal of protective zoning proposed by the Plan does not result in a loss of Production,
Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses in the Plan Area (Plan Objective 3.3), the Plan would maintain a portion
of the current SALI use district. The Plan also contains policies and implementation measures that would limit
conversion of PDR space in former industrial districts, require PDR space as part of large commercial
developments, and provide incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses.

To implement the circulation and streetscape principles in the Plan, this EIR studies proposed changes in the
street network to support an attractive pedestrian and cycling environment and to lessen the impact of traffic
on transit performance, while accommodating regional and through traffic on a limited number of streets
where necessary. Specific proposals have been developed for Folsom, Harrison, Third, Fourth, Bryant, and
Brannan Streets, extending as far west as 11th Street (in the case of Howard and Folsom Streets) and east to
The Embarcadero (Folsom Street only). The proposals include wider sidewalks, upgraded and/or new transit
lanes, cycle tracks and bicycle lanes, and travel lane reductions. Under the two-way option, Howard and
Folsom Streets would be converted from one-way traffic to two-way operations.

The Plan also includes proposals to upgrade existing parks and create new open spaces, create a more
sustainable and resilient neighborhood, preserve important historical and cultural features, and promote high-
quality urban design.

Approval and implementation of the final proposed Plan would require the following actions, among others.
(Approving bodies are identified in italics.) Specific and detailed actions would be determined as the Plan is
developed:

e Amendments to the General Plan (various elements and figures) to conform to the concepts of the
Central SoMa Plan. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;

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

e Amendment of the Planning Code to conform to the concepts of the Central SoMa Plan. Planning
Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;

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

e Approval of alterations to street rights-of-way, including, for example, the configuration of travel
lanes, sidewalk widths, and bicycle lanes, addition of crosswalks, and alley way improvements that
are part of the Plan’s proposals for the street network and public realm. San Francisco Transportation
Agency; Department of Public Works.

Project-Level and Program-Level Analysis

This EIR contains both analysis at a “program-level” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 for adoption
and implementation of the Plan and “project-level” environmental review for street network changes and
open space improvements. A program EIR is appropriate for a project that will involve a series of actions that
are (1) related geographically, (2) logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions, (3) connected as part of a
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continuing program, and (4) carried out under the same authorizing statute or regulatory authority and have
similar environmental impacts that can be mitigated in similar ways (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).

The EIR’s evaluation of the Plan is programmatic. Its assessment of potential environmental impacts is based
on the various Plan components that are required for its implementation and would facilitate its goals and
objectives. CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 notes that the use of a programmatic EIR “ensures consideration of
cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis; avoids duplicative reconsideration of
basic policy considerations; allows the lead agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide
mitigation measures at an early time, when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or
cumulative impacts; and allows for a reduction in paperwork.

With respect to the proposed open space improvements and street network improvements described in
Chapter II, Project Description, these components are, unless otherwise noted, analyzed in this EIR at the
project-level due to the sufficiency of detailed information available.

Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and
Improvement Measures

This EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of the Plan, including the street network changes and
open space improvements. On April 24, 2013, the Planning Department sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to
governmental agencies, organizations and persons who may have an interest in the proposed project
(Appendix A). The NOP requested that agencies and interested parties comment on environmental issues that
should be addressed in the EIR. A scoping meeting was held on May 15, 2013, to explain the environmental
review process for the Plan and to provide opportunity to take public comment and concerns related to the
Plan’s potential environmental impacts. The Planning Department considered the public comments received
at the scoping meeting and prepared an Initial Study in order to focus the scope of the EIR by assessing which
environmental topics would not result in significant impacts on the environment. The Planning Department
published the Initial Study on February 12, 2014 (Appendix B).

The Initial Study found that the Plan would have potentially significant impacts in the areas of land use,
aesthetics, cultural and paleontological resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, wind,
shadow, utilities, and hydrology and water quality. Accordingly, these topics are evaluated in this EIR. The
Initial Study also found that impacts on the remaining environmental topics that are required to be examined
under the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code would be less than
significant, less than significant with mitigation measures, or would have no impact, and, therefore, need not
be considered in the EIR.

Table S-1, Summary of Impacts of the Plan—Identified in the EIR, p.S-7, presents a summary of the
environmental effects identified in this EIR, along with feasible mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the
severity of an impact. In addition, the level of significance both before and after the implementation of any
identified mitigation measure is indicated.

The Initial Study identified resource topics that would result in no impact, a less-than-significant impact, or
less-than-significant with mitigation. These topics, which are summarized in Table S-2, Summary of Impacts
of the Plan —Identified in the Initial Study, p. 5-43, are not addressed in this EIR.
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The categories used to designate impact significance are described as follows:

e No Impact. A no impact conclusion is reached if there is no potential for impacts or the environmental
resource does not occur within the project area or the area of potential effects. For example, there
would be no impacts related to displacement of housing if there is no existing housing at the project
site. In that case, no adverse changes (or impacts) to the environment are expected.

e Less-than-Significant Impact. This determination applies if the impact 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. No mitigation is required for
impacts determined to be less than significant.

e Less-than-Significant-Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if the project would result
in a significant effect, exceeding the established significance criteria, but feasible mitigation is
available that would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

e Significant and Unavoidable Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if the project
would result in an adverse effect that exceeds the established significance criteria, and although
feasible mitigation might lessen the impact, the residual effect would remain significant, and,
therefore, the impact would be unavoidable.

e Significant and Unavoidable Impact. This determination applies if the project would result in an
adverse effect that exceeds the established significance criteria, and there is no feasible mitigation
available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the residual impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

Existing law provides several regulatory controls that would serve to avoid potential significant impacts; they
are summarized here for informational purposes. These measures include prohibition of the use of mirrored
glass on buildings to reduce glare, as per City Planning Commission Resolution 9212; limitation of
construction-related noise levels, pursuant to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the
San Francisco Police Code, 1972); compliance with Planning Code Section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings;
compliance with Section 3426 of the San Francisco Building Code, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on
Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Structures; compliance with Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (also
known as the Maher Ordinance), requiring that project sponsors retain the services of a qualified professional
to prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets the requirements of Health Code
Section 22.A.6; compliance with Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code, requiring new residential
construction projects in specific areas identified as having poor air quality to install enhanced ventilation;
observance of state and Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) safety requirements
related to handling and disposal of other hazardous materials, such as asbestos; compliance with the
Construction Dust Control Ordinance; and compliance with Clean Construction Ordinance for City projects
These regulations are required and therefore assumed in the impact analysis. Where the analysis determines
that the impact is sufficiently reduced to less-than-significant levels after considering these requirements, that
conclusion is made and no mitigation measures are required to further lessen the impact.
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TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

A. Land Use and Land Use Planning

Impact LU-1: Development under the Plan, and
proposed open space improvements and street
network changes would not physically divide an
established community.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact LU-2: Development under the Plan,
including proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would conflict with an
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including,
but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.

Specifically, the Plan could result in traffic noise
along Howard Street (under the two-way option for
Howard and Folsom Streets) that exceeds the noise
standards in the General Plan’s Environmental
Protection Element

Implement Mitigation Measures NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management, and Mitigation Measure
NO-1b, Siting of Noise-Generating Uses, for new development projects.

SUM

Impact C-LU-1: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the vicinity, would contribute considerably to a
significant cumulative land use impact.

Specifically, the Plan, under both the one-way and
two-way options for Folsom and Howard Streets,
could make a considerable contribution to
cumulative traffic noise levels which would exceed
the noise standards in the General Plan’s
Environmental Protection Element.

Implement M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management (TDM), for new development projects.

SUM

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

B. Aesthetics

Impact AE-1: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would not substantially
degrade the visual character or quality of the Plan
Area or substantially damage scenic resources.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact AE-2: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would alter public
views of the Plan Area from short-, mid-, and long-
range vantage points and alter views into the
surrounding neighborhoods from within the Plan
Area, but would not adversely affect public views or
have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact AE-3: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would not create a new
source of substantial light or glare in the Plan Area
that would adversely affect day or nighttime views
or substantially impact other people or properties.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact C-AE-1: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed street network changes and
open space improvements, in combination with
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would alter the visual character and public
views of and through SoMa, but would not
adversely affect visual character, scenic vistas, or
scenic resources or substantially increase light and
glare.

LTS

None required.

NA

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE 5-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would S Mitigation Measure M-CP-la: Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Identified Historical SUM
result in the demolition or substantial alteration of Resources. The project sponsor of a subsequent development project in the Plan Area shall consult with
individually  identified historic  architectural the Planning Department’s Preservation staff to determine whether there are feasible means to redesign
resources and/or contributors to a historic district or or otherwise revise the project to avoid significant adverse effects on historic architectural resource(s)
conservation district located in the Plan Area, (including historic districts), whether previously identified or identified as part of the project’s historical
including as-yet unidentified resources, a resources analysis. If avoidance is not feasible, the project sponsor shall seek feasible means to reduce
substantial adverse change in the significance of a effects on historic architectural resource(s) to a less-than-significant level, with the significance of the
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines impact to be judged based on whether the proposed project would materially impair the resource as
Section 15064.5. defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b).
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b: Documentation of Historical Resource(s). Where avoidance of effects to
a less-than-significant level is not feasible, as described in M-CP-1a, the project sponsor of a subsequent
development project in the Plan Area shall undertake historical documentation prior to the issuance of
demolition or site permits. To document the buildings more effectively, the sponsor shall prepare
Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)-level photographs and an accompanying HABS Historical
Report, which shall be maintained on-site, as well as in the appropriate repositories, including but not
limited to, the San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the San
Francisco Public Library, and the Northwest Information Center. The contents of the report shall include
an architectural description, historical context, and statement of significance, per HABS reporting
standards. The documentation shall be undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards
for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the
Interior’s  Professional ~Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part61). HABS
documentation shall provide the appropriate level of visual documentation and written narrative based
on the importance of the resource (types of visual documentation typically range from producing a
sketch plan to developing measured drawings and view camera (4x5) black and white photographs). The
appropriate level of HABS documentation and written narrative shall be determined by the Planning
Department’s Preservation staff. The report shall be reviewed by the Planning Department’s Preservation
staff for completeness. In certain instances, Department Preservation staff may request HABS-level
photography, a historical report, and/or measured architectural drawings of the existing building(s).
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c: Oral Histories. For projects that would demolish a historical resource or
contributor to a historic district for which Planning Department preservation staff determined that such a
measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor shall undertake an oral history project that
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR

Level of
Significance
Before
Impact Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

includes interviews of people such as residents, past owners, or former employees. The project shall be
conducted by a professional historian in conformance with the Oral History Association’s Principles and
Standards (http://alpha.dickinson/edu/oha/pub_eg.html). In addition to transcripts of the interviews, the
oral history project shall include a narrative project summary report containing an introduction to the
project, a methodology description, and brief summaries of each conducted interview. Copies of the
completed oral history project shall be submitted to the San Francisco Public Library, Planning
Department, or other interested historical institutions.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1d: Interpretive Program. For projects that would demolish a historical
resource or contributor to a historic district for which Preservation Planning staff determined that such a
measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor shall work with Department Preservation
staff or other qualified professional to institute an interpretive program on-site that references the
property’s history and the contribution of the historical resource to the broader neighborhood or historic
district. An example of an interpretive program is the creation of historical exhibits, incorporating a
display featuring historic photos of the affected resource and a description of its historical significance, in
a publicly accessible location on the project site. This may include a website or publically-accessible
display. The contents of the interpretative program shall be determined by the Planning Department
Preservation staff. The development of the interpretive displays should be overseen by a qualified
professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate)
set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 61). An outline of the format, location and content of the interpretive displays shall be
reviewed and approved by the San Francisco Planning Department’s Preservation staff prior to issuance
of a demolition permit or site permit. The format, location and content of the interpretive displays must
be finalized prior to issuance of any Building Permits for the project.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1e: Video Recordation. For projects that would demolish a historical resource
or contributor to a historic district for which Preservation Planning staff determined that such a measure
would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor shall work with Department Preservation staff or
other qualified professional, to undertake video documentation of the affected historical resource and its
setting. The documentation shall be conducted by a professional videographer, preferably one with
experience recording architectural resources. The documentation shall be narrated by a qualified
professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate),
as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 61). The documentation shall include as much information as possible —using visuals in
combination with narration—about the materials, construction methods, current condition, historic use,

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE 5-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
and historic context of the historical resource.
Archival copies of the video documentation shall be submitted to the Planning Department, and to
repositories including but not limited to: the San Francisco Public Library, Northwest Information Center
and the California Historical Society. This mitigation measure would supplement the traditional HABS
documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available to the
public and inform future research.
The video documentation shall be reviewed and approved by the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit or site permit or issuance of any Building
Permits for the project.
Impact CP-2: Neither the proposed open space LTS None required. NA
improvements nor street network changes would
adversely affect historic architectural resources in a
way that would result in a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
Impact CP-3: Construction activities in the Plan S Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities. The LTSM
Area would result in a substantial adverse change in project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall consult with Planning Department
the significance of a historical resource as defined in Environmental Planning/Preservation staff to determine whether adjacent or nearby buildings constitute
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, through indirect historical resources that could be adversely affected by construction-generated vibration. For purposes of
construction damage to historic architectural this measure, nearby historic buildings shall include those within 100 feet of a construction site for a
resources. subsequent development project if pile driving would be used at that site; otherwise, it shall include
historic buildings within 25 feet if vibratory and vibration-generating construction equipment, such as
jackhammers, drill rigs, bulldozers, and vibratory rollers would be used. If one or more historical
resources is identified that could be adversely affected, the project sponsor shall incorporate into
construction specifications for the proposed project a requirement that the construction contractor(s) use
all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby historic buildings. Such methods may include
maintaining a safe distance between the construction site and the historic buildings (as identified by the
Planning Department Preservation staff), using construction techniques that reduce vibration (such as
using concrete saws instead of jackhammers or hoe-rams to open excavation trenches, the use of non-
vibratory rollers, and hand excavation), appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent movement of
adjacent structures, and providing adequate security to minimize risks of vandalism and fire. No
measures need be applied if no vibratory equipment would be employed or if there are no historic
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

buildings within 100 feet of the project site.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. For those
historical resources identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, and where heavy equipment would be
used on a subsequent development project, the project sponsor of such a project shall undertake a
monitoring program to minimize damage to adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such
damage is documented and repaired. The monitoring program, which shall apply within 100 feet where
pile driving would be used and within 25 feet otherwise, shall include the following components. Prior to
the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or
qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a pre-construction survey of historical
resource(s) identified by the San Francisco Planning Department within 125 feet of planned construction
to document and photograph the buildings’ existing conditions. Based on the construction and condition
of the resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a standard maximum vibration level that shall not be
exceeded at each building, based on existing condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and
anticipated construction practices (a common standard is 0.2 inch per second, peak particle velocity). To
ensure that vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the project sponsor shall monitor
vibration levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate
vibration levels in excess of the standard.

Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall be halted and alternative
construction techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible. (For example, pre-drilled piles could be
substituted for driven piles, if feasible based on soils conditions; smaller, lighter equipment might be able
to be used in some cases.) The consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each building
during ground-disturbing activity on the project site. Should damage to either building occur, the
building(s) shall be remediated to its pre-construction condition at the conclusion of ground-disturbing
activity on the site.

Impact CP-4: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological = resource pursuant to CEQA

Guidelines Section 15064.5.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4a: Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessment. This
archeological mitigation measure shall apply to any project involving any soils-disturbing or soils-
improving activities including excavation, utilities installation, grading, soils remediation,
compaction/chemical grouting to a depth of five (5) feet or greater below ground surface, for which no
archeological assessment report has been prepared.

Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be subject to Preliminary Archeology Review
(PAR) by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist.

Based on the PAR, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall determine if there is a potential for

LTSM

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Level of
Significance
Before
Impact Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

effect to an archeological resource, including human remains, and, if so, what further actions are
warranted to reduce the potential effect of the project on archeological resources to a less-than-significant
level. Such actions may include project redesign to avoid the potential to affect an archeological resource;
or further investigations by an archeological consultant, such as preparation of a project-specific
Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan (ARDTP) or the undertaking of an archeological
monitoring or testing program based on an archeological monitoring or testing plan. The scope of the
ARDTP, archeological testing or archeological monitoring plan shall be determined in consultation with
the ERO and consistent with the standards for archeological documentation established by the Office of
Historic Preservation (OHP) for purposes of compliance with CEQA (OHP Preservation Planning
Bulletin No. 5). Avoidance of effect to an archeological resource is always the preferred option.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4b: Procedures for Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources. This
mitigation measure is required for projects that would result in soil disturbance and are not subject to
Mitigation Measure M-CP-4a.

Should any indication of an archeological resource, including human remains, be encountered during
any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project head foreman and/or project sponsor shall
immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity
of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project
sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological
consultants maintained by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist. The archeological
consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains
sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological
resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource.
The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based
on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented
by the project sponsor.

Measures might include preservation in situ of the archeological resource, an archeological monitoring
program, an archeological testing program, or an archeological treatment program. If an archeological
treatment program, archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it
shall be consistent with the Planning Department’s Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for
such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security
program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. If

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
After
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human remains are found all applicable state laws will be followed as outlined in Impact CP-7 and an
archeological treatment program would be implemented in consultation with appropriate descendant
groups and approved by the ERO.

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

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

Impact CP-5: Development under the Plan,

including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource CEQA

Guidelines Section 21084.3.

pursuant to

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment. This tribal cultural
resource mitigation measure shall apply to any project involving any soils-disturbing or soils-improving
activities including excavation, utilities installation, grading, soils remediation, compaction/chemical
grouting to a depth of five (5) feet or greater below ground surface.

Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be reviewed for the potential to affect a tribal
cultural resource in tandem with Preliminary Archeology Review (PAR) of the project by the San
Francisco Planning Department archeologist. For projects requiring a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Environmental Impact Report, the Department “Notification Regarding Tribal Cultural Resources and
CEQA” shall be distributed to the Department tribal distribution list. Consultation with California Native
American tribes regarding the potential of the project to affect a tribal cultural resource will occur at the
request of any notified tribe. For all projects subject to this mitigation measure, if staff determines that the
proposed project may have a potential significant adverse effect on a tribal cultural resource, then the
following shall be required as determined warranted by the ERO.

If staff determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both feasible and effective,
based on information provided by the applicant regarding feasibility and other available information,

LTSM

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
then the project archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan
(ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the archeological consultant shall be required when
feasible. If staff determines that preservation-in-place of the TCR is not a sufficient or feasible option,
then the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the TCR in coordination with
affiliated Native American tribal representatives. An interpretive plan produced in coordination with
affiliated Native American tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO shall be
required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify proposed locations for installations or
displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of
the displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance program. The interpretive program may
include artist installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native
Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other informational displays.
Impact CP-6: Development under the Plan, LTS None required. NA
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would not directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geological feature.
Impact CP-7:  Development under the Plan, LTS None required. NA
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would not disturb
human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries.
Impact C-CP-1: Development under the Plan, in S Implement Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a, Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Historical SUM
combination with past, present, and reasonably Resources, M-CP-1b, Documentation of Historical Resource(s); M-CP-1c, Oral Histories; M-CP-1d,
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could Interpretive Program; and M-CP-1e, Video Recordation.
result in demolition and/or alteration of historical
resources, thereby contributing considerably to
significant cumulative historical resources impacts.
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Impact C-CP-2: The proposed open space
improvements and street network changes within
the Plan Area, in combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would not contribute considerably to
significant cumulative historical resources impacts.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact C-CP-3: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the vicinity, could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5
or a tribal cultural resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 21084.3. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Implement Mitigation Measures M-CP-4a, Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessment; M- LTSM

CP-4b, Procedures for Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources; and M-CP-5: Project-Specific

Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment.

Impact C-CP-4: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the vicinity, would not directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geological feature, and would not
disturb human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries.

LTS

None required

NA

D. Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and the street network changes, would not cause
substantial additional VMT or substantially increase
automobile travel.

LTS

None required.

NA

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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Impact TR-2: Development under the Plan, LTS None required. NA
including the proposed open space improvements
and the street network changes, would not result in
traffic hazards.
Impact TR-3: Development under the Plan, S Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements. The following are City actions that would SUM
including the proposed open space improvements reduce local and regional transit impacts associated with implementation of the Central SoMa Plan
and street network changes, would result in a and proposed street network changes.
substantial increase in transit demand that would Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the City shall ensure that
not be accommodated by local transit capacity, and sufficient operating and capital funding is secured, including through the following measures:
would cause a substantial increase in delays ) . .
L . . Establish fee-based sources of revenue such as parking benefit districts.
resulting in adverse impacts on local and regional
transit routes. Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a portion of the
revenue collected going to support improved local and regional transit service on routes that serve
Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area.
Seek grant funding for specific capital improvements from regional, State and federal sources.
Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review each street
network project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where significant transit delay impacts
have been identified (routes 8 Bayshore, 8AX Bayshore Express, 8BX Bayshore Express, 10
Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van
Ness). Through this review, SEMTA shall incorporate feasible street network design modifications
that would meet the performance criteria of maintaining accessible transit service, enhancing transit
service times, and offsetting transit delay. Such features could include, but shall not be limited to,
transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue jumps, stop consolidation, limited or express service,
corner or sidewalk bulbs, and transit boarding islands, as determined by the SFMTA, to enhance
transit service times and offset transit delay. Any subsequent changes to the street network designs
shall be subject to a similar review process.
Transit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the SEMTA shall
establish a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and development in Central SoMa
to transit and other alternative transportation mode planning. This shall be achieved through some or
all of the following measures:
Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to make the pedestrian
environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips throughout the day, especially in areas where
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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sidewalks and other realms of the pedestrian environment are notably unattractive and intimidating
for pedestrians and discourage walking as a primary means of circulation. This includes traffic
calming strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic, long blocks, narrow sidewalks and tow-
away lanes, as may be found in much of the Central SoMa area.

Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings from transit stops and
pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary access points to buildings through parking
lots and other auto-oriented entryways.

Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage and direct resources
brought in through pricing programs and development-based fee assessments, as outlined above, to
further the multimodal implementation and maintenance of these transportation improvements.

Muni Storage and Maintenance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit vehicles
needed to serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa, the SEMTA shall
provide maintenance and storage facilities. In 2013, the SFMTA prepared a Real Estate and Facilities
Vision for the 21st Century report.! The document provides a vision for addressing Muni’s storage and
maintenance needs, particularly in light of substantial growth in fleet as well as changes in the fleet
composition.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements. The SFMTA shall implement boarding
improvements such as low floor buses and pre-payment that would reduce the boarding times to
mitigate the impacts on transit travel times on routes where Plan ridership increases are greatest,
such as the 8 Bayshore, 8AX/8BX Bayshore Expresses, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid,
27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness routes. These boarding improvements,
which would reduce delay associated with passengers boarding and alighting, shall be made in
combination with Mitigation Measures M-TR-3c, Upgrade Transit-only Lanes on Third Street,
M-TR-3d, Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets, and M-TR-3e,
Implement Tow-away Lanes on Fifth Street, which would serve to reduce delay associated with
traffic congestion along the transit route.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-3c: Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth
Streets. The SFMTA shall design and construct a new traffic signal at the intersection of

1 SEMTA, Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21st Century, January 2013. Available at http://archives.sfmta.com/cms/cmta/documents/1-29-13VisionReport.pdf, accessed December 31,

2015.

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
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Townsend/Fifth Streets, and reconfigure the Townsend Street eastbound approach to provide one
dedicated left-turn lane (with an exclusive left turn phase) adjacent to a through lane. This
reconfiguration would require restriping of the two existing travel lanes at the eastbound approach
to this intersection.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-3d: Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street. The SFMTA
shall implement a northbound tow-away transit-only lane on Fifth Street between Townsend and Bryant
Streets during the p.m. peak period to mitigate the impacts on transit travel times on the 47 Van Ness.
This peak period transit-only lane can be implemented by restricting on-street parking (about 30 parking
spaces) on the east side of Fifth Street between Townsend and Bryant Streets during the 3:00 to 7:00 p.m.

peak period.
Impact TR-4: Development under the Plan, S Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks. Consistent with the proposed SUM
including the proposed open space improvements provisions of the Plan to establish a minimum width of crosswalks of 15 feet, and up to 40 feet where
and street network changes, would not result in future pedestrian volumes warrant, as feasible, the SFMTA shall widen and restripe the crosswalks to the
pedestrian safety hazards nor result in a substantial continental design, consistent with the Better Streets Plan.2

overcrowding on sidewalks or at corner locations, With either the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option or Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option street network

changes, the SFMTA shall monitor crosswalk operations for deteriorated conditions (i.e., crosswalk
operating conditions of LOS E or LOS F, or observations of substantial crosswalk overcrowding), and, as
feasible, widen the following crosswalks:

but would result in overcrowding at crosswalks.

e At the intersection of Third/Mission, widen the east and west crosswalks to 20 feet.

e At the intersection of Fourth/Mission, widen the east crosswalk to 40 feet, and widen the west
crosswalk to 35 feet.

e At the intersection of Fourth/Townsend, widen the west crosswalk to 30 feet.

2 Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection
for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. Available at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/sidewalks208.cfm, accessed
October 2, 2014.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Impact TR-5: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would not result in
potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or
otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle
accessibility.

LTS

Improvement Measure I-TR-5a: Cycle Track Public Education Campaign. To further reduce potential
conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit and other vehicles, the SEMTA could develop and
implement a cycle track public education campaign to develop safety awareness by providing
information to the public through outreach channels such as media campaigns, brochures, and websites.
This campaign would be in addition to the existing SFMTA bicycle safety outreach, specifically geared to
Central SoMa and cycle tracks. Elements of the education campaign could include:

e  (Clarifying rules of the road for cycle tracks.

e Improving pedestrian awareness about where to wait and how to cross the cycle track (i.e., on the
sidewalk or buffer zone, rather than in the cycle track or adjacent to parked vehicles).

e Providing bicycle-safety education for neighborhood schools (e.g., the Bessie Carmichael School), and
neighborhood groups within Central SoMa.

e Ensuring that the San Francisco Police Department officers are initially and repeatedly educated on
traffic law as it applies to bicyclists and motorists.

e Providing safety compliance education for bicyclists coupled with increased enforcement for
violations by bicyclists.

The public education campaign could include a website, as well as instruction videos with information
for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians. To the extent possible, the public education campaign could be
coordinated with the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition efforts.

Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Cycle Track Post-Implementation Surveys. Following implementation
of the cycle tracks on Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Third and Fourth Streets, the SFMTA could conduct
motorist, pedestrian, bicycle, and business surveys to understand how the cycle tracks are performing,
and to make adjustments to the design and supplemental public education campaign. In addition to the
user surveys, the post-implementation assessment could include before/after photos, bicyclist ridership
and traffic volume counts, video analysis of behavior of bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers, assessment of
vehicle queuing, and compliance with new signs/signals. The information would be used as input for
subsequent design and implementation of cycle tracks on other streets in San Francisco, as well as
documenting the effectiveness of the cycle track.

Mitigation: None required.

NA

LEGEND:
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Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, S Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP). Sponsors of SUM
including the proposed open space improvements development projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of residential or commercial uses shall
and street network changes, would result in a prepare a DLOP, and submit the plan for review and approval by the Planning Department and the
reduction in on-street commercial loading supply SFMTA in order to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities,
such that the loading demand during the peak hour and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles, and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to
of loading activities would not be accommodated accommodate new loading demand.
within on-street loading supply, would impact Prior to preparing the DLOP, the project sponsor shall meet with the Planning Department and the
existing passenger loading/unloading zones, and SFMTA to review the proposed number, location, and design of the on-site loading spaces, as well as the
may create hazardous conditions or significant projected loading demand. In the event that the number of on-site loading spaces does not accommodate
delay that‘may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, the projected loading demand for the proposed development, the project sponsor shall pursue with the
or pedestrians. SFMTA conversion of nearby on-street parking spaces to commercial loading spaces, if determined
feasible by the SFMTA.
The DLOP shall be revised to reflect changes in accepted technology or operation protocols, or changes in
conditions, as deemed necessary by the Planning Department and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall include
the following components, as appropriate to the type of development and adjacent street characteristics:
o Loading Dock Management. To ensure that off-street loading facilities are efficiently used, and that trucks
that are longer than can be safely accommodated are not permitted to use a building’s loading dock, the
project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall develop a plan for management of the
building’s loading dock and shall ensure that tenants in the building are informed of limitations and
conditions on loading schedules and truck size. The management plan could include strategies such as
the use of an attendant to direct and guide trucks, installing a “Full” sign at the garage/loading dock
driveway, limiting activity during peak hours, installation of audible and/or visual warning devices,
and other features. Additionally, as part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall
consult with the SFMTA concerning the design of loading and parking facilities.
e  Garage/Loading Dock Attendant. If warranted by project-specific conditions, the project sponsor of a
development project in the Plan Area shall ensure that building management employs attendant(s) for
the project’s parking garage and/or loading dock, as applicable. The attendant would be stationed as
determined by the project-specific review analysis, typically at the project’s driveway to direct vehicles
entering and exiting the building and avoid any safety-related conflicts with pedestrians on the
sidewalk during the am. and p.m. peak periods of traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian activity, with
extended hours as dictated by traffic, bicycle and pedestrian conditions and by activity in the project
garage and loading dock. Each project shall also install audible and/or visible warning devices, or
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
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comparably effective warning devices as approved by the Planning Department and/or the SEMTA, to
alert pedestrians of the outbound vehicles from the parking garage and/or loading dock, as applicable.

e Large Truck Access. The loading dock attendant shall dictate the maximum size of truck that can be
accommodated at the on-site loading area. In order to accommodate any large trucks (i.e., generally
longer than 40 feet) that may require occasional access to the site (e.g., large move-in trucks that need
occasional access to both residential and commercial developments), the DLOP shall include procedures
as to the location of on-street accommodation, time of day restrictions for accommodating larger
vehicles, and procedures to reserve available curbside space on adjacent streets from the SFMTA.

o Trash/Recycling/Compost Collection Design and Management. When designs for buildings are being
developed, the project sponsor or representative shall meet with the appropriate representative from
Recology (or other trash collection firm) to determine the location and type of
trash/recycling/compost bins, frequency of collections, and procedures for collection activities,
including the location of Recology trucks during collection. The location of the
trash/recycling/compost storage room(s) for each building shall be indicated on the building plans
prior to submittal of plans to the Building Department. Procedures for collection shall ensure that the
collection bins are not placed within any sidewalk, bicycle facility, parking lane or travel lane
adjacent to the project site at any time.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and
Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones. The SFMTA shall develop detailed plans for each segment of the
proposed street network changes that identify existing on-street commercial loading spaces and
passenger loading/unloading zones, and then identify how demand within the existing loading facilities
could be accommodated with the proposed street network changes. The detailed design shall also
consider on-street loading supply needs for new development, as well as driveway access to loading
facilities within existing and future buildings along the affected segments. The detailed design for each
segment shall be prepared within a reasonable time frame of physical implementation to ensure that
future land use conditions are reflected.

As part of detailed design for each affected street the SEMTA shall conduct the following:

1. Document the existing commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones at the
time of detailed design.

2. Conduct loading demand surveys/observation at appropriate times of day for each type of loading
activity, to determine the actual demand associated with the on-street spaces and the need to replace
or augment the on-street commercial loading spaces.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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3. Identify replacement commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading spaces.
Commercial loading spaces should be prioritized over parking spaces, and, to the extent feasible, the
replacement commercial loading spaces shall be of similar length on the same block and side of the
street. Where commercial loading spaces would be permanently removed, install new commercial
loading spaces within 250 feet on adjacent side streets if feasible.

4. At each location where passenger loading/unloading zones would be eliminated, contact the permit
holder to determine adequacy of alternate locations and/or need for the passenger loading/unloading
space. In some locations, such as schools and hotels, passenger loading/unloading activities could be
accommodated within commercial loading spaces, with time of day restrictions.

5. Conduct business surveys and review detailed plans with merchant associations or other local
stakeholders to determine need for commercial loading spaces.

6. Develop and implement a public education campaign regarding the street network changes,
reduction or elimination of on-street parking spaces, location of replacement commercial loading
spaces, and any time-of-day restrictions. On streets where on-street parking would be completely
eliminated, provide information regarding commercial loading space supply on adjacent streets. In
addition, provide information regarding California Vehicle Code §22500 and San Francisco
Transportation Code §7.2.70 that loading activities (either truck or passenger loading/unloading)
should not occur while stopped in any crosswalk, bicycle lane or travel lane.

The SEFMTA and the Planning Department shall develop protocols for ongoing assessment of commercial
loading needs on the affected streets, and for review of new development projects along the affected
street segments to identify needed changes to the street network design (e.g., when a new driveway to a
development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial loading spaces.

In addition, the SFMTA shall explore the potential to develop and implement an off-hour delivery
program to shift delivery windows for commercial deliveries to times when conflicts are less likely to
occur. Such a program could be implemented as a pilot project, similar to the pilot project conducted in
New York City in 2009-2010.3 Most commercial loading spaces in Central SoMa are metered, and the off-
hour delivery program can include pricing to reduce the amount of time vehicles park, stand or stop at
the curb, so that spaces turn over for more users, and double parking is minimized.

3 New York City Off-Hour Delivery Program. Available at http://www.nyc.gov/html/dot/html/motorist/offhoursdelivery.shtml, accessed August 16, 2016.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
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Impact TR-7: Development under the Plan, LTS None required. NA
including the proposed open space improvements
and the street network changes, would not result in
a substantial parking deficit that would create
hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting
transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, and where
particular characteristics of the Plan demonstrably
render use of other modes infeasible.
Impact TR-8: Development under the Plan, S Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation. During the design phase of each LTSM
including the proposed open space improvements street network project, SFMTA shall consult with emergency service providers, including the San
and street network changes, could result in Francisco Fire Department and the San Francisco Police Department. Through the consultation process,
significant impacts on emergency vehicle access the street network design shall be modified as needed to maintain emergency vehicle access. SFMTA
shall identify design modifications through this process, as needed to meet the following performance
criteria:
e No physical barriers shall be introduced that would preclude emergency vehicle access.
Street design modifications should achieve the goals of the project without precluding emergency vehicle
access. Design modifications selected by SEFMTA, as needed to meet the performance criteria, shall be
incorporated into the final design of each street network project and could include, but shall not be
limited to: mountable concrete buffers, mountable curbs and corner or sidewalk bulbs, modification of
corner or sidewalk bulbs and curb locations to accommodate turning emergency vehicles, and emergency
vehicle signal priority. Any subsequent changes to the streetscape designs shall be subject to a similar
consultation process.
LEGEND:
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Impact TR-9: Construction activities associated with
development under the Plan, including the
proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would result in substantial
interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle
circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, and
would result in potentially hazardous conditions.

S

Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Construction Management Plan and Construction Coordination.

Construction Management Plan—For projects within the Plan Area, the project sponsor shall develop and,
upon review and approval by the SFMTA and Public Works, implement a Construction Management
Plan, addressing transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours of delivery. The
Construction Management Plan would disseminate appropriate information to contractors and affected
agencies with respect to coordinating construction activities to minimize overall disruption and ensure
that overall circulation in the project area is maintained to the extent possible, with particular focus on
ensuring transit, pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity. The Construction Management Plan would
supplement and expand, rather than modify or supersede, and manual, regulations, or provisions set
forth by the SFMTA, Public Works, or other City departments and agencies, and the California
Department of Transportation.

If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby adjacent project(s) as to
result in transportation-related impacts, the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall consult with various
City departments such as the SFMTA and Public Works through ISCOTT, and other interdepartmental
meetings as deemed necessary by the SEMTA, Public Works, and the Planning Department, to develop a
Coordinated Construction Management Plan. The Coordinated Construction Management Plan that shall
address construction-related vehicle routing, detours, and maintaining transit, bicycle, vehicle, and
pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the construction area for the duration of the construction period
overlap. Key coordination meetings shall be held jointly between project sponsors and contractors of
other projects for which the City departments determine construction impacts could overlap.

The Construction Management Plan and, if required, the Coordinated Construction Management Plan,
shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

o  Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours—Limit construction truck movements to the hours between
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., or other times if approved by the SFMTA, to minimize disruption to
vehicular traffic, including transit during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods.

o Construction Truck Routing Plans—Identify optimal truck routes between the regional facilities and the
project site, taking into consideration truck routes of other development projects and any
construction activities affecting the roadway network.

e Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures—The project sponsor shall coordinate travel lane
closures with other projects requesting concurrent lane and sidewalk closures through the ISCOTT
and interdepartmental meetings process above, to minimize the extent and duration of requested
lane and sidewalk closures. Travel lane closures shall be minimized especially along transit and

SUM

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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bicycle routes, so as to limit the impacts to transit service and bicycle circulation and safety.

Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access—The project sponsor/construction
contractor(s) shall meet with Public Works, SEMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other
City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Coordinated Construction
Management Plan to maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. This shall include
an assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to reduce
potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction
of the project.

Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers—The construction contractor shall
include methods to encourage carpooling, bicycling, walk and transit access to the project site by
construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure
bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org,
participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org),
and providing transit information to construction workers).

Construction Worker Parking Plan—The location of construction worker parking shall be identified as
well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan.
The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking shall be discouraged. All
construction bid documents shall include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the
proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces,
and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site shall be required. If off-site parking is proposed
to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces
retained, and description of how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site shall
be required.

Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents—To minimize construction impacts
on access for 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, and lane closures. At regular intervals to be defined in the Construction Management Plan
and, if necessary, in the Coordinated Construction Management Plan, a regular email notice shall be
distributed by the project sponsor that shall provide current construction information of interest to
neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

Central SoMa Plan
Draft EIR

S-26

December 2016

Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E


http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/

Summary

TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Impact C-TR-1: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and the street network changes, in combination with
past,  present, foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would not result in

and reasonably

significant impacts related to VMT.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact C-TR-2: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and the street network changes, in combination with
past,  present, foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would not result in

and reasonably

significant impacts related to traffic hazards.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact C-TR-3: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, in combination with
foreseeable

past, present, and

development in San Francisco, would contribute

reasonably

considerably to significant cumulative transit

impacts on local and regional transit providers.

Implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, Transit Enhancements; M-TR-3b, Boarding Improvements;
M-TR-3¢, Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets; and M-TR-3d,
Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street.

SUM

Impact C-TR-4: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would contribute
considerably to significant cumulative pedestrian
impacts.

Implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-4, Upgrade Central SoMa Crosswalks.

SUM

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Impact C-TR-5: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and the street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would not result in
cumulative bicycle impacts.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact C-TR-6: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would contribute
considerably to significant cumulative loading
impacts.

Implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a, Driveway and Loading Operations Plan, and Mitigation
Measure M-TR-6b, Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger
Loading/Unloading Zones.

SUM

Impact C-TR-7: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and the street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would not result in
cumulative parking impacts.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact C-TR-8: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, could contribute
considerably to significant cumulative emergency
vehicle access impacts.

Implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-8, Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation.

LTSM

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
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Impact C-TR-9: Development under the Plan, LTS None required. NA

including the proposed open space improvements
and the street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would not result in
significant cumulative construction-related
transportation impacts.

E. Noise and Vibration

Impact NO-1: Development under the Plan, S Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects. SUM
including the proposed street network changes, To reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan Area, the project sponsor and
would generate noise that would result in exposure subsequent property owners shall develop and implement a TDM Plan as part of project approval. The
of persons to noise levels in excess of standards in scope and number of TDM measures included in the TDM Plan shall be in accordance with Planning
the San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance Department’s TDM Program Standards for the type of development proposed, and accompanying
(Article 29 of the Police Code), and would result in a appendices.* The TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices are expected to be refined as
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise planning for the proposed TDM Ordinance continues. Each subsequent development project’s TDM Plan
above existing levels. shall conform to the most recent version of the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices

available at the time of the project Approval Action, as defined in Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco
Administrative Code. The Planning Department shall review and approve the TDM Plan, as well as any
subsequent revisions to the TDM Plan. The TDM Plan shall target a reduction in the vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) rate (i.e., VMT per capita), monitor and evaluate project performance (actual VMT), and
adjust TDM measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction. This measure is applicable to
all projects within the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an exemption under Article 19 of the
CEQA Guidelines. This measure may be superseded if a comparable TDM Ordinance is adopted that
applies to projects in the Plan Area. The TDM Plan shall be developed by the project sponsor for each
particular development project, and shall aim to achieve the maximum VMT rate reduction feasible. The
TDM Plan shall be developed in consultation with the Planning Department and rely generally on
implementation of measures listed in Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines

* San Francisco Planning Department, Draft TDM Program Standards, July 2016, and accompanying appendices. The most up-to-date Draft TDM Program Standards and accompanying
appendices are available online at: http://sf-planning.org/tdm-materials-and-resources. Accessed on September 19, 2016.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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document published by California Office of Planning and Research on August 6, 2014, or whatever
document supersedes it, and the Planning Department TDM Program Standards and accompanying
appendices in effect at the time of the Project Approval Action. The TDM program may include, but is
not limited to the types of measures, which are summarized below for explanatory example purposes.
Actual development project TDM measures shall be applied from the TDM Program Standards and
accompanying appendices, which describe the scope and applicability of candidate measures in detail:

1. Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage walking, secure bicycle
parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike share memberships for project
occupants, bicycle repair and maintenance services, and other bicycle-related services

Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized memberships for project occupants
Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project occupants

Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to support the use of
sustainable transportation modes by families

5. High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shuttle bus service

6. Information: Provision of multimodal wayfinding signage, transportation information displays, and
tailored transportation marketing services

7. Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in underserved
areas

8. Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short-term daily parking provision, parking cash out
offers, and reduced off-street parking supply.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses. To reduce potential conflicts between
existing sensitive receptors and new noise-generating uses, for new development including PDR, Places
of Entertainment, or other uses that would potentially generate noise levels substantially in excess of
ambient noise (either short-term during the nighttime hours, or as a 24-hour average), the Planning
Department shall require the preparation of a noise analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to
identify potential noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project
site, and including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken so
as to be able to accurately describe maximum levels reached during nighttime hours), prior to the first
project approval action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical analysis and/or
engineering and shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty that the proposed use would not adversely
affect nearby noise-sensitive uses, and that there are no particular circumstances about the proposed

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

Central SoMa Plan
Draft EIR

S-30

December 2016

Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E



Summary

TABLE 5-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise levels that would be generated by the
proposed use. Should such concerns be present, the Department may require the completion of a detailed
noise assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project
approval action, and the incorporation of noise reduction measures as recommended by the noise
assessment.
Impact NO-2: Development under the Plan, S Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: General Construction Noise Control Measures. To ensure that project SUM
including the proposed street network changes and noise from construction activities is reduced to the maximum extent feasible, the project sponsor of a
open space improvements, would result in development project in the Plan Area that is within 100 feet of noise-sensitive receptors shall undertake
construction activities in the Plan Area that could the following:
expose persons to substantial temporary or periodic e Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project construction
increases in noise levels substantially in excess of utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use
ambient levels. of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds),
wherever feasible.
® Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as compressors) as far from
adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to construct
barriers around such sources and/or the construction site, which could reduce construction noise by
as much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary equipment in pit
areas or excavated areas, if feasible.
® Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock
drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external
noise jackets on the tools, which could reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA.
e Include noise control requirements in specifications provided to construction contractors. Such
requirements could include, but are not limited to, performing all work in a manner that minimizes
noise to the extent feasible; use of equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisy
activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants, as feasible; and
selecting haul routes that avoid residential buildings to the extent that such routes are otherwise
feasible.
e DPrior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of construction documents,
submit to the Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection (DBI) a list of measures
that shall be implemented and that shall respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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noise. These measures shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying DBI and the
Police Department (during regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site
describing noise complaint procedures and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all
times during construction; (3) designation of an on-site construction complaint and enforcement
manager for the project; and (4) notification of neighboring residents and non-residential building
managers within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise
generating activities (defined as activities generating anticipated noise levels of 80 dBA or greater
without noise controls, which is the standard in the Police Code) about the estimated duration of the
activity.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: Noise and Vibration Control Measures during Pile Driving. For
individual projects that require pile driving, a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures shall be

prepared under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. These attenuation measures shall be

included in construction of the project and shall include as many of the following control strategies, and
any other effective strategies, as feasible:

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

The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the construction
contractor to implement “quiet” pile-driving technology (such as pre-drilling of piles, sonic pile
drivers, and the use of more than one pile driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), where
feasible, with consideration of geotechnical and structural requirements and soil conditions
(including limiting vibration levels to the FTA’s 0.5 inches per second, PPV to minimize architectural
damage to adjacent structures);

The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the construction
contractor to monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements,
at a distance of 100 feet, at least once per day during pile-driving; and

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

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
Impact NO-3: Development under the Plan, S Implement Mitigation Measures M-NO-2b, Noise and Vibration Control Measures during Pile LTSM
including the proposed street network changes, Driving, M-CP-3a, Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities, and M-CP-3b,
would result in construction activities that could Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources.

expose persons to temporary increases in vibration
substantially in excess of ambient levels.

Impact C-NO-1: Development under the Plan, S Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New SUM
including the proposed street network changes and Development Projects and Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b, Siting of Noise-Generating Uses.
open space improvements, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would result in cumulative noise impacts.

F. Air Quality

Impact AQ-1: Development under the Plan, LTS None required. NA
including the proposed open space improvements
and proposed street network changes, would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2010
Clean Air Plan.

Impact AQ-2: The Plan would not violate an air LTS None required. NA
quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation, or result
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable federal or State
ambient air quality standard.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Level of Level of
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Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
Impact AQ-3: Operation of subsequent individual S Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) for SUM

development projects in the Plan Area and street
network changes, but not proposed open space
improvements, would violate an air quality
standard, contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for
which the project region is in nonattainment under
an applicable federal or State ambient air quality
standard.

Development Projects. (see Noise Impact NO-1a in this Summary Table)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low-
VOC Consumer Products. Prior to receipt of any building permit and every five years thereafter, the
project sponsor shall develop electronic correspondence to be distributed by email or posted on-site
annually to tenants of the project that encourages the purchase of consumer products and paints that are
better for the environment and generate less VOC emissions. The correspondence shall encourage
environmentally preferable purchasing and shall include contact information and links to SF Approved.5

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions. Proposed projects that would exceed the
criteria air pollutant thresholds in this EIR shall implement the additional measures, as applicable and
feasible, to reduce operational criteria air pollutant emissions. Such measures may include, but are not
limited to, the following;:

e For any proposed refrigerated warehouses or large (greater than 20,000 square feet) grocery retailers,
provide electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks with Transportation Refrigeration Units at the loading
docks.

e Use low- and super-compliant VOC architectural coatings in maintaining buildings. “Low-VOC”
refers to paints that meet the more stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 1113; however, many manufacturers have reformulated to levels well
below these limits. These are referred to as “Super-Compliant” architectural coatings.

e Implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel
Generators and Fire Pumps.

e Other measures that are shown to effectively reduce criteria air pollutant emissions onsite or offsite if
emissions reductions are realized within the SFBAAB. Measures to reduce emissions onsite are
preferable to offsite emissions reductions.

5 SF Approved (sfapproved.org) is administrated by the San Francisco Department of Environment staff, who identifies products and services that are safer and better for the
environment (e.g., those that are listed as “Required” or “Suggested”).

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
Impact AQ-4: Development under the Plan, but not S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis. Subsequent development projects that LTSM
the proposed street network changes and open do not meet the applicable screening levels or that the Planning Department otherwise determines could
space improvements, would result in construction exceed one or more significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants shall undergo an analysis of the
activities that could violate an air quality standard, project’s construction emissions. If no significance thresholds are exceeded, no further mitigation is
contribute to an existing or projected air quality required. If one or more significance thresholds are exceeded, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b would be
violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable applicable to the project.

net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. If required based on the

project region is in nonattainment under an analysis described in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a or as required in Impact AQ-6 the project sponsor

applicable federal or State ambient air quality
standard.

shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review Officer
(ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall be
designed to reduce air pollutant emissions to the greatest degree practicable.

The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for more than 20 total hours over
the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:

a) Where access to alternative sources of power is available, portable diesel engines shall be
prohibited;

b) All off-road equipment shall have:
i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or California Air
Resources Board Tier 2 off-road emission standards (or Tier 3 off-road emissions standards if
NOx emissions exceed applicable thresholds), and
ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy
(VDECS)®, and
iii. Engines shall be fueled with renewable diesel (at least 99 percent renewable diesel or R99).
c) Exceptions:

i. Exceptions to 1(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing
evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that an alternative source of power is limited or
infeasible at the project site and that the requirements of this exception provision apply.

¢ Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final emission standards automatically meet this requirement, therefore VDECS would not be required.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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ii.

iii.

Under this circumstance, the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with 1(b) for
onsite power generation.

Exceptions to 1(b)(ii) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that a particular piece of off-road
equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS (1) is technically not feasible, (2) would not produce
desired emissions reductions due to expected operating modes, (3) installing the control
device would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator, or (4) there is a
compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that are not retrofitted with an ARB
Level 3 VDECS and the sponsor has submitted documentation to the ERO that the
requirements of this exception provision apply. If granted an exception to 1(b)(ii), the project
sponsor shall comply with the requirements of 1(c)(iii).

If an exception is granted pursuant to 1(c)(ii), the project sponsor shall provide the next-
cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedule in
Table M-AQ-4:

TABLE M-AQ-4B OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE*

Compliance Engine Emission

Emissi trol
Alternative Standard missions Control

1 Tier 2** ARB Level 2 VDECS
2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS

*%

How to use the table. If the requirements of 1(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would
need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-
road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need
to be met.

Tier 3 off road emissions standards are required if NOx emissions exceed applicable thresholds.

iv.

Exceptions to 1(b)(iii) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that a renewable diesel is not commercially
available in the SFBAAB. If an exception is granted pursuant to this section, the project
sponsor shall provide another type of alternative fuel, such as biodiesel (B20 or higher).

The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no

more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable State regulations

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in
multiple languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction
site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.

The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment
in accordance with manufacturer specifications.

The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each
piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions
and information may include, but is not limited to, equipment type, equipment manufacturer,
equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower,
engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For the VDECS installed:
technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and
installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment not using
renewable diesel, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used.

The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any persons requesting it and a legible sign
shall be posted at the perimeter of the construction site indicating to the public the basic
requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the Plan. The project sponsor shall provide
copies of Plan as requested.

Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO indicating the construction phase and off-
road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in
Paragraph 4, above. In addition, for off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting shall
indicate the type of alternative fuel being used.

Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the
ERO a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and
end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed
information required in Paragraph 4. In addition, for off-road equipment not using renewable diesel,
reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used.

Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction
activities, the project sponsor shall certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2)all applicable
requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications.

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Impact AQ-5: Development under the Plan,
including proposed street network changes, would
result in operational emissions of fine particulate
matter (PM2s) and toxic air contaminants that would
result in exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.

S

Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) for
Development Projects. (see Noise Impact NO-1a in this Summary Table)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5a: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire
Pumps. All diesel generators and fire pumps shall have engines that (1) meet Tier 4 Final or Tier 4
Interim emission standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 emission standards and are equipped with a California Air
Resources Board Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy. All diesel generators and fire pumps
shall be fueled with renewable diesel, R99, if commercially available. For each new diesel backup
generator or fire pump permit submitted for the project, including any associated generator pads, engine
and filter specifications shall be submitted to the San Francisco Planning Department for review and
approval prior to issuance of a permit for the generator or fire pump from the San Francisco Department
of Building Inspection. Once operational, all diesel backup generators and Verified Diesel Emissions
Control Strategy shall be maintained in good working order in perpetuity and any future replacement of
the diesel backup generators, fire pumps, and Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy filters
shall be required to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of the facility shall
maintain records of the testing schedule for each diesel backup generator and fire pump for the life of
that diesel backup generator and fire pump and provide this information for review to the Planning
Department within three months of requesting such information.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5b: Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate Matter (PM2s), Diesel Particulate
Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants. To minimize potential exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel
particulate matter or substantial levels of toxic air contaminants as part of everyday operations from
stationary or area sources (other than the sources listed in M-AQ-5a), the San Francisco Planning
Department shall require, during the environmental review process of such projects, but not later than
the first project approval action, the preparation of an analysis by a qualified air quality specialist that
includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify residential or other sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet
of the project site. For purposes of this measure, sensitive receptors are considered to include housing
units; child care centers; schools (high school age and below); and inpatient health care facilities,
including nursing or retirement homes and similar establishments. The assessment shall also include an
estimate of emissions of toxic air contaminants from the source and shall identify all feasible measures to
reduce emissions. These measures shall be incorporated into the project prior to the first approval action.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5c: Update Air Pollution Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code
Article 38. The Department of Public Health is required to update the Air Pollution Exposure Zone Map

SUM

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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in San Francisco Health Code Article 38 at least every five years. The Planning Department shall coordinate
with the Department of Public Health to update the Air Pollution Exposure Zone taking into account
updated health risk methodologies and traffic generated by the Central SoMa Plan.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5d: Land Use Buffers around Active Loading Docks. Locate sensitive
receptors as far away as feasible from truck activity areas including loading docks and delivery areas.
Impact AQ-6: Development under the Plan, S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6a: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. All projects within the Air LTSM
including proposed open space improvements and Pollutant Exposure Zone and newly added Air Pollutant Exposure Zone lots identified in Figure IV.F-2
street network changes, would result in construction shall comply with M-AQ-4b, Construction Emissions Minimization Plan.
aCt‘iVities. that could €Xpose s.ensitive receptors to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction Requirements. Construction of street
substantla.l leve.ls of fine pe.artlculate matter (PMa2s) network changes and open space improvements adjacent to newly added air pollution exposure zone lots
and toxic air contaminants generated by identified in Figure IV.F-2 shall comply with the Clean Construction requirements for projects located
construction equipment. within the APEZ.
Impact AQ-7: Implementation of the Plan would not LTS None required. NA
expose a substantial number of people to
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people.
Impact C-AQ-1: Development under the Plan, S Implement Mitigation Measures M-NO-1la, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) for SUM
including proposed street network changes, but not Development Projects, in Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration, and M-AQ-3a, Education for Residential
open space improvements, in combination with and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products, M-AQ-3b, Reduce Operational
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future Emissions, and M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps;
projects in the vicinity, under cumulative 2040 M-AQ-4a, Construction Emissions Minimization; and M-AQ-4b, Construction Emissions Reduction
conditions, would contribute considerably to criteria Plan.
air pollutant impacts.
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Level of Level of
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Impact C-AQ-2: Development under the Plan, S Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) for SUM
including the proposed street network changes, but Development Projects. (see Noise Impact NO-1a in this Summary Table)
not open space improvements, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future L . L. L.
projects in the vicinity, would result in exposure of Implhement Mitigation Measures M-A9-4b, Construction Em{ssmns Minimization Ple{n., M-AQ-5a, Best
sensitive receptors to substantial levels of fine szfllable‘ Control Technology for Diesel F;enerators and Fire Pumps,. M-{\Q-Sb, SI.tlng of Uses that
particulate matter (PMz25) and toxic air contaminants Emit Partl‘culate Matter (PM2s), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Tox.1c Air Contam.lr.lant.s, M-AQ-5¢,
under 2040 cumulative conditions. Update Air Pollution Exposure Zone f({r San Fra.nasco Health F’ode Article 38, and Mitigation Measulje
M-AQ-6b, Implement Clean Construction Requirements. As discussed above, the Department of Public
Health is required to update the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone map at least every five years in accordance
with San Francisco Health Code Article 38. The updated mapping would capture parcels that could be
added to the APEZ as a result of future traffic. Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4b, M-AQ-5a, and M-AQ-6b
would apply to the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone of San Francisco Health Code Article 38 in effect at the
time subsequent development projects are proposed.
G. Wind
Impact WI-1: Subsequent future development S Mitigation Measure M-WI-1: Wind Hazard Criterion for the Plan Area. In portions of the Central SoMa SUM
anticipated under the Plan could alter wind in a Plan area outside the C-3 Use Districts, projects proposed at a roof height greater than 85 feet shall be
manner that substantially affects public areas. evaluated by a qualified wind expert as to their potential to result in a new wind hazard exceedance or
aggravate an existing pedestrian-level wind hazard exceedance (defined as the one-hour wind hazard
criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed). If the qualified expert determines that wind-tunnel
testing is required due to the potential for a new or worsened wind hazard exceedance, the project shall
adhere to the following standards for reduction of ground-level wind speeds in areas of substantial
pedestrian use:
e New buildings and additions to existing buildings shall be shaped (e.g., include setbacks, or other
building design techniques), or other wind baffling measures shall be implemented, so that the
development would result in the following with respect to the one-hour wind hazard criterion of
26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed:
o No net increase, compared to existing conditions, in the overall number of hours during which
the wind hazard criterion is exceeded (the number of exceedance locations may change, allowing
for both new exceedances and elimination of existing exceedances, as long as there is no net
increase in the number of exceedance locations), based on wind-tunnel testing of a representative
number of locations proximate to the project site; OR
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Summary

TABLE 5-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
Any increase in the overall number of hours during which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded
shall be evaluated in the context of the overall wind effects of anticipated development that is in
accordance with the Plan. Such an evaluation shall be undertaken if the project contribution to
the wind hazard exceedance at one or more locations relatively distant from the individual
project site is minimal and if anticipated future Plan area development would substantively
affect the wind conditions at those locations. The project and foreseeable development shall
ensure that there is no increase in the overall number of hours during which the wind hazard
criterion is exceeded.
New buildings and additions to existing buildings that cannot meet the one-hour wind hazard
criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed performance standard of this measure based
on the above analyses, shall minimize to the degree feasible the overall number of hours during
which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded.
Impact C-WI-1: Development under the Plan, LTS None required. NA
combined with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in
cumulative significant impacts related to wind.
H. Shadow
Impact SH-1: Development under the Plan would LTS None required. NA
not create new shadow in a manner that
substantially affects existing outdoor recreation
facilities or other public areas.
Impact C-SH-1: Implementation of the Plan, in LTS None required. NA
combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not
contribute considerably to a significant cumulative
impact on shadow conditions.
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Summary

TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

I. Hydrology and Water Quality (Combined Sewe

r System and Sea Level Rise)

Impact HY-6: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would not exacerbate
future flood hazards in a manner that could expose
people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact C-HY-2: Operation of  individual
development projects through implementation of
the Plan, in combination with past, present, and
foreseeable future development in San Francisco,
would not exceed the wastewater treatment
requirements of the Southeast Treatment Plant
(SEP); violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements; otherwise substantially
degrade water quality; or result in an increase in the
frequency of combined sewer discharges from the
City’s combined sewer system.

LTS

None required.

NA

Impact C-HY-3: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not exacerbate future flood hazards
that could expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death.

LTS

None required.

NA

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE S-2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Level of Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Land Use and Land Use Planning

None. l

Aesthetics

None. ‘

Population and Housing

PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed LTS
street network changes would not induce substantial
population growth, either directly or indirectly.

None required.

NA

PH-2: Development under the Plan and proposed LTS
street network changes would not generate housing
demand beyond projected housing forecasts.

None required.

NA

PH-3: Development under the Plan and proposed LTS
street network changes would not displace a large
number of housing units or people or necessitate the
construction of replacement housing outside of the
Plan Area.

None required.

NA

C-PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed LTS
street network changes would not make a
considerable contribution to any cumulative impact
on population or housing.

None required.

NA

Cultural Resources

None.

Transportation and Circulation

None.

Noise

None.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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Summary

TABLE S-2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Air Quality

None.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

C-GG-1: The Plan and development pursuant to the
Plan would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but
not at levels that would result in a significant impact
on the environment or conflict with the City’s GHG
reduction strategy, Plan Bay Area, or AB 32, and
would not result in cumulatively considerable GHG
emissions.

LTS

None required.

NA

C-GG-2: The proposed street network changes and
open space improvements would generate
greenhouse gas emissions during construction, but
not at levels that would result in a significant impact
on the environment, and the proposed changes
would be consistent with the City’s GHG Reduction
Strategy, Plan Bay Area, and the AB 32 Scoping Plan.
The proposed street network changes and open
spaces therefore would not result in cumulatively
considerable GHG emissions.

LTS

None required.

NA

Wind and Shadow

None.

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable

Central SoMa Plan
Draft EIR

S-44

December 2016
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E



Summary

TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Recreation and Public Space

RE-1: Development under the Plan, and the
proposed street network changes would result in an
increase in the use of existing parks and recreational
facilities, but would not result in substantial
deterioration or physical degradation of such
facilities, and would result in the expansion of
recreational  facilities and enhance existing

recreational resources.

LTS

None required.

NA

C-RE-1: Development under the Plan and the
proposed street network changes, in combination
with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable
projects would not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts on recreational
resources.

LTS

None required.

NA

Utilities and Service Systems

UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed
street network changes would not require or result in
the construction of substantial new water treatment
facilities and the City would have sufficient water
supply available from existing entitlements.

LTS

None required.

NA

UT-2: Development under the Plan could require or
result in the expansion or construction of new
wastewater treatment or stormwater facilities, exceed
capacity of the wastewater treatment provider when
combined with other commitments, or exceed the
wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

LTS for impacts from street
network changes and open
space improvements.

See Table S-1 for impacts from

subsequent development
projects.

None required for the proposed street network changes or open
space improvements.

See TableS-1 for impacts from subsequent development
projects.

NA for street network changes
and open space improvements.

See Table S-1 for conclusions
regarding impacts from
development projects.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE S-2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY
Level of Significance Level of Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
UT-3: Development under the Plan and proposed LTS None required. NA
street network changes would continue to be served
by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate solid waste generated by subsequent
development in the Plan Area and would comply
with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste.
C-UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed LTS for water supply and None required for water supply and landfill capacity NA for water supply and
street network changes, in combination with past, landfill capacity. See Table S-1 for impacts to wastewater facilities. landfill capacity.

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the vicinity, could contribute considerably to a
significant cumulative impact on wastewater
facilities, but would not contribute to cumulative
impacts on other utilities and services.

See Table S-1 for impacts to
wastewater facilities.

See Table S-1 for impacts to
wastewater facilities

Public Services

PS-1: Development under the Plan and proposed
street network changes would not increase the
demand for police service or fire protection service
such that new or physically altered facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, would be required in order
to maintain acceptable levels of service.

LTS

None required.

NA

PS-2: Development under the Plan and proposed
street network changes would not directly or
indirectly generate school students and increase
enrollment in public schools such that new or
physically altered facilities would be required.

LTS

None required.

NA

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

C-PS-1: Development under the Plan and proposed
street network changes, combined with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts on police, fire,
and school district services such that new or
physically altered facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts,
would be required in order to maintain acceptable
levels of service.

LTS

None required.

NA

Biological Resources

BI-1: Development under to the Plan and the
proposed street network changes has the potential to
adversely affect special-status species and to interfere
with the movement of wildlife species.

M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys: Conditions of approval
for building permits issued for construction within the Plan
Area shall include a requirement for pre-construction special-
status bat surveys when large trees are to be removed or
underutilized or vacant buildings are to be demolished. If
active day or night roosts are found, a qualified biologist (i.e., a
biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a
Memorandum of Understanding with the CDFW allowing the
biologist to handle and collect bats) shall take actions to make
such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building
demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around
active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation
purposes at a distance to be determined in consultation with
CDFG. Bat roosts initiated during construction are presumed to
be unaffected, and no buffer would necessary.

LTSM

BI-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes could interfere with the
movement of migratory or native resident bird
species.

LTS

Mitigation: None required.
Improvement Measures:

I-BI-2: Night Lighting Minimization. In compliance with the
voluntary San Francisco Lights Out Program, the Planning
Department could encourage buildings developed pursuant to
the draft Plan to implement bird-safe building operations to
prevent and minimize bird strike impacts, including but not

NA

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE S-2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY
Level of Significance Level of Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
limited to the following measures:
e Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by:
o Minimizing the amount and visual impact of perimeter
lighting and facade up-lighting and avoid up-lighting
of rooftop antennae and other tall equipment, as well
as of any decorative features;
o Installing motion-sensor lighting;
o Utilizing minimum wattage fixtures to achieve
required lighting levels.
e Reduce building lighting from interior sources by:
o Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas,
and atria;
o Turning off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m.
through sunrise, especially during peak migration
periods (mid-March to early June and late August
through late October);
o Utilizing automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-
sensors, etc.) to shut off lights in the evening when no
one is present;
o Encouraging the use of localized task lighting to reduce
the need for more extensive overhead lighting;
o Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by
11:00 p.m.;
o Educating building users about the dangers of night
lighting to birds.
BI-3: Development under to the Plan and the LTS None required. NA

proposed street network changes, would not
substantially interfere with the movement of fish or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE S-2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

BI-4: Development under the Plan and proposed
street network changes would not conflict with the
City’s local tree ordinance.

LTS

None required.

NA

C-BI-1: Development under the Plan and proposed
street network changes, in combination with other
past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects,
would not result in a considerable contribution to
cumulative impacts on biological resources.

LTS

None required.

NA

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

GE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic
groundshaking, seismically induced ground failure,
or landslides.

LTS

None required.

NA

GE-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not result in
substantial erosion or loss of top soil.

LTS

None required.

NA

GE-3: Neither development under the Plan nor the
proposed street network changes would be located
on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
could become unstable as a result of the project.

LTS

None required.

NA

GE-4: Neither development under the Plan nor the
proposed street network changes would create
substantial risks to life or property as a result of
location on expansive soils.

LTS

None required.

NA

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE S-2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY
Level of Significance Level of Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
C-GE-1: Development under the Plan and the LTS None required. NA
proposed street network changes, in combination
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts related to
geologic hazards.
Hydrology and Water Quality
HY-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed | LTS with respect to construction- | None required with respect to construction-related stormwater | NA for construction-related

street network changes could violate water quality
standards or otherwise substantially degrade water
quality.

related stormwater discharges,
construction dewatering, and
long-term dewatering.

See Table S-1 for impacts to the
combined sewer system.

discharges,  construction and

dewatering.

dewatering, long-term

See Table S-1 for impacts to the combined sewer system.

stormwater discharges,
construction dewatering, and

long-term dewatering.

See Table S-1 for impacts to the
combined sewer system.

HY-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not substantially
deplete  groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level.

LTS

None required.

NA

HY-3: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not alter the existing
drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on-
or off-site.

LTS

None required.

NA

HY-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not contribute runoff
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

LTS

None required.

NA

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE S-2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY
Level of Significance Level of Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
HY-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed LTS None required. NA

street network changes would not expose people,
housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due
to existing flooding risks and would not redirect or
impede flood flows.

HY-6: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes could expose people,
housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due
to future flooding from sea level rise and would not
redirect or impede flood flows.

See Table S-1

See Table S-1

See Table S-1

HY-7: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow.

NI

None required.

NA

C-HY-1: Development under the Plan and the
proposed street network changes, in combination
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the site vicinity, could result in a
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on
hydrology and water quality.

LTS with respect to erosion,
stormwater discharges to the
combined system,
alteration of drainage patterns,
storm sewer system capacity; NI
with respect to tsunami or
seiche risk.

See TableS-1 for impacts
regarding wastewater treatment

sewer

LTS with respect to erosion, stormwater discharges to the
combined sewer system, alteration of drainage patterns, storm
sewer system capacity; NI with respect to tsunami or seiche
risk.

See TableS-1 for impacts regarding wastewater treatment
water quality
requirements; water quality, and combined sewer discharges.

requirements, standards, waste discharge

NA with respect to erosion,
stormwater discharges to the
combined sewer system,
alteration of drainage patterns,
storm sewer system capacity;
NA with respect to tsunami or

seiche risk.

See TableS-1 for impacts
regarding wastewater treatment

requirements, water quality requirements, water quality
standards, waste discharge standards, waste discharge
requirements; water quality, requirements; water quality,
and combined sewer discharges. and combined sewer
discharges.
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation NA = Not Applicable
S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Summary

TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HZ-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not create a significant
hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

LTS

None required.

NA

HZ-2: Development under the Plan and construction
of the proposed street network changes could occur
on site(s) identified on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5. Excavation could also require the
handling of potentially contaminated soil and
groundwater, potentially exposing workers and the
public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a
release into the environment during construction.

LTS

None required.

NA

HZ-3: Demolition and renovation of buildings as part
of individual development projects implemented
pursuant to the Plan could potentially expose
workers and the public to hazardous building
materials including asbestos-containing materials,
lead-based paint, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, or
result in a release of these materials into the
environment during construction.

M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement. The
project sponsor of any development project in the Plan Area
shall ensure that any building planned for demolition or
renovation is surveyed for hazardous building materials
including, electrical equipment containing polychlorinated
biphenyl (PCBs), fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and fluorescent light tubes
containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed
and properly disposed of prior to the start of demolition or
renovation. Light ballasts that are proposed to be removed
during renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of PCBs
and in the case where the presence of PCBs in the light ballast
cannot be verified, they shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and
handled and disposed of as such, according to applicable laws
and regulations. Any other hazardous building materials
identified either before or during demolition or renovation
shall be abated according to federal, State, and local laws and
regulations.

LTSM

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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Summary

TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

HZ-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not result in adverse
effects related to hazardous emissions or handling of
acutely hazardous materials within one-quarter mile
of an existing school.

LTS

None required.

NA

HZ-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

LTS

None required.

NA

HZ-6: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving fires.

LTS

None required.

NA

C-HZ-1: Development under the Plan and the
proposed street network changes, in combination
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts
related to hazardous materials.

LTS

None required.

NA

Mineral and Energy Resources

ME-1: Development under the Plan and the
proposed street network changes would not result in
the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
or locally-important mineral resource recovery.

NI

None required.

NA

ME-2: Development under the Plan and the
proposed street network changes would not result in
the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or
use these in a wasteful manner.

LTS

None required.

NA

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE S-2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

C-ME-1: Development under the Plan and the
proposed street network changes, in combination
with other past, present or reasonably foreseeable
projects would result in less-than significant impacts
to mineral and energy resources.

LTS

None required.

NA

Agriculture Resources

AF-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed
street network changes would not (a) convert Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance; (b)conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract; (c) conflict with existing zoning for or cause
rezoning of forest land or timberland; (d) result in
the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use; or (e) involve other changes in the
existing environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use.

NI

None required.

NA

C-AF-1: Development under the Plan and the
proposed street network changes, in combination
with other past, present or reasonably foreseeable
projects would not result in impacts to agricultural
and forest resources.

NI

None required.

NA

LEGEND:

NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S = Significant LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

NA = Not Applicable

Central SoMa Plan
Draft EIR

S-54

December 2016
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E



Summary

Summary of Project Alternatives

This EIR provides five project alternatives to the Plan, as further described in Chapter VI, Alternatives:
e No Project Alternative;
e Reduced Heights Alternative;
e Modified TODCO Plan;
e Land Use Variant; and

e Land Use Plan Only Alternative.

No Project Alternative

This alternative assumes that development within the Plan Area would proceed consistent with existing land
use controls, including the Western SoMa and East SoMa Area Plans and existing use and height and bulk
districts. The No Project Alternative would not include implementation of the Plan’s proposed street network
changes, nor would the open spaces or open space improvements set forth in the Plan be expected to be
implemented. Although both the East SoMa Plan and the Western SoMa Plan call for increasing the amount of
open space in their respective plan areas, neither adopted area plan identifies specific park sites or open space
improvements to facilitate these plans’ respective policy objectives. Therefore, no specific open space or street
network improvements are assumed under the No Project Alternative other than efforts currently under way
or recently completed. Individual development projects under the No Project Alternative are assumed to meet
Better Streets Plan requirements.

The growth projections for the No Project Alternative include the addition by 2040 in the Plan Area of
approximately 9,200 households and 16,300 residents (about 36 percent less than the 25,500 households
anticipated with implementation of the Plan) and approximately 27,200 jobs (57 percent less than the 63,600
jobs anticipated with the Plan). These assumptions reflect allowable development under existing zoning,
allocated with respect to use according to historical development patterns in and around the Plan Area. Total
floor area developed for the No Project Alternative (17.7 million square feet) would be about 44 percent less
than with implementation of the Plan (31.7 million square feet).

The No Project Alternative assumes that growth in the Plan Area and the city would occur with or without
implementation of the Plan, but that, absent implementation of the Plan, a smaller percentage of citywide

growth would occur within the Plan Area.

Reduced Heights Alternative

The Reduced Heights Alternative would result in implementation of the same land use districts and General
Plan amendments as under the Plan, but this alternative would permit lower heights in some areas, compared
to the Plan. The Reduced Heights Alternative would permit fewer tall buildings south of the elevated
Interstate 80 freeway than would be allowable under the Plan. Both the Reduced Heights Alternative and the
Plan would increase height limits along much of Fourth, Harrison, and Bryant Streets from 65 feet to 85 feet.

December 2016 S-55 Central SoMa Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E Draft EIR



Summary

However, the Reduced Heights Alternative would allow for four towers of 160 feet or more in height south of
the freeway, whereas the Plan would allow up to 10 such towers in this area. Also, on the south side of
Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets, the Reduced Heights Alternative would allow future
buildings at heights no greater than 130 feet, whereas the Plan would allow for four towers 160 feet tall and
greater. The maximum height allowed under this alternative would be 320 feet (at the corner of Fourth and
Townsend Streets). The Reduced Heights Alternative would include the same street network changes and
open spaces improvements that are proposed under the Plan.

This alternative assumes the same sites would be developed as under the Plan, although at a lower intensity,
resulting in marginally less development than that assumed under the Plan. Growth projections for the
Reduced Heights Alternative estimate an increase of 12,400 households and approximately 55,800 jobs,
reflecting 14 percent fewer households and 12 percent fewer jobs than the Plan. Total floor area developed
under the Reduced Heights Alternative would be about 13 percent less than with implementation of Plan.

Modified TODCO Plan

The TODCO Group, a South of Market affordable housing and community development non-profit
organization, released its “Central SOMA Community Plan” (TODCO Plan) in May 2013. TODCO revised its
plan in October 2016. For purposes of this EIR, a modification to the TODCO Plan’s proposed height limits in
major development sites was made, and so this alternative is referred to as the Modified TODCO Plan.

The Modified TODCO Plan is based on an assumption that office development in San Francisco would
proceed over the next 20 years at an average rate of about 750,000 square feet per year, or a total of 15 million
square feet. Of the total of 15 million square feet, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes that up to about
five million square feet be accommodated in the southern portion of the Plan Area (from the north side of
Harrison Street south), with the remainder foreseen to be developed in the Financial District, including the
Transit Center District east of the Plan Area and the existing C-3 use districts northeast of the Plan Area;
Mission Bay and the Central Waterfront, including Pier 70 and the Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 site where large
mixed-use developments are proposed; and, to a lesser extent, in the Civic Center/Mid-Market area. Thus,
assuming these other neighborhoods could accommodate this level of growth, the Modified TODCO Plan
envisions that the Plan Area would accommodate less growth in office employment, but citywide office job
growth would likely be comparable to city and regional forecasts.

The Modified TODCO Plan proposes this division of office space as a means of taking advantage of the under-
construction Central Subway. The Modified TODCO Plan also seeks to avoid concentrating as much office
development in the Plan Area as is proposed under the Plan, and rather, spreading out the total future office
development over the next 20 years along the Central Subway corridor, resulting in approximately two-thirds
(i.e., 10 million square feet) of total future office development occurring outside the Plan Area. This is intended
as a means of minimizing the loss of older, relatively smaller commercial buildings that provide relatively
more affordable office-type space for new small businesses, including technology startups, which cannot
afford newer space that provides more amenities. Such buildings, according to the Modified TODCO Plan,
“are vital to SOMA’s character and the city’s economy.”” To preserve such older, mid-size buildings, the

7TODCO Plan, p. 35.
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Modified TODCO Plan proposes a prohibition on lot mergers of parcels smaller than 0.5 acre, unless no
existing building with a floor area ratio greater than 1.5 would be demolished. Growth projections for the
Modified TODCO Alternative estimate an increase of 12,700 households and approximately 56,700 jobs,
reflecting 12 percent fewer households and 11 percent fewer jobs than the Plan.

It is assumed the Modified TODCO Plan would include the same street network changes that are proposed
under the Plan.

Land Use Variant

The Land Use Variant is a variant of the Plan that would not permit residential uses in the WS-SALI and
WS-MUO use districts in the area roughly bounded by Bryant, Townsend, Fourth and Sixth Streets. Although
this area would be zoned MUO as proposed under the Plan, the prohibition on new housing adopted as part
of the Western SoMa Plan would remain in effect. The intention of the Land Use Variant is to minimize
potential land use conflicts in this approximately four-block area between new housing and existing and
future commercial and entertainment uses. The Land Use Variant would be overlaid upon the Plan, and this
alternative would allow for development at the same heights and same locations as under the Plan; only the
above-described land use changes would be different within the approximately four-block area covered by the
Land Use Variant. All other aspects of the Land Use Variant would be the same as under the Plan, including
the street network changes proposed under the Plan.

This alternative would allow 1.8 million square feet less residential development, and 0.59 million square feet
more commercial development than the Plan, for a net decrease of 1.2 million square feet development
compared to the Plan. Growth projections for the Land Use Variant estimate an increase of 12,900 households
and approximately 66,200 jobs, reflecting 10 percent fewer households and four percent more jobs than the
Plan.

Land Use Plan Only Alternative

The Land Use Plan Only Alternative assumes the same policies and Planning Code and General Plan
amendments would be implemented as with the Plan, except that this alternative would exclude
implementation of the Plan’s proposed street network changes. As such, development assumptions for this
alternative would be the same as those for the Plan, including the addition, by 2040 in the Plan Area, of
approximately 14,400 households, 25,500 residents and approximately 63,600 jobs. Total floor area developed
by 2040 in the Plan Area under this alternative would also be the same as the Plan, at 31.7 million square feet.

Comparison of Impacts of Alternatives

Table S-3, Comparison of the Environmental Impacts of the Plan to the Impacts of Alternatives, presents
the impacts of the Plan and summarizes the environmental impacts of the alternatives compared to those of
the Plan. Generally speaking, the differences between the alternatives and the Plan are because the alternatives
would result in less total development potential than under the Plan (as is the case for Alternatives 1 to 4) or
because the alternatives do not include the proposed street network changes (as is the case for Alternatives 1
and 5).
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TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative
Description The Central SoMa Plan is a The No Project Alternative | The Reduced Heights As compared to the Plan, | The Land Use Variant The Land Use Plan Only
comprehensive plan for a 230-acre, 17- | is the maintenance of the | Alternative would have the Modified TODCO Plan | would be the same as Alternative would be
city-block area in SoMa. The Plan existing zoning and height | the same land use districts | would have the following | the Plan, except thatit | the same as the Plan,
seeks to encourage and accommodate | and bulk controls in the as the Plan, but would differences in use districts | would not permit except that it would not
housing and employment growth Plan Area, and no permit fewer tall buildings | within the Plan Area: less | residential uses in the include the Plan’s
within the Plan Area by (1) removing | adoption of the Plan. The | than would be allowable new MUQO, retain more WS-SALI and WS-MUO | proposed street network
land use restrictions to support a No Project Alternative under the Plan. This existing WS-MUO and use districts in the area | changes. Otherwise, the
greater mix of uses while also would also not include the | alternative would include | SALIL and retain all of the | roughly bounded by land use development
emphasizing office uses in portions of | street network changes or | the same street network existing RED. The Bryant, Townsend, assumptions, including
the Plan Area; (2) amending existing open space improvements | changes and open spaces | Modified TODCO Plan Fourth, and Sixth for households, jobs,
height and bulk districts; proposed under the Plan. | improvements that are also proposes certain Streets. This alternative | and total floor area,
(3) modifying the system of streets and | This alternative would proposed under the Plan. | additional PDR/Arts would include the same | would be the same as
circulation within and adjacent to the | have approximately This alternative would protections compared to street network changes | the Plan.
Plan Area to meet the needs and goals | 36 percent fewer have approximately the Plan. The Modified and open spaces
of a dense, transit-oriented, mixed-use | households, and 14 percent fewer TODCO Plan proposes no | improvements that are
district; and (4) creating new, and 57 percent fewer jobs, and | households, 12 percent height limit increases proposed under the
improving existing, open spaces. This | 44 percent less total floor fewer jobs, and 13 percent | above the existing height Plan. This alternative
Plan would result in an increase of area than the Plan. less total floor area than limits, except for certain would have
14,400 households, 63,600 jobs, and the Plan. major development sites. approximately
31.7 million total floor area in the Plan This alternative would 10 percent fewer
Area. include the same street households, 4 percent
network changes proposed | more jobs, and 3 percent
under the Plan. This less total floor area than
alternative would have the Plan.
approximately 12 percent
fewer households,
11 percent fewer jobs, and
11 percent less total floor
area than the Plan.
Ability to Meet All Some Most Most Most Most
Project Sponsor’s
Objectives
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

A. Land Use

Physical Division
of Community

Impact LU-1: Development under the
Plan, and proposed open space
improvements and the proposed street
network changes would not physically
divide an established community.
(LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Conflict with
Land Use Plans

Impact LU-2: Development under the
Plan, including proposed open space
improvements and the proposed street
network changes, would not conflict
with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including,
but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. (SUM)
Specifically, the Plan could result in
traffic noise along Howard Street
(under the two-way option for
Howard and Folsom Streets) that
exceeds the noise standards in the
General Plan’s Environmental
Protection Element.

Less than proposed Plan.

(LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than proposed
Plan. (LTS)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

Cumulative Land
Use

Impact C-LU-1: Development under
the Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would contribute
considerably to a significant
cumulative land use impact. (SUM)

Specifically, the Plan, under both the
one-way and two-way options for
Folsom and Howard Streets, could
make a considerable contribution to
cumulative traffic noise levels which
would exceed the noise standards in
the General Plan’s Environmental
Protection Element.

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

B. Aesthetics

Visual Character

Impact AE-1: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would not
substantially degrade the visual
character or quality of the Plan Area or
substantially damage scenic resources.
(LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

Views/Scenic
Vista

Impact AE-2: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would alter the
public views of the Plan Area from
short-, mid-, and long-range vantage
points and alter views into the
surrounding neighborhoods from
within the Plan Area, but would not
adversely affect public views or have a
substantial adverse effect on scenic
vistas. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Light and Glare

Impact AE-3: Development under the
plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would not create a
new source of substantial light or glare
in the Plan Area that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views or
substantially impact other people or
properties. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Cumulative
Aesthetics

Impact C-AE-1: Development under
the Plan, including the proposed street
network changes and open space
improvements, in combination with
past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would alter
the visual character and public views
of and through SoMa, but would not
adversely affect visual character,
scenic vistas, or scenic resources or
substantially increase light and glare.
(LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

LEGEND:

NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

C. Cultural Resources

Historical
Resources

Impact CP-1: Development under the
Plan, would result in the demolition or
substantial alteration of individually
identified historic architectural
resources and/or contributors to
historic district or conservation district
located in the Plan Area, including as-
yet unidentified resources, a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.5. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Historical
Resources

Impact CP-2: Neither the proposed
open space improvements nor street
network changes would adversely
affect historic architectural resources
in a way that would resultin a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.5. (LTS)

No impact. (NI)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Historical
Resources

Impact CP-3: Construction activities in
the Plan Area would resultin a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.5 through indirect
construction damage to historic
architectural resources. (LTSM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

Archeological
Resources

Impact CP-4: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archeological
resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5. (LTSM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Tribal Cultural
Resources

Impact CP-5: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, could cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural
resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 21084.3. (LTSM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Paleontological
Resources

Impact CP-6: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would not directly
or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geological feature. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Human Remains

Impact CP-7: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would not disturb
human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries.
(LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative

Cumulative Impact C-CP-1: Development under Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Historical the Plan, in combination with past, Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM)
Resources present, and reasonably foreseeable

future projects in the vicinity, could

result in demolition and/or alteration

of historical resources, thereby

contributing considerably to

significant cumulative historical

resources impacts. (SUM)
Cumulative Impact C-CP-2: The proposed open No impact. (NI) Similar to the proposed Less than the proposed Similar the proposed Less than the proposed
Historical space improvements and the proposed Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS)
Resources street network changes within the Plan

Area, in combination with past,

present, and reasonably foreseeable

future projects in the vicinity, would

not contribute considerably to

significant cumulative historical

resources impacts. (LTS)
Cumulative Impact C-CP-3: Development under Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Archeological the Plan, including the proposed open | Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM)
Resources space improvements and street

network changes, in combination with

past, present, and reasonably

foreseeable future projects in the

vicinity, could cause a substantial

adverse change in the significance of

an archeological resource pursuant to

Section 15064.5 or a tribal cultural

resource pursuant to CEQA

Guidelines Section 21084.3. (LTSM)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

Cumulative
Paleontological
Resources and
Human Remains

Impact C-CP-4: Development under
the Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would not directly or
indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geological feature, and would
not disturb human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

D. Transportation

and Circulation

VMT

Impact TR-1: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would not cause
substantial additional VMT or
substantially increase automobile
travel. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Greater than the
proposed Plan. (LTS)

Traffic Hazards

Impact TR-2: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would not result in
traffic hazards. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Greater than the
proposed Plan. (LTS)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative

Transit Impact TR-3: Development under the | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Plan, including the proposed open Plan, but no mechanism Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan; significant delay
space improvements and street for mitigation. (SU) would occur in both the
network changes, would result in a AM and PM peaks
substantial increase in transit demand instead of only PM,
that would not be accommodated by fewer lines significantly
local transit capacity, and would cause impacted. (SUM)

a substantial increase in delays
resulting in adverse impacts on local
and regional transit routes. (SUM)

Pedestrians Impact TR-4: Development under the | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Plan, including the proposed open Plan for pedestrian Plan. (SUM) Plan for pedestrian Plan. (SUM) Plan for pedestrian
space improvements and street crowding; greater than the crowding. (SUM) volumes; greater than
network changes, would not resultin | proposed Plan for the proposed Plan for
pedestrian safety hazards nor result in | pedestrian capacity pedestrian capacity
a substantial overcrowding on impacts. (SU) impacts. (SUM)
sidewalks or at corner locations, but
would result in overcrowding at
crosswalks. (SUM)

Bicyclists Impact TR-5: Development under the | Greater than the proposed | Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed | Greater than the
Plan, including the proposed open Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) proposed Plan. (LTS)
space improvements and street
network changes, would not result in
potentially hazardous conditions for
bicyclists, or otherwise substantially
interfere with bicycle accessibility.

(LTS)
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

Loading

Impact TR-6: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would result in a
reduction in on-street commercial
loading supply such that the loading
demand during the peak hour of
loading activities would not be
accommodated within on-street
loading supply, would impact existing
passenger loading/unloading zones,
and may create hazardous conditions
or significant delay that may affect
transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or
pedestrians. (SUM)

Less loading demand than
the proposed Plan; no
reduction in on-street
parking. (LTS)

Less loading demand than
the proposed Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Loading demand
similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Same loading demand
as the proposed Plan; no
reduction in on-street
loading supply. (LTSM)

Parking

Impact TR-7: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would not result in a
substantial parking deficit that would
create hazardous conditions or
significant delays affecting transit,
bicycles, or pedestrians, and where
particular characteristics of the Plan
demonstrably render use of other
modes infeasible. (LTS)

Less parking demand than
the proposed Plan; no
reduction in on-street

parking supply. (LTS)

Less parking demand than
the proposed Plan. (LTS)

Less parking demand than
the proposed Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Same parking demand
as the proposed Plan; no
reduction in on-street

parking supply. (LTS)

Emergency
Vehicle Access

Impact TR-8: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, could result in
significant impacts on emergency
vehicle access. (LTSM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

LEGEND:

NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Summary

TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

Construction

Impact TR-9: Construction activities
associated with development under
the Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would result in
substantial interference with
pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle
circulation and accessibility to
adjoining areas, and would not result
in potentially hazardous conditions.
(SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan.(LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Cumulative VMT

Impact C-TR-1: Development under
the Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in
significant impacts related to VMT.
(LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Greater than the
proposed Plan. (LTS)

Cumulative
Traffic Hazards

Impact C-TR-2: Development under
the Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in
significant impacts related to traffic
hazards. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Greater than the
proposed Plan. (LTS)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative
Cumulative Impact C-TR-3: Development under Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Transit the Plan, including the proposed open | Plan, but no mechanism Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM)
space improvements and street for mitigation. (SU)
network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute
considerably to significant cumulative
transit impacts on local and regional
transit providers. (SUM)
Cumulative Impact C-TR-4: Development under Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Pedestrians the Plan, including the proposed open | Plan for pedestrian Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan for pedestrian
space improvements and street crowding; greater than the volumes; greater than
network changes, in combination with | proposed Plan for proposed Plan for
past, present, and reasonably pedestrian capacity pedestrian capacity
foreseeable development in San impacts. (SU) impacts. (SUM)
Francisco, would contribute
considerably to significant cumulative
pedestrian impacts. (SUM)
Cumulative Impact C-TR-5: Development under Greater than the proposed | Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed | Greater than the
Bicyclists the Plan, including the proposed open | Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) proposed Plan. (LTS)
space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in
cumulative bicycle impacts. (LTS)
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative
Cumulative Impact C-TR-6: Development under Less loading demand than | Less loading demand than | Less loading demand than | Similar to the proposed | Same loading demand
Loading the Plan, including the proposed open | the proposed Plan; no the proposed Plan. (SUM) | the proposed Plan. (SUM) | Plan. (SUM) as the proposed Plan; no
space improvements and street reduction in on-street reduction in on-street
network changes, in combination with | loading supply. (LTS) loading supply. (LTS)
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute
considerably to significant cumulative
loading impacts. (SUM)
Cumulative Impact C-TR-7: Development under Less parking demand than | Less parking demand than | Less parking demand than | Similar to the proposed | Same parking demand
Parking the Plan, including the proposed open | the proposed Plan, no the proposed Plan. (LTS) the proposed Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) as the proposed Plan, no
space improvements and street reduction in on-street reduction in on-street
network changes, in combination with | parking supply. (LTS) parking supply. (LTS)
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in
cumulative parking impacts. (LTS)
Cumulative Impact C-TR-8: Development under Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed | Less than the proposed
Emergency the Plan, including the proposed open | Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTS)
Vehicle Access space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San
Francisco, could contribute
considerably to significant cumulative
emergency vehicle access impacts.
(LTSM)
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Summary

TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

Cumulative
Construction

Impact C-TR-9: Development under
the Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in
significant cumulative construction-
related transportation impacts. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

E. Noise and Vibration

Traffic Noise

Impact NO-1: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed street
network changes, would generate
noise that would result in exposure of
persons to noise in excess of standards
in the San Francisco General Plan or
Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the
Police Code), and would result in a
substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise above existing levels.

(SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Construction
Noise

Impact NO-2: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed street
network changes, would result in
construction activities in the Plan Area
that could expose persons to
substantial temporary or periodic
increases in noise levels substantially
in excess of ambient levels. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (LTSM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative

Construction Impact NO-3: Development under the | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Vibration Plan, including the proposed street Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM)

network changes, would result in

construction activities that could

expose persons to temporary increases

in vibration substantially in excess of

ambient levels. (LTSM)
Cumulative Impact C-NO-1: Development under | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed | Less the proposed Plan.
Traffic Noise the Plan, including the proposed street | Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) (LTS)

network changes and open space

improvements, in combination with

past, present, and reasonably

foreseeable future projects, would

result in cumulative noise impacts.

(SUM)
F. Air Quality
Conflict with Impact AQ-1: Development under the | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Clean Air Plan Plan, including the proposed open Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS)

space improvements and proposed

street network changes, would not

conflict with or obstruct

implementation of the 2010 Clean Air

Plan. (LTS)
Criteria Air Impact AQ-2: The Plan would not Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Pollutants violate an air quality standard or Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS)

(from Plan)

contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable
federal or State ambient air quality
standard. (LTS)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Summary

TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative

Criteria Air Impact AQ-3: Operation of subsequent | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Pollutants individual development projects in the | Plan.(SUM) Plan.(SUM) Plan.(SUM) Plan.(SUM) Plan.(SUM)
(Operational from | Plan Area and street network changes
Subsequent could violate an air quality standard,
Development contribute to an existing or projected
Projects) air quality violation, and/or result in a

cumulatively considerable net increase

of criteria pollutants for which the

project region is in nonattainment

under an applicable federal or State

ambient air quality standard. (SUM)
Criteria Air Impact AQ-4: Development under the | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed | Similar to the proposed

Pollutants
(Construction)

Plan, but not the proposed street
network changes and open space
improvements, would result in
construction activities that could
violate an air quality standard,
contribute to an existing or projected
air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in nonattainment
under an applicable federal or State
ambient air quality standard. (LTSM)

Plan. (LTSM)

Plan. (LTSM)

Plan. (LTSM)

Plan. (LTSM)

Plan. (LTSM)

PM:s5 and TACs
(Operational)

Impact AQ-5: Development under the
Plan, including proposed street
network changes, would result in
operational emissions of fine
particulate matter (PMz2s) and toxic air
contaminants that would result in
exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
(SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Less than the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative
PM2z5 and TACs Impact AQ-6: Development under the | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed | Similar to the proposed
(Construction) Plan, including proposed open space Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM) Plan. (LTSM)
improvements and street network
changes, would result in construction
activities that would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial levels of fine
particulate matter (PM25) and toxic air
contaminants generated by
construction equipment. (LTSM)
Odors Impact AQ-7: Implementation of the Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Plan would not expose a substantial Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS)
number of people to objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of
people. (LTS)
Cumulative Impact C-AQ-1: Development under | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Criteria Air the Plan, including proposed street Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan.(SUM)
Pollutants network changes, but not open space
improvements, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, under cumulative 2040
conditions, would contribute
considerably to criteria air pollutant
impacts. (SUM)
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative
Cumulative PM25 | Impact C-AQ-2: Development under | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed | Similar to the proposed
and TACs the Plan, including the proposed street | Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan.(SUM)
network changes, but not open space
improvements, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would result in exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial levels
of fine particulate matter (PM2s) and
toxic air contaminants under 2040
cumulative conditions. (SUM)
G. Wind
Wind Impact WI-1: Subsequent future Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
development anticipated under the Plan. (LTS) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM) Plan. (SUM)
Plan could alter wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas.
(SUM)
Cumulative Wind | Impact C-WI-1: Development under Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
the Plan, combined with past, present, | Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS)
and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, could result in cumulative
significant impacts related to wind.
(LTS)
H. Shadow
Shadow Impact SH-1: Development under the | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Similar to or less than the | Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Plan would not create new shadow in | Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) proposed Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS)
a manner that substantially affects
existing outdoor recreation facilities or
other public areas. (LTS)
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative
Cumulative Impact C-SH-1: Implementation of the | Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Less than the proposed Similar to the proposed | Similar to the proposed
Shadow Plan, in combination with past, present | Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS)

and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the vicinity, would not
contribute considerably to a significant
cumulative impact on shadow
conditions. (LTS)

I. Hydrology and Water Quality

Flooding

Impact HY-6: Development under the
Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street
network changes, would not
exacerbate future flood hazards in a
manner that could expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death. (LTS)

Similar the proposed Plan.

(LTS)

Similar the proposed Plan.

(LTS)

Similar the proposed Plan.

(LTS)

Similar the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Cumulative
Wastewater

Impact C-HY-2: Operation of
individual development projects
through implementation of the Plan, in
combination with past, present, and
foreseeable future development in San
Francisco, would not exceed the
wastewater treatment requirements of
the SEP; violate water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements; otherwise substantially
degrade water quality; or result in an
increase in the frequency of combined
sewer discharges from the City’s
combined sewer system. (LTS)

Similar the proposed Plan.

(LTS)

Similar the proposed Plan.

(LTS)

Similar the proposed Plan.

(LTS)

Similar the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

Similar the proposed
Plan. (LTS)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Summary

TABLE S-3 COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Alternative 5:
Alternative 1: Reduced Heights Alternative 3: Alternative 4: Land Use Plan Only
Impacts Central SoMa Plan No Project Alternative Alternative Modified TODCO Plan Land Use Variant Alternative
Cumulative Impact C-HY-3: Development under | Similar the proposed Plan. | Similar the proposed Plan. | Similar the proposed Plan. | Similar the proposed Similar the proposed
Flooding the Plan, including the proposed open | (LTS) (LTS) (LTS) Plan. (LTS) Plan. (LTS)
space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not
exacerbate future flood hazards that
could expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death.
(LTS)
LEGEND:
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Environmentally Superior Alternative

The No Project Alternative would result in less new construction and new development than the Plan or the
other alternatives. Consequently, the No Project Alternative’s impacts related to construction and operation of
new developments would also be less than the Plan or the other alternatives. As indicated in Table S-3, the No
Project Alternative would avoid eight of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the Plan.
This alternative would, however, introduce a new significant and unavoidable impact to pedestrian capacity
that would not occur under the Plan, and the No Project Alternative would not meet most of the basic project
objectives. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the environmentally superior
alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative

among the other alternatives.

Of the remaining four alternatives (Reduced Heights Alternative, Modified TODCO Plan, Land Use Variant,
and Land Use Plan Only Alternative), the Land Use Plan Only Alternative is considered the environmentally
superior alternative. The Land Use Plan Only Alternative would result in a similar amount of new
construction and new development compared to the Plan. By not implementing the street network
improvements proposed by the Plan, however, this alternative would avoid eight associated significant
secondary effects related to traffic noise, on-street loading, and emergency vehicle access. The absence of the
Plan’s street network improvements under this alternative would result in incrementally higher VMT than the
Plan, and incrementally greater potential for traffic/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts compared to the Plan. Such
effects would, however, be less than significant, as under the Plan. The Land Use Plan Only Alternative would
result in other significant effects related to transit and pedestrians. These significant effects would require
implementation of mitigation measures M-ALT-TR-1, Upgrade Transit-Only Lanes on Third Street, and
M-ALT-TR-2, Upgrade Additional Central SoMa Area Crosswalks.

As with the No Project Alternative, the Reduced Heights Alternative, the Modified TODCO Plan, and the
Land Use Variant all would, in varying degrees, result in lower development intensity than the Plan. As such,
many of the construction and operational effects of these alternatives would be less than the Plan. However,
the Reduced Heights Alternative, the Modified TODCO Plan, and the Land Use Variant would not avoid any
of the significant and unavoidable environmental effects associated with the Plan. With all of these lower
development intensity alternatives, to the extent that the demand for additional developed space would be
met elsewhere in the Bay Area, employees in and residents of such development could potentially generate
substantially greater impacts on transportation systems (including vehicle miles traveled), air quality, and
greenhouse gases than would be the case for development in the more compact and better-served-by-transit
Plan Area. This would be particularly likely for development in more outlying parts of the region where fewer
services and less transit access is provided. Therefore, while it would be speculative to attempt to quantify or
specify the location where such development would occur and the subsequent impacts thereof, it is
acknowledged that these lower intensity alternatives would incrementally reduce local impacts in the Plan
Area and in San Francisco, while potentially increasing regional emissions of criteria air pollutants and
greenhouse gases, as well as regional traffic congestion. They could also incrementally increase impacts
related to “greenfield” development on previously undeveloped locations in the Bay Area and, possibly,
beyond.
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Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

The Planning Department prepared and distributed a notice announcing the availability of a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of an EIR and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting for the Plan on April 24, 2013.8 The notices
were mailed to adjacent cities and counties, other public agencies and interested parties. A public scoping
meeting was held at the Mendelsohn House, 737 Folsom Street (within the Plan Area) on May 15, 2013, at
which oral comments from the public addressing the scope of the environmental analysis were received and
transcribed. At the public meeting, four people commented. Written comments regarding the scope of the EIR
were accepted for a standard 30-day period from April 24, 2013, until May 24, 2013. Seventeen total comment
letters were received, of which two arrived after the close of the comment period.

Additionally, the Planning Department received comments on the Initial Study, published February 12, 2014.

The following is a summary of the issues raised by the public and governmental agencies in response to the
NOP and Initial Study prepared for the Plan in 2014. The general topic categories of the comments are shown
in bolded text and are followed by clarifying remarks or general statements in parenthesis, as well as a

reference to where the comment is addressed in this EIR:

e Environmental Review Process (how will subsequent development projects in the Plan Area undergo
CEQA review?) (refer to Chapter I, Introduction, Subsequent Development Projects);

e Project Objectives/Goals (specific details should be provided and/or certain revisions to Plan
objectives are recommended; one commenter suggests that the Plan accommodate more residential
growth, rather than office development in Plan zoning options) (refer to Chapter II, Project
Description);

e Project Description (specific street improvements including sidewalk widening, additional signals
and signage are suggested; the Plan should include policies for local hiring and training goals; the
Planning Department should consider an expansion of the Youth and Family Zone Special Use
District; additional comments requested increasing height or floor plate limits at specific properties)
(refer to Chapter II, Project Description);

e Land Use and Planning (concern that the Plan could in some way isolate the neighborhoods to the
south) (refer to Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning);

e Aesthetics (concerns associated with the Plan’s potential to impact neighborhood character and to
result in visually unappealing elements; the EIR should analyze the Plan’s potential to have an
adverse effect on existing views) (refer to Section IV.B, Aesthetics);

e Population and Housing (potential displacement impacts to residences and businesses, impacts on
affordable housing needs and obligations, and impacts on local employment opportunities; the EIR
should evaluate whether the Plan could result in loss of land and jobs from rezoning areas that
currently allow light industrial and manufacturing land uses) (refer to Appendix B, Initial Study,
Population and Housing; Chapter II, Project Description; and Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use
Planning);

8 The Plan was known as the Central Corridor Plan at the time of the scoping meeting.
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Cultural Resources (concerns related to the Plan’s proposed mid-block pedestrian connections and
whether constructing these could damage or demolish historical resources) (refer to Section IV.C,
Cultural and Paleontological Resources);

Transportation and Traffic (large Moscone Center events should be included in the analysis; impacts
to cyclists and pedestrians should be evaluated, specifically impacts to the Yerba Buena
Neighborhood and pedestrians with limited mobility; the EIR should evaluate impacts to local and
State transportation facilities, public transit facilities, and reasonably foreseeable projects including
those of Caltrain and Golden Gate Transit, including proposed bus route changes) (refer to
Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation);

Greenhouse Gases (concerns about potential for the Plan to increase the City’s carbon footprint) (this
issue was addressed in the Initial Study discussion of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which concluded
that the Plan would not have a significant effect of this kind; see Appendix B);

Wind and Shadow (the potential for the Plan to result in increased shadow and wind impacts; Plan-
induced development could add shadow to parks under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department) (refer to Section IV.G, Wind, and Section IV.H, Shadow);

Recreation (concern regarding direct and indirect impacts to parks and recreation facilities within and
near the Plan Area, such as South Park, Yerba Buena Gardens, Gene Friend Recreation Center and
Victoria Manalo Draves Park; additional demand will be placed on recreational facilities due to
population growth) (This issue was considered in the Initial Study discussion of Recreation and Public
Space, which concluded that the Plan would not have a significant effect of this kind; see Appendix B);

Public Services (concern regarding the potential for additional demands on public services due to
population growth resulting from the Plan; cumulative impacts to public facilities and conveniences,
such as restrooms) (This issue was considered in the Initial Study discussion of, Public Services, which
concluded that the Plan would not have a significant effect of this kind; see Appendix B);

Geology and Soils (the Plan should acknowledge the area’s soils which are largely fill and subject to
seismic risk in conjunction with its proposed land uses and changes to the area’s urban form) (this
issue was considered in the Initial Study discussion of Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, which
concluded that the Plan would not have a significant effect of this kind; see Appendix B);

Hydrology (concern that the Plan Area would be subject to sea level rise) (refer to Section IV.],
Hydrology and Water Quality);

Cumulative Impacts (the EIR analysis should include construction and operations timelines for major
projects including the Central Subway) (refer to the cumulative analyses provided in Appendix B,
Initial Study, and Sections IV.A through IV.I of the EIR); and

Alternatives (“mid-range” build-out zoning alternatives are suggested) (refer to Chapter VI,
Alternatives).
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

This environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes potential environmental effects associated with the
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan (referred to as the “the Plan”), which was drafted by the
San Francisco Planning Department and published in April 2013. Since 2013, the Planning Department has
held a number of meetings with community groups in order to get stakeholder input on the Plan. The result is
the latest draft Central SoMa Plan for adoption, published August 2016, which is the subject of this EIR.

As its name implies, the Plan Area is located within the City’s South of Market (SoMa) area. The 230-acre Plan
Area encompasses 17 full and partial city blocks and area streets that in some cases extend beyond Plan
borders, as illustrated on Figure II-1, Central SoMa Plan Area Boundaries, on page 1I-8 of Chapter II, Project
Description. The Plan Area is bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street
on the south, and by an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets to
the north.

This EIR analyzes Plan implementation programmatically within the area delineated on Figure II-1. The EIR
also includes a project-level analysis of potential environmental effects associated with proposed open space
improvements and changes to street network on portions of Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan,
Third, and Fourth Streets that are included within but also extend beyond Plan Area boundaries.

I. A Environmental Review Process

The Planning Department, serving as lead agency responsible for administering the environmental review on
behalf of the City and County of San Francisco (City), determined that preparation of an EIR was needed to
evaluate potentially significant effects that could result from implementation of the Plan. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that before a decision can be made to approve a project (or in this
case, a plan) that would result in potential adverse physical effects, an EIR must be prepared that fully
describes the environmental effects of the project. An EIR is a public information document for use by
governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of a project, to
identify mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and to examine feasible
alternatives to the project. The information contained in this EIR will be reviewed and considered by the
decision-makers prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the Plan.

CEQA requires that the lead agency neither approve nor implement a project unless its significant
environmental effects have been reduced to less-than-significant levels, essentially “eliminating, avoiding, or
substantially lessening” the expected impact(s), except when certain findings are made. If the lead agency
approves a project that would result in the occurrence of significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated
to less-than-significant levels, the agency must state the reasons for its action in writing, demonstrate that its
action is based on the EIR or other information in the record, and adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations. A Statement of Overriding Considerations provides substantial evidence of the balance of the
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economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental
benefits, of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to
approve the project.

On April 24, 2013, the Planning Department sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to governmental agencies,
organizations and persons who may have an interest in the proposed project. The NOP requested that
agencies and interested parties comment on environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR (see
Appendix A). A scoping meeting was held on May 15, 2013 to explain the environmental review process for
this Plan and to provide opportunity to take public comment and concerns related to the Plan’s environmental
issues. The Planning Department considered the public comments received at the scoping meeting and
prepared an Initial Study in order to focus the scope of the EIR by assessing which of the Plan’s environmental
topics would not result in significant impacts on the environment. The Planning Department published the
Initial Study on February 12, 2014 (see Appendix B). The Initial Study determined that the Plan could not
result in significant environmental effects (in some cases, with mitigation identified in the Initial Study) for the
following environmental topics:

e Population and Housing;
e Greenhouse Gas Emissions;
e Recreation;

e Utilities and Service Systems (except for potential impacts related to the exceedance of wastewater
treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, require the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities, or require the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities, all of which are addressed in this EIR in Section IV.I, Hydrology and Water Quality);

e Public Services;

e Biological Resources (significant impact identified, but mitigated through measures identified in the
Initial Study);

e Geology and Soils;

e Hydrology and Water Quality (except for potential impacts related to effects of combined sewer
system operation on water quality and potential impacts of sea level rise, which are addressed in this
EIR in Section IV.I, Hydrology and Water Quality);

e Hazardous Materials (significant impact identified, but mitigated through measures identified in the
Initial Study);

e Mineral and Energy Resources; and

e Agricultural Resources.

Because the Initial Study analysis was based on a previous draft of the Plan circulated for review in 2013, the
current 2016 draft of the Plan has been reviewed to ensure the Initial Study’s conclusions reached on the 2013
draft remain valid. No new information related to the draft 2016 Plan has come to light that would necessitate
changing any of the Initial Study’s significance conclusions reached for the 11 topics that would be less than
significant or less than significant with mitigation measures, which are included in the topical sections of
Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, of this EIR. As such, no further
environmental analysis of these Initial Study topics is required in this EIR.
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The following is a summary of the issues raised by the public and governmental agencies in response to the

NOP and Initial Study prepared for the Plan in 2014. The general topic categories of the comments are shown

in bolded text and are followed by clarifying remarks or general statements in parenthesis, as well as a

reference to where the comment is addressed in this EIR:

Environmental Review Process (how will subsequent development projects in the Plan Area undergo
CEQA review?) (refer to Chapter I, Introduction, Subsequent Development Projects);

Project Objectives/Goals (specific details should be provided and/or certain revisions to Plan
objectives are recommended; one commenter suggests that the Plan accommodate more residential
growth, rather than office development in Plan zoning options) (refer to Chapter II, Project
Description);

Project Description (specific street improvements including sidewalk widening, additional signals
and signage are suggested; the Plan should include policies for local hiring and training goals; the
Planning Department should consider an expansion of the Youth and Family Zone Special Use
District; additional comments requested increasing height or floor plate limits at specific properties)
(refer to Chapter I, Project Description);

Land Use and Land Use Planning (concern that the Plan could in some way isolate the
neighborhoods to the south) (refer to Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning);

Aesthetics (concerns associated with the Plan’s potential to impact neighborhood character and to
result in visually unappealing elements; the EIR should analyze the Plan’s potential to have an
adverse effect on existing views) (refer to Section IV.B, Aesthetics);

Population and Housing (potential displacement impacts to residences and businesses, impacts on
affordable housing needs and obligations, and impacts on local employment opportunities; the EIR
should evaluate whether the Plan could result in loss of land and jobs from rezoning areas that
currently allow light industrial and manufacturing land uses) (refer to Appendix B, Initial Study,
Population and Housing; Chapter II, Project Description; and Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use
Planning);

Cultural Resources (concerns related to the Plan’s proposed mid-block pedestrian connections and
whether constructing these could damage or demolish historical resources) (refer to Section IV.C,
Cultural and Paleontological Resources);

Transportation and Traffic (large Moscone Center events should be included in the analysis; impacts
to cyclists and pedestrians should be evaluated, specifically impacts to the Yerba Buena
Neighborhood and pedestrians with limited mobility; the EIR should evaluate impacts to local and
State transportation facilities, public transit facilities, and reasonably foreseeable projects including
those of Caltrain and Golden Gate Transit, including proposed bus route changes) (refer to
Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation);

Greenhouse Gases (concerns about potential for the Plan to increase the City’s carbon footprint) (this
issue was addressed in the Initial Study discussion of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which concluded
that the Plan would not have a significant effect of this kind; see Appendix B);

Wind and Shadow (the potential for the Plan to result in increased shadow and wind impacts; Plan-
induced development could add shadow to parks under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department) (refer to Section IV.G, Wind, and Section IV.H, Shadow);
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e Recreation (concern regarding direct and indirect impacts to parks and recreation facilities within and
near the Plan Area, such as South Park, Yerba Buena Gardens, Gene Friend Recreation Center and
Victoria Manalo Draves Park; additional demand will be placed on recreational facilities due to
population growth) (This issue was considered in the Initial Study discussion of Recreation and Public
Space, which concluded that the Plan would not have a significant effect of this kind; see Appendix B);

e Public Services (concern regarding the potential for additional demands on public services due to
population growth resulting from the Plan; cumulative impacts to public facilities and conveniences,
such as restrooms) (This issue was considered in the Initial Study discussion of, Public Services, which
concluded that the Plan would not have a significant effect of this kind; see Appendix B);

e Geology and Soils (the Plan should acknowledge the area’s soils which are largely fill and subject to
seismic risk in conjunction with its proposed land uses and changes to the area’s urban form) (this
issue was considered in the Initial Study discussion of Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, which
concluded that the Plan would not have a significant effect of this kind; see Appendix B);

e Hydrology (concern that the Plan Area would be subject to sea level rise) (refer to Section IV.I,
Hydrology and Water Quality);

e Cumulative Impacts (the EIR analysis should include construction and operations timelines for major
projects including the Central Subway) (refer to the cumulative analyses provided in Appendix B,
Initial Study, and Sections IV.A through IV.I of the EIR); and

e Alternatives (“mid-range” build-out zoning alternatives are suggested) (refer to Chapter VI,
Alternatives).

During the 60-day period that this Draft EIR is available for public review, written comments on the accuracy
and adequacy of the environmental analysis presented herein may be submitted to the Planning Department.
Comments may also be given in person during the public hearing on the Draft EIR (the hearing date is on the
cover.) Responses to all substantive comments received on the Draft EIR and submitted within the specified
review period will be included and responded to in the Response to Comments document. The Response to
Comments document will also contain any minor staff-initiated changes to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR and
the Response to Comments constitute the Final EIR. Prior to approval of the proposed project, the Planning
Commission must certify the Final EIR as adequate, accurate and complete, adopt environmental findings and
a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) for mitigation measures identified in this Draft EIR
or modified by the Response to Comments document. Following EIR certification, the Draft EIR and the
Response to Comments document will be combined and published in an integrated Final EIR document.

I.B Purpose of this EIR

This EIR is intended as an informational document that in and of itself does not determine whether the Plan or
any component of it, such as in the case of the Plan’s street network changes, will be approved. The EIR aids
the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the potential for significant and adverse impacts. In
conformance with CEQA, California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq., this EIR provides objective
information addressing the environmental consequences of the proposed project and identifies the means of
reducing or avoiding its significant impacts where feasible.
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The CEQA Guidelines help define the role and expectations of this EIR as follows:

e Information Document. An EIR is an informational document that will inform public agency
decision-makers and the public of the significant environmental effect(s) of a project, identify feasible
ways to avoid or minimize significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The
public agency shall consider the information in the EIR along with other information contained in the
administrative record (Section 15121(a)).

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

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

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382, define a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the proposed project, this EIR concentrates on
its substantial physical effects and on mitigation measures to avoid or reduce those effects.

I.B.1 Program- and Project-Level Review of Potential Impacts

This EIR contains both analysis at a “program” level pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 for adoption
and implementation of the Plan and “project”-level environmental review for street network changes and
open space improvements. A program EIR is appropriate for a project that will involve a series of actions that
are (1) related geographically, (2) logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions, (3) connected as part of a
continuing program, and (4) carried out under the same authorizing statute or regulatory authority and have
similar environmental impacts that can be mitigated in similar ways (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).

The EIR’s evaluation of the draft Central SoMa Plan is programmatic. Its assessment of potential
environmental impacts is based on the various Plan components that are required for its implementation and
would facilitate its goals and objectives. CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 notes that the use of a programmatic
EIR “ensures consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis; avoids
duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations; allows the lead agency to consider broad policy
alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an early time, when the agency has greater flexibility to
deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts; and allows for a reduction in paperwork.
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With respect to the proposed open space improvements and street network improvements described in
Chapter II, Project Description, these components are, unless otherwise noted, analyzed in this EIR at the
project-level due to the sufficiency of detailed information available.

I.B.2 Analysis Assumptions

This EIR presents a set of reasonable assumptions (as described in Chapter II, Project Description, and
Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) pertaining to the overall types and
levels of activities that the City anticipates under the Central SoMa Plan as the basis for evaluating the Plan’s
environmental impacts. Within this context, the Plan components such as General Plan text and Zoning Map
amendments; Planning Code amendments; and other related actions are those that may in some way result in
indirect physical changes in the environment and are considered in the evaluation of potential Plan impacts.
Pertinent goals, objectives, and policies from the Plan are identified in Chapter II, Project Description, and are
considered in the impact evaluations as applicable.

This EIR bases the analyses of impacts on reasonably conservative assumptions to avoid understating the

Plan’s overall environmental effects.

I.B.3 Alternatives to the Plan

Chapter VI, Alternatives, of this EIR considers a reasonable range of alternatives that would reduce, avoid or
eliminate potential impacts of the Plan, while still feasibly meeting most of the Plan’s objectives. The five
alternatives studied in this EIR include: a No Project Alternative; a Reduced Heights Alternative, which
differs from the Plan in that the allowable building heights on several parcels would be lower; the Modified
TODCO Plan, which is based on planning and policy proposals from members of the Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation; the Land Use Variant, which differs from the Plan in that a portion of the Plan
Area would be zoned to exclude new residential uses; and the Land Use Plan Only Alternative, which differs
from the Plan in that the proposed street network changes are excluded.

1.B.4 Environmental Review of Subsequent Projects

CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c) states that subsequent activities in the program must be examined in light
of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. Thus, this
EIR assumes that subsequent development projects in the Plan Area would be subject to environmental review
at such time as those projects are proposed. The analysis of subsequent projects would be based on existing
conditions at the site and vicinity, at such time a project is proposed, and would take into account any
updated information relevant to the environmental analysis of the subsequent project (e.g., changes to the
environmental setting or updated growth forecasts, models, etc.).

Projects Consistent with the Development Density in the Central SoMa Plan

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 mandate that projects that
are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan, or general plan
policies for which an EIR was certified shall not require additional environmental review, except as might be
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necessary to examine whether there are project-specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. This
streamlines the review of such projects and reduces the need to prepare repetitive environmental studies.
Therefore, subsequent projects in the Plan Area that are determined to be consistent with the development
density established in the Central SoMa Plan would be evaluated in accordance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15183.

The Lead Agency, in most cases the San Francisco Planning Department, is required to limit its evaluation of a
project in accordance with Section 15183. This evaluation would examine the environmental effects of the

project that:
1) Are peculiar to the project or parcel on which the project is located;

2) Were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan, or
community plan, with which the project is consistent;

3) Are potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the
prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community plan or zoning action; or

4) Are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial new information which
was not known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to be a more severe adverse impact
than discussed in the prior EIR.

Each subsequent development project consistent with the development density established in the Central
SoMa Plan would be evaluated to determine whether any of the criteria above are met. This evaluation may
include site- and project-specific studies (such as wind tunnel testing or shadow studies), which are
appropriately analyzed at the time a specific project is proposed, when sufficient detail is available to enable
such analysis. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed
project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely on the basis of that impact. In the case that a
subsequent development project in the Plan Area may have site-specific impacts not accounted for in this
Program EIR, a subsequent analysis in a Mitigated Negative Declaration or focused EIR may be required
depending on whether that project would cause potentially significant impacts. If no such impacts are
identified, the proposed project and applicable mitigation measures identified in this EIR would be exempt
from further environmental review in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183.

Streamlining for Infill Projects

California Public Resources Code Section 21094.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.3 provides a streamlined
environmental review process for eligible infill projects by limiting the topics subject to review at the project
level where the effects of infill development have been previously addressed in a planning-level decision® or
by uniformly applicable development policies.'® CEQA does not apply to the effects of an eligible infill project

? Planning-level decision means the enactment of amendment of a general plan or any general plan element, community plan,
specific plan, or zoning code.

10 Uniformly applicable development policies are policies or standards adopted or enacted by a city or county, or by a lead
agency, that reduce one or more adverse environmental effects.
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under two circumstances. First, if an effect was addressed as a significant effect in a prior EIR" for a planning
level decision, then that effect need not be analyzed again for an individual infill project even when that effect
was not reduced to a less-than-significant level in the prior EIR. Second, an effect need not be analyzed, even if
it was not analyzed in a prior EIR or is more significant than previously analyzed, if the lead agency makes a
finding that uniformly applicable development policies or standards, adopted by the lead agency or a city or
county, apply to the infill project and would substantially mitigate that effect. Depending on the effects
addressed in the prior EIR and the availability of uniformly applicable development policies or standards that
apply to the eligible infill project, the streamlined environmental review would range from exemption from
environmental review to a narrowed, project-specific environmental document.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.3, an eligible infill project is examined in light of the prior EIR to
determine whether the infill project would cause any effects that require additional review under CEQA. The
evaluation of an eligible infill project must demonstrate the following:

(1) The project satisfies the performance standards of Appendix M of the CEQA Guidelines;
(2) The degree to which the effects of the infill project were analyzed in the prior EIR;

(3) An explanation of whether the infill project will cause new specific effects'? not addressed in the prior
EIR;

(4) An explanation of whether substantial new information shows that the adverse effects of the infill
project are substantially more severe than described in the prior EIR; and

(5) If the infill project would cause new specific effects or more significant effects than disclosed in the
prior EIR, the evaluation shall indicate whether uniformly applied development standards
substantially mitigate'? those effects.!*

No additional environmental review is required if the infill project would not cause any new site-specific or
project-specific effects or more significant effects, or if uniformly applied development standards would
substantially mitigate such effects.

1 Prior EIR means the environmental impact report certified for a planning level decision, as supplemented by any subsequent or
supplemental environmental impact reports, negative declarations, or addenda to those documents.

12 A new specific effect is an effect that was not addressed in the prior EIR and that is specific to the infill project or the infill
project site. A new specific effect may result if, for example, the prior EIR stated that sufficient site-specific information was not
available to analyze the significance of that effect. Substantial changes in circumstances following certification of a prior EIR may
also result in a new specific effect.

13 More significant means an effect will be substantially more severe than described in the prior EIR. More significant effects
include those that result from changes in circumstances or changes in the development assumptions underlying the prior EIR's
analysis. An effect is also more significant if substantial new information shows that: (1) mitigation measures that were previously
rejected as infeasible are in fact feasible, and such measures are not included in the project; (2) feasible mitigation measures
considerably different than those previously analyzed could substantially reduce a significant effect described in the prior EIR,
but such measures are not included in the project; or (3) an applicable mitigation measure was adopted in connection with a
planning level decision, but the lead agency determines that it is not feasible for the infill project to implement that measure.

4 Substantially mitigate means that the policy or standard will substantially lessen the effect, but not necessarily below the levels
of significance.
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To be eligible for the streamlining procedures prescribed in Section 15183.3, an infill project must meet all of
the following criteria:

a) The project site must be located in an urban area on a site that either has been previously developed or
that adjoins existing qualified urban uses on at least seventy-five percent of the site's perimeter.!>

b) The proposed project satisfies the performance standards provided in Appendix M of the CEQA
Guidelines.

c) The proposed project is consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, and
applicable policies specified in the Sustainable Communities Strategy or an alternative planning
strategy.1°

To be consistent with Plan Bay Area, a proposed project must be located within a Priority Development Area
(PDA), or must meet all of the following criteria:'

e Conform with the jurisdiction’s General Plan and Housing Element;
o Be located within 0.5 miles of transit access;
e Be 100% affordable to low- and very-low income households for 55 years; and

e Belocated within 0.5 miles of at least six neighborhood amenities.

The Plan Area is located with the Eastern Neighborhoods and Downtown-Van Ness-Geary PDAs specified in
Plan Bay Area, the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy.

Any amendments to the Central SoMa Plan would be evaluated consistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15152, which states that the analysis of subsequent projects could be “tiered” from this program EIR,
relying on the program EIR to the extent that it has evaluated the effects, including cumulative effects, that
would result from their development.

I.C  Organization of the Draft EIR

This Draft EIR has been organized as follows:

e Summary. This chapter summarizes the EIR by providing a concise overview of the Plan, including
the project description and requisite approvals, the environmental impacts that would result from the
proposed project, mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid these impacts, alternatives to the
proposed project, and areas of controversy and issues to be resolved.

15 For the purpose of this subdivision "adjoin" means the infill project is immediately adjacent to qualified urban uses, or is only
separated from such uses by an improved public right-of-way. Qualified urban use means any residential, commercial, public
institutional, transit or transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of those uses.

16 Plan Bay Area is the current Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional Transportation Plan that was adopted by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) in July 2013, in compliance
with California's governing greenhouse gas reduction legislation, Senate Bill 375. Metropolitan Transportation Commission and
Association of Bay Area Governments, Plan Bay Area. Available: http://onebayarea.org/plan-bay-area/final-plan-bay-area.html.
Accessed April 25, 2016

17 Choin, Miriam, Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Planning & Research Director, letter to Don Lewis,
Environmental Planner, San Francisco Planning Department, February 22, 2016. This document is on file and available for review
as part of Planning Department Case File No. 2011.1356E.
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e Chapter I, Introduction. This chapter (above and the contents herein) includes a discussion of the
environmental review process, the comments received on the scope of the EIR, the purpose of this EIR,
the organization of the EIR, and opportunities for public participation in the environmental review
process.

e Chapter II, Project Description. This chapter discusses the project location, project objectives, and
project components, including the physical characteristics of the Plan such as changes to zoning and
heights, and the proposed street network changes and open space improvements.

e ChapterIII, Plans and Policies. This chapter provides a summary of the plans, policies, and
regulations of the City and regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory
control over the Plan Area.

e Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. This chapter describes the
existing environmental setting and regulatory framework, as well as the direct, indirect and
cumulative impacts of the proposed project. Mitigation measures are identified where feasible to
minimize significant environmental effects of the proposed project. Each environmental topic is
discussed in a separate section within this chapter.

e Chapter V, Other CEQA Considerations. This chapter describes any growth inducement that would
result from the proposed project, recapitulates the significant environmental effects that cannot be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels, identifies significant irreversible changes that would result if
the proposed project is implemented, and presents areas of known controversy and issues left to be
resolved.

e Chapter VI, Alternatives. This chapter presents alternatives to the proposed project, including the
No Project Alternative, Reduced Heights Alternative, Modified TODCO Plan, Land Use Variant, and
the Land Use Plan Only Alternative.

e Chapter VII, Report Preparers. This chapter presents the persons involved in preparing this EIR.

e Appendices. Appendices include Appendix A: the Notice of Preparation; Appendix B: Initial Study;
Appendix C: Historic Resources; Appendix D: Noise; Appendix E: Shadow; Appendix F: Proposed
Street Network Changes.

I.LD  Public Participation

CEQA and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code encourage public participation in the planning and
environmental review processes. The City will provide opportunities for the public to present comments and
concerns regarding the CEQA process. The public is invited to provide comments and concerns regarding the
accuracy of the Draft EIR and the CEQA process. The comment period and public hearing dates are indicated on
the front cover of this EIR. Written comments may be submitted to the Planning Department to the attention of
Lisa M. Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
or email to lisa.gibson@sfgov.org, during the specified public review and comment period, and written and oral
comments may be presented at public hearings concerning the proposed project. Written comments may also be
submitted electronically through the Central SoMa Plan’s environmental review portal on the internet, accessible
at the following address: http://centralsoma.sfplanning.commentinput.com. The comment period and public
hearing dates are indicated on the cover of this EIR.
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CHAPTER I Introduction
SECTION 1.D Public Participation

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate
with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal
contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may

appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.
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CHAPTERII

Project Description

II.LA Overview

The subject of this EIR is the 2016 draft Central SoMa Plan (“the Plan”), with modifications described in this
chapter.!® The Plan (formerly “Central Corridor Plan”) is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding much of
southern portion of the Central Subway transit line, a 1.7-mile extension of the Third Street light rail line that will
link the Caltrain Depot at Fourth and King Streets to Chinatown and provide service within the South of Market
(SoMa) area. The area encompassed by the Plan, referred to as the “Plan Area,” includes roughly 230 acres that
comprise 17 city blocks as well as the streets and thoroughfares that connect SoMa to its adjacent neighborhoods:
Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and the Mission District. The project sponsor for the Central SoMa Plan is
the San Francisco Planning Department, referred to as the “Planning Department.”

The Plan Area is bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south,
and by an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets to the north, as
shown in Figure II-1, Central SoMa Plan Area Boundaries.

I1I.A.1 Plan Vision

The Plan seeks to encourage and accommodate housing and employment growth within the Plan Area by:
(1) removing land use restrictions to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses in
portions of the Plan Area; (2) amending existing height and bulk districts; (3) modifying the system of streets
and circulation within and adjacent to the Plan Area to meet the needs and goals of a dense, transit-oriented,
mixed-use district; and (4) creating new, and improving existing, open spaces.

The Plan envisions Central SoMa becoming a sustainable neighborhood, one in which the needs of the present
may be met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The Plan’s
sponsor, the San Francisco Planning Department, endeavors to address the social, economic, and
environmental aspects of sustainability through a planning strategy that accommodates anticipated
population and job growth, provides public benefits, and respects and enhances neighborhood character. That
strategy has informed the Central SoMa Plan, which comprehensively addresses a wide range of topics that
include land use; transportation infrastructure; parks, open space and recreation facilities; ecological
sustainability; historic preservation; urban design and urban form; financial programs and implementation
mechanisms to fund public improvements.

18 The Initial Study evaluated environmental topics based on the 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan. See Chapter IV, Overview, for a
discussion of topics covered in the Initial Study.
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CHAPTER II Project Description

SECTION IL.A Overview

Plan policies have been drafted in conjunction with the proposed changes to land use and height limits that
call for public realm improvements, including planning for new open spaces; changes to the street and
circulation system; policies to preserve neighborhood character and historic structures; and strategies that aim
to improve public amenities and make the neighborhood more sustainable. The Plan also includes financial
programs to support its public improvements through the implementation of one or more new fees, in
addition to taxes or assessments that would be applied to subsequent development projects.

II.LA.2 Background

The need for the Plan became apparent during the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process, which was
initiated in the early 2000s. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (the City) approved the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans project, which covered 2,300 acres on the city’s eastern flank and
introduced new land use controls and area plans for the eastern part of SoMa (East SoMa), the Central
Waterfront, the Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods
planning efforts had two primary objectives: to address and attempt to ensure a stable future for PDR
(“production, distribution and repair,” generally light industrial) businesses in the city, mainly through
zoning restrictions; and to plan for a substantial amount of new housing, particularly housing affordable to
low-, moderate- and middle-income families and individuals. New housing would be developed in the
context of “complete neighborhoods,” which would provide sufficient amenities for new residents of these

areas.

At that time, the City determined that the pending development of the Central Subway transit project and the
development potential of the surrounding area necessitated a separate, focused planning process that took
into account the city’s growth needs as well as the opportunity to link transportation and land use planning.
The Planning Department initiated the Central SoMa Planning Process in earnest in early 2011 with funding
from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA).

The Planning Department prepared two background documents at the outset that informed the development
of the 2013 draft of the Central SoMa Plan: (1) the Central Corridor Background Report published in April 2011,
and (2) the Public Realm Existing Conditions Report, published in October 2011.2 During the initial planning
phases, it was determined that the Plan should incorporate areas near the Central Subway alignment that were
not included in the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process, which include the Plan Area blocks south of
Harrison Street between Fourth and Sixth Streets that were part of the Western SoMa Plan (adopted April
2013).

The Plan’s scope and planning policies were shaped both by community outreach efforts and by growth
projections. Throughout the initial planning process, the Planning Department met with a range of community
stakeholders, and involved City and regional agencies as part of the Plan’s Technical Advisory Committee.

19 San Francisco Planning Department, Central Corridor Planning Project Background Report, May 2011. Available at http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp//files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Central_Corridor_Background_Report.pdf, accessed August 30, 2016.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Public Realm Existing Conditions Report, October 2011. Available at http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp//files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/CC_PublicRealmExistingConditionsReport_Oct2011.pdf, accessed August 30,
2016.
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The Planning Department held meetings with over 20 different stakeholder groups, facilitated multiple public
meetings and hearings, led two walking tours, conducted a storefront charrette, conducted a print and web-
format survey, and provided an interactive informational website.?!

The city’s growth needs were identified through Plan Bay Area, the Bay Area’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy, developed jointly by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC).22 Plan Bay Area focuses on ensuring an efficient transportation network,
providing more housing choices, and promoting growth in a financially and environmentally responsible
way, with the specific goal of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Plan Bay Area is a roadmap for
meeting 80 percent of the region's future housing needs in areas identified by local governments as Priority
Development Areas, or PDAs. Plan Bay Area estimates that approximately 92,000 additional housing units and
191,000 additional jobs would be added in San Francisco by 2040, which would equate to roughly 15 percent of
the total growth anticipated in the region. The projected housing need represents a 25 percent increase to the
city’s housing inventory and the projected additional jobs, a 34 percent increase in the city’s employment
levels over the 2012 baseline year. San Francisco has identified 12 PDAs that are expected to accommodate a
substantial portion of this growth. By being transit-rich and walkable, growth in these PDAs are expected to
reduce per capita GHG emissions.?? The Central SoMa Plan Area is comprised of portions of two of San
Francisco’s designated PDAs: the Downtown-Van Ness-Geary PDA and the Eastern Neighborhoods PDA.

While the City has planned for more than 75,000 new housing units, its efforts have been less focused on the
spatial planning needed to accommodate anticipated employment sector growth, especially office growth.
Since adoption of the Downtown Plan in 1985, relatively few Downtown building sites remain to support
continued job growth into the future. According to Plan Bay Area projections, remaining space in Mission Bay
and new space added in the Transit Center District would not be sufficient to meet growth needs in the long
run. Current low-vacancy rates and high rents in SoMa indicate that this is an area in high demand, and given
access to available space, it is anticipated that companies in the information technology and digital media
industries would increasingly seek to locate in this area, due to its central location, transit accessibility, urban
amenities, and San Francisco’s well-educated workforce.

The Planning Department published the Draft Central Corridor Plan in April 2013, then published the current
draft Plan in August 2016. In addition to changing the name of the Plan and reorganizing it, the major
changes, focusing on those that could result in physical changes to the environment, include the following:

e Changing the boundary of the Plan Area; formerly, the Plan Area extended further north, to the south
side of Market Street;

e Eliminating the “mid-rise” height limit option (Option A); this option is considered in this EIR as the
Reduced Heights Alternative (see Chapter VI, Alternatives);

2L A comprehensive overview of the Plan’s public engagement process can be found in the Plan’s Appendices, and is summarized
online. San Francisco Planning Department, “Public Engagement and Outreach,” The Central SoMa Plan website. Available at
http://sf-planning.org/public-outreach-and-engagement, accessed August 30, 2016.

2 Plan Bay Area was necessitated by the adoption of Senate Bill 375, which required regions to prepare a Sustainable Communities
Strategy (or Alternative Planning Strategy) to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) by linking growth to transit.

2 San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Priority Development Areas in San Francisco, Available at:
http://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Programming/OBAG/OBAG_SF_PDAs.pdf, accessed August 30, 2016.
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e Adding several measures to support retention of PDR space in the Plan Area; and

e Additional objectives, policies, and implementation measures addressing neighborhood sustainability.

I1.A.3 Plan Structure

The Plan employs a number of tools common in long-range planning efforts to aid in the achievement of its
varied purposes. The Plan defines neighborhood priorities and guides growth and development in the area
through the use of goals, objectives, policies, and implementation measures. These tools function together in a
hierarchical relationship: goals are the broadest, most important aspirations and reflect the Plan’s highest
priorities. Objectives are actionable and are directed at accomplishing the Plan goals. Plan policies, which are
statements of intent implemented as procedures or protocols to guide land use decisions and to achieve the
Plan’s desired outcomes, are intended to facilitate its topical objectives. At the most granular end of the
spectrum are the Plan’s various implementation measures.

The relationship between these planning tools is illustrated by way of a detailed example in Table II-1,
Hierarchy of Planning Tools Used in the Plan. The Plan includes eight goals. Each goal has several objectives;
each objective has one or more policies, and each policy includes one or more implementation measures, all of
which are included in the Implementation Strategy table in Part II of the Plan. In addition, Part II of the Plan
includes a Public Benefits Package, Requirements for New Development, a Guide to Urban Design, and draft
Key Development Sites Guidelines. These add detail to many of the Plan’s policies and implementation

measures.
TABLE II-1 HIERARCHY OF PLANNING TOOLS USED IN THE PLAN
Planning Tool Example
GOAL INCREASE THE CAPACITY FOR JOBS AND HOUSING
Objective Increase the area where space for jobs and housing can be built.
Policy Replace existing zoning that restricts capacity for development with zoning that supports capacity for new jobs
and housing.
Implementation Change SLI (Service/Light Industrial), WS-SALI (West SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial), WS-MUO (West
Measure SoMa Mixed Use Office), and RED (Residential Enclave District) zoning to MUO zoning.

ILB  Project Objectives

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, an EIR must present a statement of objectives sought by
the proposed project. Objectives define the project’s intent, explain the project’s underlying purpose, and
facilitate the formation of project alternatives. In this EIR, the Plan’s eight goals are used as the project
objectives. The eight goals are:

1. Increase the capacity for jobs and housing;

2. Maintain the diversity of residents;

3. Facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center;
4

Provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit;
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Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities;
Create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood;

Preserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s cultural heritage; and

® N o @

Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the City.

II.C  Project Location

As shown in Figure II-1, Central SoMa Plan Area Boundaries, the Plan Area is located along the southern
portion of the Central Subway transit line, and is bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the
west, Townsend Street on the south and by an irregular northern border that jogs west north-westward from
its eastern-most point at Dow Place and Second Street, across Hawthorne Street to Folsom Street just west of
Fourth Street, then northward bisecting two blocks where it reaches its northern-most extent at Stevenson and
Sixth Streets. Altogether, the Plan Area comprises approximately 230 acres?® and is bordered by the
Transbay, Rincon Hill, Mission Bay, and Downtown neighborhoods. It includes portions of the East and
Western SoMa Plan Areas.

The EIR studies proposed streetscape changes that could meet the policy objectives of Goal 4, Provide Safe and
Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit within and extending outside of
the Plan Area boundaries. Proposed streetscape changes extend from The Embarcadero to 11th Street along
Folsom Street; Third to 11th Streets along Howard Street; Second to 10th Streets along Harrison Street; Second
to Seventh Streets along Bryant Street; Market Street to Harrison Street along Fourth Street; and Market Street
to King Street along Third Street (Figure II-1). Because the proposed street network changes extend outside of
the Plan Area, this EIR analyzes transportation and related issues (including traffic-related noise) in a broader
“transportation study area.” This area spans from Market Street in the north to Townsend Street in the south,
and 11th Street on the west to The Embarcadero on the east.

As discussed below, the Plan includes improvements to several existing parks, recreation facilities, and open
space areas, as well as creation of new parks, recreation facilities, and open spaces within the Plan Area. In
addition, and as described below in detail, the Planning Department has proposed several other open space
(public realm) improvements close to, but outside of the Plan Area boundary, which are intended to serve the
needs of businesses and residents within the Plan Area. This EIR examines impacts associated with the
development of these parks, recreation facilities, and open space areas both within and outside of the Plan
Area. The EIR also examines potential impacts, such as shadow impacts, of Plan-related development within
the Plan Area on parks, recreation facilities, and open space areas both within and outside of the Plan Area.
Within each section of Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, in this EIR, the
area of potential effect is considered in the environmental analysis, which in some instances (such as

2 Streets in SoMa are generally parallel or perpendicular to Market Street, which is oriented at approximately 44 degrees off true
north. However, streets parallel to Market Street are generally described as “east/west” streets, while streets perpendicular to
Market Street are generally described as running “north/south.”

% The calculation of the Plan Area’s acreage is an estimate of the sum of all parcels and adjacent portions of streets extending to
their centerlines. This method differs from that used in the Initial Study.
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Transportation, as discussed above) extends beyond the Plan Area boundary and may be referred to as the

“study area” for that resource topic.

ILD Plan Components

This section describes the Plan analyzed in this EIR. The Plan consists of the proposed goals, objectives,

policies, and implementation measures contained in the August 2016 draft of the Central SoMa Plan, plus the

following components that are not specifically part of the draft Plan:

Height limits for several parcels, as shown in Figure II-7 on p. II-19, are higher than those proposed in
the 2016 draft Central SoMa Plan. These include the following locations:

o Block 3733: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 130 feet along Folsom Street,
whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of 85 feet;

o Block 3762: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 240 feet at the corner of Fourth
and Harrison Streets, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of 160 feet;

o Block 3776: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 115 feet on a parcel along
Brannan Street, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of 55/85 feet;

o Block 3777: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 130 feet on some parcels along
Brannan Street, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of 85 feet;

o Block 3785: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 160 feet along several parcels
near Sixth and Townsend Streets, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of
85 feet;

o Block 3786: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 250 feet at the corner of
Brannan and Fifth Streets, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of 130 feet;
and

o The Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 300 feet on several parcels between
Bluxome and Townsend Streets, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of
130 feet.

Proposed reduction in height limits for several lots on the Moscone North and South blocks:26

o The Plan examined in the EIR would reduce allowable heights near Third and Mission Streets on
block 3734, lot 091 from 340 feet to 250 feet; and

o The Plan examined in the EIR would reduce allowable heights near Third and Folsom Streets on
block 3723, lots 113 through 117, from 340 to 85 feet.

Parks, recreation facilities, and open space area improvements (see Figure I1I-14, Existing and Proposed
Parks, Open Space, and Recreational Facilities, including the following:

o Ambrose Bierce Alley: this small narrow alley, which would be transformed into a shared
street/dog run;

2 The following proposed reductions in allowable building height are not included in the Central SoMa Plan, but are related
Planning Department proposals that would be included in changes to the Planning Code.
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o Jessie East Alley: the short stretch of this alley running north-south along the Westfield
San Francisco Centre’s Mission Street entry would be converted into a shared street;

o Shipley Street: from Fourth to Fifth Streets, Shipley Street would become a shared public way with
traffic calming, streetscape improvements, and small public spaces; and

o Annie Street: improvements would include an expanded mini-plaza at the intersection of Annie
and Market Streets to Stevenson Street, a new pedestrian plaza closed to vehicular traffic between
Mission Street and Ambrose Bierce Alley, and a single-surface shared street along the remainder
of Annie Street between the two plazas.

e Street Network Changes which are intended to meet the goals of Project Objective and Plan Goal 4,
“Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit.” These
street network changes, discussed in detail beginning on p. II-34, are not specifically proposed in the
2016 draft Plan.

This EIR analyzes potential physical environmental impacts that may occur if the Project were implemented.
For street network improvements, this EIR analyzes two options for changes to Howard and Folsom Streets: a
one-way option and a two-way option. Street network improvements are analyzed in sufficient detail to allow
for project-level CEQA clearance.

The following description of project components does not include a comprehensive description of the entirety
of the Central SoMa Plan and Implementation Strategy. Rather, the description focuses on those policies and
implementing mechanisms that have implications for environmental review, because they could result in
physical changes to the environment.

II.D.1 Land Use (Zoning) Changes

Consistent with its goal to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (Goal 1), the Plan includes the objective of
increasing the area where space for jobs and housing can be built (Objective 1.1). The Plan would accomplish this
by retaining existing zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing, and replacing existing zoning that
restricts capacity for development with zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing.

The existing zoning in the Plan Area is shown in Figure II-2, Existing Plan Area Use Districts. Table II-2,
Planning Code Use District Key, provides a key to the use district designations used in the figure and in the
text below. Zoning districts are also referred to as “use districts.” Much of the Plan Area north of Harrison
Street is currently zoned primarily for housing, designated Mixed Use Residential (MUR), while the
Service/Light Industrial District (SLI) and Western SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial District (WS-SALI)
predominate south of Harrison Street.”” The SLI and WS-SALI use districts do not permit new housing nor
office uses, except in historic buildings. These use restrictions have effectively preserved this area with low-
scale (one- to two-story), low-density commercial uses.

% Land within the Plan Area currently zoned WS-SALI was primarily zoned SLI prior to adoption of the Western SoMa Plan in
April 2013. These districts are not dissimilar; however, the WS-SALI district permits nighttime entertainment and prohibits all
residential and office use (other than in a small Special Use District (SUD) on the south side of Bryant Street, opposite the Hall of
Justice), while the SLI district prohibits nighttime entertainment, conditionally permits affordable housing and office use in
certain historic buildings and also allows offices for design professionals (and include the same Hall of Justice SUD).
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TABLE I1-2 PLANNING CODE USE DISTRICT KEY
Use District Use District Category
C-3-O Downtown Commercial, Office
M-1 Light Industrial
MUG Mixed Use, General
MUO Mixed Use, Office
MUR Mixed Use, Residential
NCT Neighborhood Commercial Transit
P Public
RED Residential Enclave District
SLI Service/Light Industrial
SPD South Park District
SSO Service Secondary Office
WS-MUG West SoMa Mixed Use General
WS-MUO West SoMa Mixed Use Office
WS-SALI West SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial

SOURCE:  San Francisco Planning Code.

The Plan’s land use strategy seeks to accommodate transit-oriented growth while preserving and enhancing
the Plan Area’s mix of uses (office, entertainment, industrial, retail, and residential) and predominantly mid-
rise building types. In general, proposed land use changes would remove land use restrictions (such as
allowing residential and office uses in areas where these uses are limited or allowed only with certain
restrictions) to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses in the southern portion of the
Plan Area. Proposed zoning for the Plan Area is shown in Figure II-3, Proposed Plan Area Use Districts, and
an overview of existing and proposed land use districts that highlights the proposed change from industrial
protection districts to residential and commercial districts, is shown in Figure II-4, Generalized Zoning,
Existing and Proposed Use Districts. The Plan would result in the following land use changes:

e North of Harrison Street, the MUR use district west of Fifth Street would be converted to Mixed Use
General (MUG). The MUR, Western SoMa-Mixed Use General (WS-MUG), and Light Industrial (M-1)
use districts east of Fifth Street would be converted to Mixed Use Office (MUO). The existing zoning
districts either limit or do not permit office uses, whereas the MUG and MUO zoning designations
would allow for greater flexibility in the mix of land uses, including office development as well as
new all-commercial buildings in the MUO use district;?

e The parcels in the block bounded by Third, Folsom, Hawthorne, and Harrison Streets currently
designated C-3-O (Downtown Office) would retain this designation; and

28 In MUG use districts, office use is not permitted on the ground floor unless neighborhood-serving. For two- to four-story
buildings, office use is permitted only on one floor. For five- to seven-story buildings, office development is permitted on two
floors. For buildings eight stories and up, office use is permitted on three floors.
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e South of Harrison Street, existing use districts would all be converted to MUO or WS-MUQ, except for
parcels currently designated South Park District (SPD) and the WS-SALI area west of Fourth Street
between Harrison and Bryant Streets, which would retain their current zoning designations. Use
districts in this area that would be converted to MUO or WS-MUO include Western SoMa-Mixed Use
Office (WS-MUO), Residential Enclave (RED), SLI, M-1, and Service Secondary Office (5SO), as well as
the area south of Bryant Street currently designated WS-SALIL These existing use districts either limit
or restrict office uses or, when office uses are allowed, restrict other uses, such as entertainment or
residential uses. For example, the RED use district permits housing as a principal use but requires
Conditional Use Authorization for most other uses. Converting these use districts to MUO or WS-
MUO would permit a mix of land uses that allow for greater flexibility, as the MUO and WS-MUO
districts generally allow office, residential, and most other uses without limitation.

To ensure that the proposed zoning changes foster the development of a neighborhood that is consistent with
the Plan’s other goals, the Plan contains numerous objectives, policies, and implementation measures that
limit and condition development. In particular, these relate to Goal II — Maintain the Diversity of Residents,
Goal III - Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center, Goal VII — Preserve and Celebrate the
Neighborhood’s Cultural Heritage, and Goal VIII — Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the
Neighborhood and the City. These are summarized below.

Goal II - Maintain the Diversity of Residents

In addition to maintaining existing Planning Code, Housing Code, and Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development requirements for maintaining the existing stock of housing (Objective 2.1),
including affordable housing stock (Objective 2.2), the Plan includes policies and implementation measures for
meeting its objectives of ensuring that at least 33 percent of new housing is affordable to very low, low, and
moderate income households (Objective 2.3); of supporting housing for other households that cannot afford
market rate housing (Objective 2.4), of supporting housing for a diversity of household sizes (Objective 2.5),
and of supporting the schools, child care, and community services that serve local residents (Objective 2.6).

Goal III - Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center

The Plan’s objectives of favoring non-residential development over other kinds of growth (Objective 3.1) and
supporting the growth of office space (Objective 3.2) would be achieved through the zoning changes already
described, by requiring non-residential uses in new development on large parcels, and by reducing current
restrictions on non-residential development. In particular, the Plan proposes to establish a Central SoMa
Special Use District (SUD), which would include most of the southern part of the Plan Area (Figure II-3).
Within the SUD, all projects on sites of 30,000 square feet or more would be required to have two-thirds of all
square footage below 160 feet in height be non-residential. Additionally, on the portion west of Fourth Street,
entertainment uses would be principally permitted within an Entertainment Subarea of the Central SoMa
SUD.

To ensure that removal of protective zoning does not result in a loss of PDR uses in the Plan Area
(Objective 3.3), in addition to maintaining a portion of the current SALI use district, as described above and
shown in Figure II-3, the Plan contains policies and implementation measures that would limit conversion of
PDR space in former industrial districts, require PDR space as part of large commercial developments, and
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provide incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses. In particular, the Plan includes the following
implementation measures to protect PDR uses:

e In buildings on parcels being rezoned from SLI to MUQ, require retention of 50% of space permitted
as PDR as of January 1, 2016;

e In buildings on parcels being rezoned from SALI to MUO or WSMUO, require 100% retention of space
permitted as PDR as of January 1, 2016;

e In new office developments of greater than 50,000 square feet, require new PDR space via one of the
following options for preserving existing PDR space or building new PDR space:

On-site:

o On former SALI parcels, require 0.5 FAR or 100% replacement of PDR, whichever is greater;
o On former SLI parcels, require 0.5 FAR or 50% replacement of PDR, whichever is greater;

o Elsewhere, require 0.5 FAR;

o Exempt from land area for purposes of calculating the FAR any land dedicated to affordable
housing or publicly-accessible open space fully open to the sky;

Off-site:

o Alternatively, build net new PDR off-site at 1.5 times the on-site requirement. This PDR space
could be built anywhere in SoMa;

o Or, preserve existing PDR space at 2.0 times the on-site requirement. This PDR could be preserved
anywhere in SoMa not zoned SALI after Plan adoption;

e Explore the potential for developments to meet their PDR requirement through an in-lieu fee to the
City to be used for the construction of new PDR and preservation/retention of existing PDR space; and

e Allow buildings to meet their Transferable Development Rights requirements through preservation of
existing PDR buildings.

The Plan would seek to facilitate a vibrant retail environment that serves the needs of the community
(Objective 3.4). In addition to maintaining the existing Planning Code allowance of retail in all zoning districts
throughout the Plan Area and its ban on stand-alone big-box retail, the Plan would require ground floor retail
along important streets, require formula retail uses to attain a Conditional Use authorization, and require
micro retail units? for developments on lots greater than 20,000 square feet.

The Plan would support development of hotels (Objective 3.5) by permitting hotels in the MUG, MUO, and
WS-MUO use districts with Conditional Use authorization. To achieve its objective of recognizing the
importance of nightlife uses in creating a complete neighborhood (Objective 3.6), the Plan would allow
nightlife where appropriate by continuing to allow restaurants and bars throughout the Plan Area as
controlled by district, and by permitting nighttime entertainment uses as-of-right in those areas being
converted from SALI to MUO and WS-MUO. As previously noted, within the proposed Central SoMa SUD, in
the area west of 4th Street, the Entertainment Subarea would principally permit entertainment uses.

2 A micro retail unit is defined as retail space 1,000 square feet or less.
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Goal VII - Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood’s Cultural Heritage

In addition to protection of existing PDR uses, which would help ensure that the neighborhood’s tangible and
intangible industrial and arts legacy is not lost (Objective 7.3), the Plan includes other objectives, policies, and
implementing measures to support the achievement of Goal VII. The Plan would support the preservation,
recognition, and well-being of the neighborhood’s cultural heritage resources (Objective 7.2) by facilitating the
creation and implementation of a SoMa Pilipinas Cultural Heritage Strategy and by facilitating the creation
and implementation of other social or cultural heritage strategies, such as for the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual,
Transgender, Queer (LGBTQ) community.

The Plan seeks to preserve historic resources in the built environment (Objective 7.4) by proposing designation
of certain properties and districts to Article 10 of the Planning Code® and expanding Article 11 of the Planning
Code3! to include Central SoMa. The Plan would support mechanisms for the rehabilitation and maintenance of
cultural heritage properties (Objective 7.5) by extending the Transferable Development Rights (TDR)
program? to Central SoMa and requiring projects to buy TDR from within Central SoMa. In addition, for
historic buildings not included in Planning Code Article 10 or 11, an amendment to the Planning Code would
require buildings to explore additions as an alternative to demolition, and would only allow demolition upon
demonstrative proof of the infeasibility of additions.

The Plan would support retention of the Plan Area’s existing fine-grained developed pattern and character-
enhancing buildings (Objective 7.6) by banning the consolidation of lots containing buildings with historic or
neighborhood-character buildings (California Historic Resources Status Codes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6L) where the
frontage that could be merged is under 200 feet in length (excepting the frontage along the north side of Perry
Street), and by allowing developments that preserve existing historic and neighborhood character buildings to
count the square footage maintained against the development’s TDR requirement-whether as whole buildings
or additions. Areas to which the prohibition lot consolidation would apply are shown in Figure II-5,
Prohibition of Lot Mergers.

% Article 10 of the Planning Code regulates Landmarks and Historic Districts. The City maintains a list of locally designated City
Landmarks and Historic Districts, similar to the National Register of Historic Places but at the local level. Landmarks can be
buildings, sites, or landscape features. Districts are defined generally as an area of multiple historic resources that are contextually
united. The regulations governing Landmarks, as well as the list of individual Landmarks and descriptions of each Historic
District, are found in Article 10 of the Planning Code.

31 Article 11 of the Planning Code contains regulations governing properties in designated Conservation Districts. Conservation
Districts are located exclusively in the City's downtown core area. Similar to traditional historic districts, which recognize historic
and cultural significance, Conservation Districts seek to designate and protect buildings based on architectural quality and
contribution to the character of Downtown. These downtown districts contain concentrations of buildings that together create
geographic areas of unique quality and thus facilitate preservation of the quality and character of the area as a whole.

32 San Francisco’s TDR program protects historic buildings by (1) allowing the permanent transfer of the unused permitted floor
area from a historic building to other development parcels and (2) using the sale of those transferred rights as a source of funds to
rehabilitate the historic structure. TDR allows projects to increase the permitted floor-area ratio on a lot but does not allow
projects to exceed height or bulk limits.

December 2016 II-15 Central SoMa Plan
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Goal VIII - Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the
Neighborhood and the City

Goal VIII includes Objective 8.1, Ensure that the ground floors of buildings contribute to the activation, safety,
and dynamism of the neighborhood. This would be accomplished through existing design review
requirements and by Planning Code amendments that would revise the definition of “active” uses to remove
offices and to allow PDR on the ground floor if it meets the transparency and fenestration requirements of
non-PDR-uses; by expanding the definition of frontages to include Privately Owned Public Open Spaces
(POPOS) and mid-block connections; by ensuring that buildings are built up to the sidewalk edge; and by

minimizing parking and loading entrances.

Other objectives, policies and implementation measures proposed by the Plan under Goal VIII would establish
regulations that would place additional controls on the Plan’s proposed increase in height and bulk limits, as

discussed below.

II.D.2 Changes to Height and Bulk Limits

In addition to the zoning changes described above, the Plan seeks to increase the space available for growth in
jobs and housing through changes to the Planning Code to allow the development of taller, larger, and an
overall diversity of buildings and spatial types within the Plan Area. Existing height and bulk limits, which
are contained in the Planning Code and Zoning Maps, are shown in Figure II-6, Existing Plan Area Height and
Bulk Districts, and proposed height and bulk limits are shown in Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and
Bulk Districts. Figure II-8, Generalized Height Limits, Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Districts,
shows a generalized view of proposed height changes, and Figure II-9, 3-D Models of Existing and Proposed
Potential Building Height and Bulk, shows a 3-D model of existing and potential development in and around
the Plan Area.

Height District Changes

Changes to height limits under the Plan would include the following:

e Within the Plan Area north of Harrison Street, height limits on most parcels would remain between
45 and 85 feet, though there would be several adjustments, both higher and lower, within this range.

e The Plan would substantially increase the height limit for the north side of Harrison Street between
Second and Third Streets, from the current range of 85-130 feet to a range of 130200 feet.

e Other substantial height increases north of Harrison would include the southwest corner of Fourth
and Clementina, which would increase from the current range of 55-130 feet to 180 feet; and the
southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets, which would increase from the current range of
45-85 feet to 180-300 feet.

e South of Harrison Street, proposed amendments are concentrated on the south side of Harrison
between Second and Fourth Streets, where current height limits would be increased from 40-85 feet to
130-350 feet.
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e Substantial height increases would also be concentrated south of Bryant Street, from east of Fourth
Street to Sixth Street. Many sites within this area would increase from the current height limit of
30-85 feet to 130—400 feet.

e Lower height limits would be maintained around South Park, along the west side of Fourth Street
between Bryant and Brannan Streets, and along the south side of the I-80 freeway between Fourth and
Sixth Streets.

e Additional changes to height limits, as described above at the beginning of Section IL.D, Project
Components.

The Plan Area is currently characterized by mid-rise buildings. While the proposed changes to height and
bulk limits seek to maintain this general character, the project would allow for approximately eight towers of
between 200 and 400 feet in height on certain sites south of Bryant Street. These include three towers of
between about 220 and 270 feet in height on the site of the existing San Francisco Flower Mart. The 400-foot
tall tower would be located at Fourth and Townsend, adjacent to the Caltrain station and light rail hub. In
addition, the Plan would allow for five 160-foot buildings and about half a dozen buildings of 130 feet in
height in the area south of Harrison Street, as well as a 115-foot-tall building on the northwest corner of
Brannan and Ritch Streets, between Third and Fourth Streets. The project would also allow for four towers of
200, 240, 350, and 350 feet on the south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth streets, and 200 feet
on the northeast corner of Third and Harrison Streets, as well as a 300-foot tower on the southwest corner of
Fifth and Howard Streets, where the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) has
proposed a residential project. Elsewhere in the Plan Area, most height limits would remain at 85 feet or less;
some existing lower height limits would be increased to as much as 85 feet. It is noted that the Plan’s proposed
height districts take into consideration the State’s affordable housing density bonus, as delineated in Assembly
Bill 2501 Housing: Density Bonuses, approved by the Governor on September 28, 2016. As such, subsequent
residential projects that could be developed under the Plan are not expected to exceed heights proposed by the
Plan. The exception may be 100% affordable housing projects, which could utilize the City’s affordable
housing bonus program in accordance with the provisions, requirements, and limitations of that program.

The Plan contains numerous objectives, policies, and implementation measures to ensure that the proposed
amendments to height and bulk districts are consistent with the Plan’s Goal VIII — Ensure that New Buildings
Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and the City. These include the following:

Objective 8.2: Ensure that the Overall Development Pattern Is Complementary to
the Skyline

The Plan’s urban form proposals intend to build on and reinforce existing patterns in SoMa. Height proposals
in the Plan are based on a broad three-dimensional consideration of the placement and scale of buildings and
potential development sites, taking into account important views and both the natural and the existing built
environment. The Plan would utilize design and architecture techniques for Central SoMa’s tallest buildings to
demarcate the Fourth and Townsend intersection and to distinguish the area on the skyline. These are detailed
in the Plan’s “Guide to Urban Design” (Part I1.D of the Plan).
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Objective 8.3: Reinforce the Character of Central SoMa as a Mid-Rise District with
Tangible “Urban Rooms”

The Plan would set height limits along the major streets to facilitate podia® of 65-85 feet. In addition, the Plan
would require that new buildings reinforce the “urban room”3* by requiring that most new buildings be built
to the sidewalk edge up to the top of the podium, and by requiring buildings whose height exceeds the width
of the major streets to step back at the upper stories. Particular step-back requirements (including “sky
plane”3 requirements) would be added to the Planning Code for buildings 160 feet in height or less, with
additional controls for buildings above 160 feet in height. Bridges between buildings would not be allowed
above 130 feet in height.

As noted above, existing height limits would be maintained around South Park and the South End Historic
District Extension.’ The proposed height limits are intended to minimize shadow impacts on South Park,
Yerba Buena Gardens, and the Bessie Carmichael School schoolyard.

Objective 8.4: Ensure that Narrow Streets and Alleys Maintain Their Intimateness
and Sense of Openness to the Sky

The Plan would require new buildings facing alleys and narrow streets to step back at the upper stories.

Objective 8.5: Ensure that Large Development Sites Are Carefully Designed to
Maximize Public Benefit

The Plan would provide greater flexibility for large development sites in return for improved design and
additional public benefits. The Plan includes a Planning Code amendment to establish “Key Site Design and
Development Guidelines” that would lay out more detailed design guidance and convey specific exceptions
allowed and specific public benefits received in return. For example, an additional 25 feet of height would be
allowed on sites where such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or
public open space beyond what would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height did
not increase the overall amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant

impacts related to wind and shadow.

3 The “base,” the “shaft,” and the “crown” are the elements of a classical skyscraper. When the difference in orientation and
width between the shaft and the base make the shaft look like a separate building placed on top of the base instead of one
integrated building, the base is called a “podium.” Podia is the plural of podium.

3 A comfortable “urban room” is achieved when the perceived height of a building is approximately equivalent to the width of
the street.

% “Skyplane” is a set of design guidelines intended to limit the “canyon effect” that often results from the presence of tall
buildings, by promoting the widening of the sky view from street level.

% The South End Historic District Extension is roughly bounded by Brannan Street to the north, Third Street to the east, Townsend
Street to the south, and Lusk Street to the west. It is situated just north of a large area of contemporary redevelopment between
King and Townsend Streets.
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Objective 8.6: Promote High Quality Architecture that Enhances the Neighborhood

In addition to existing design review requirements, the Plan would promote high quality architecture that
enhances the neighborhood by implementing the sky plane controls referred to above, consistent with
maintenance of the urban room concept. Also, to ensure large projects integrate within existing urban fabric
and provide a varied character, in addition to existing design review requirements, the Plan would require
projects on sites that are larger than two acres to be designed with multiple architects.

Objective 8.7: Establish Clear Rules for Development

The Plan would require that, wherever possible, the City would delineate via the Planning Code what is
allowed and not allowed in new development. This would be accomplished through utilization of CEQA’s
Community Plan Exemption process for streamlining environmental review of complying projects, and by
minimizing potential exceptions and exemptions within the Planning Code. See Chapter I, Introduction for a
description of environmental review procedures for subsequent development projects.

II.D.3 Circulation and Streetscape Improvements

The Plan Area’s relatively high density is supportive of walking, although its wide, predominately one-way
streets, long blocks, narrow sidewalks, few amenities, and presence of an elevated freeway and associated
ramps generally do not contribute to a positive pedestrian experience and present many physical challenges
for pedestrian circulation in the area. Existing sidewalk conditions are shown in Figure II-10, Sidewalk
Conditions & Proposed Pedestrian Crosswalks. Bicycle lanes within the Plan Area exist on Howard, Folsom,
and Townsend Streets, and the San Francisco Bicycle Plan designates additional lanes on Second and Fifth
Streets.” Existing bicycle lanes are shown in Figure II-11, Existing and Proposed Bicycle Lane Network.

The increases in jobs and housing that would be enabled by the Plan are expected to increase demand for
travel in the Plan Area, while safe and convenient pedestrian, transit, and bicycle access to and within the Plan
Area is necessary for the success of the envisioned land uses. Part of this demand will be met by the Central
Subway, which is expected to be operational by 2019, by other nearby transit facilities, and by other planned
transit improvements such as the Municipal Transportation Agency’s Muni Forward project. The Plan
includes Goal IV — Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and
Transit. To reach this goal, the Plan proposes the following objectives and related policies and implementation

measures:

% The San Francisco Bicycle Plan is available for review online: https://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/2009-san-
francisco-bicycle-plan. Accessed October 16, 2016.
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Objective 4.1: Provide a Safe, Convenient, and Attractive Walking Environment on
All the Streets in the Plan Area

This objective would be met through the following:

e Adding new crosswalks mid-block on major streets and at intersections of major and minor streets
(Figure 1I-10);

e Widening and improving sidewalks on major streets to meet Better Streets Plan standards;

e Requiring a five-foot setback on all development on Fourth Street south of Bryant Street. This setback
would occur at the ground floor, and have a minimum height of 25 feet;

e Prohibiting new curb cuts on key major streets and limiting them elsewhere;
e Opening currently closed crosswalks at signalized intersections, whenever possible (Figure II-10);
e Improving intersections at freeway ramps;

e Providing corner sidewalk extensions to enhance pedestrian safety at crosswalks, in keeping with the
Better Streets Plan;

e Improving the conditions on narrow streets and alleys for people walking;

e Adding street trees and street furnishings to sidewalks wherever possible, in keeping with the Better
Streets Plan;

e Expanding the pedestrian network wherever possible through creation of new narrow streets, alleys,
and mid-block connections; and

e Using public art, lighting, and other amenities to improve the pedestrian experience beneath elevated
freeways.

Objective 4.2: Make Cycling a Safe and Convenient Transportation Option
throughout the Plan Area for All Ages and Abilities

The Plan seeks to create a comprehensive network of safe and convenient bicycle routes, as well as adding
new bicycle infrastructure, such as bicycle parking, to support ridership. The Plan would implement the
recommendations of the City’s Bicycle Plan to provide new or enhanced bicycle facilities on Howard, Folsom,
Third, Fourth, and Brannan Streets. Proposed new bicycle facilities are shown in Figure II-11. More-detailed
discussion of proposed new bicycle lanes is included in the discussion of Street Network Changes beginning
on p. II-34.

Objective 4.3: Ensure that Transit Serving the Plan Area Is Adequate, Reliable, and
Pleasant

The Plan proposes the following to prioritize transit:

e A network of dedicated transit lanes in order to enhance transit travel times and reliability —Existing
dedicated transit lanes are shown in Figure II-12, Existing Dedicated Transit Lanes, and proposed
dedicated transit lanes are shown in Figure II-13, Proposed Dedicated Transit Lanes. New dedicated
transit lanes, identified by the Muni Forward program, are already proposed on Fourth, Harrison,
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Bryant, and Folsom Streets. Detailed plans for dedicated transit lanes are described further under
Street Network Changes, beginning on p. II-34; and

e Upgrade existing and planned dedicated transit lanes with self-enforcing mechanisms such as curbs,
channelizers, and colored or textured pavements to discourage or prevent use by unauthorized
private vehicles.

In addition to the above proposals, the Plan calls for the continued evaluation and funding of the transit
network to ensure that it adequately serves evolving needs within the Plan Area, including supporting
funding to implement the Muni Forward program.

Objective 4.4: Encourage Mode-Shift away from Private Automobile Usage

This objective would be met by continuing implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
strategies to encourage use of alternatives to the private automobile, as already required by the Planning Code,
and by limiting the amount of parking in new development. Specifically, proposed Planning Code amendments
would reduce the amount of parking allowed as follows:

e For residential development, set the as-of-right amount at 0.5 spaces per unit, with no potential for
more; and

e For all non-residential development, set the maximum amount allowed as follows:
o Office: one space for every 3,500 square feet;
o Retail: one space for every 1,500 square feet; and

o All other uses as currently listed in Planning Code Section 151.1.

Objective 4.5: Accommodate Regional and Through Traffic Where Necessary, But
Mitigate the Impacts of Such Traffic on Local Livability and Circulation

The Plan seeks to maintain the ability of certain streets to accommodate through-traffic while ensuring they
meet minimum needs for safety and comfort of all road users, with Bryant and Harrison Streets designed and
constructed to accommodate more through traffic than other east-west streets in the Plan Area. Also, through
a Planning Code amendment, new buildings would be designed to accommodate delivery of people and goods
with a minimum of conflict. Specifically, sponsors of development projects that provide more than 100,000
square feet would be required to prepare a Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP), and submit the
plan for review and approval by the Planning Department and the San Francisco Metropolitan Transportation
Agency (SFMTA). The DLOP would focus on reducing potential conflicts between driveway operations
(including loading activities) and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles, and maximizing reliance of on-site
loading spaces to accommodate new loading demand. The DLOP would consider loading dock management,
large truck access, garage/loading dock attendants, and refuse collection. The DLOP would also look at
designs to separate loading from sensitive land uses as well as building design strategies to better support off-

peak and unattended deliveries.
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I1.D.4 Open Space and Public Realm Improvements

Like SoMa generally, the Central SoMa Plan Area has limited public open spaces and facilities. South Park is
the only large-scale open space facility in the Plan Area, and the only Recreation and Park Department
property. Yerba Buena Gardens, including its children’s garden and carousel, is just north of the Plan Area,
and Victoria Manalo Draves Park and the South of Market Recreation Center are just beyond the western Plan
Area boundary, as shown in Figure II-14, Existing and Proposed Parks, Open Space, and Recreational
Facilities. The uneven distribution of these community assets leaves portions of the area underserved with
open space. The General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE), adopted in 2014, identifies
portions of the Plan Area as in need of new open space.

The East SoMa Area Plan identifies two areas for open space acquisition within or partially within the Plan
Area: Fourth Street between 1-80 and Townsend Street; and near the block bounded by Howard, Fourth,
Folsom and Fifth Streets. The East SoMa Plan, along with the Western SoMa Community Plan, also identified
streets and alleys in the area for improvement as green connections linking neighborhoods to open space.
These improvements are consistent with both the ROSE and the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.

The Plan includes Goal 5 — Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities, which includes numerous
objectives, policies, and implementing measures, including the establishment or improvement of several parks,

open space areas, and recreational facilities, as shown in Figure II-14. Goal 5 objectives are as follows:

Objective 5.1: Maximize the Benefit Provided by Existing Public Parks and
Recreational Facilities

This objective would be met by supporting funding for the rehabilitation of Gene Friend Recreation Center
and for improved programming at Victoria Manalo Draves Park.

Objective 5.2: Create New Public Parks

The Plan includes several proposals for the creation of new public parks:

e Create a new public park in the southwest part of the Plan Area on the block bounded by Fourth,
Fifth, Bryant and Brannan Streets;

e Create a new linear park along Bluxome between Fourth and Fifth Streets; and

e Pursue the creation of a large new park within or near Central SoMa, including site identification and
design, and potentially site acquisition and construction pending costs and funding.

Objective 5.3: Create New Public Recreational Opportunities

In addition to the new parks listed above, the Plan calls for the development of new public recreation facilities
other than parks, including working with developers of large new projects to locate and create a new public
recreation center, and working with Caltrans to develop new public recreational facilities under the I-80
freeway. The Plan would not require displaced private recreational facilities to be rebuilt within the current
Western SoMa Special Use District.
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Objective 5.4: Utilize the Street Right-Of-Way for Additional Gathering and
Recreational Opportunities

The Plan would promote, where appropriate, pedestrian-only or shared-street design concepts for narrow
streets, alleys, and mid-block connections. Specifically, the Plan would support pedestrian-only or shared
streets in new developments required to provide mid-block connections.

Objective 5.5: Augment the Public Open Space and Recreation Network with
Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces

The Plan would require new non-residential development to provide Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces
(POPOS) that address the needs of the community, by requiring new office and hotel development of 25,000
square feet or more to provide POPOS at a rate of one square foot for every 50 square feet of gross floor area.
These POPOS would be required to meet certain design standards and incentives for providing community
space. POPOS would be required to meet the following requirements:

e To be at grade and open to the sky, unless they provide an enclosed sports facility;
e To be on-site or within 900 feet of the development;
e To be open evening and weekends; and

e To be lined by active uses.

Every square foot of a playground, community garden, sport court, and/or dog run within a POPOS would
reduce required open space by 33 percent.

In addition to the Plan measures described above, the Planning Department has proposed additional open
space and public realm improvements outside of the Plan Area, which are intended in part to serve Central
SoMa residents and businesses. These are shown in Figure II-14 and described at the beginning of Section IL.D,
Plan Components.

IL.D.5 Sustainability

Plan Goal VI is to Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood. To achieve this, the
Plan calls for a Central SoMa Eco-District, which aims for neighborhood-level sustainability through district-
serving water and energy conservation, the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and generation of
renewable energy, waste and wastewater reduction, and increasing resilience to climate change and other
potentially catastrophic disturbance.

Many of the Plan’s policies and implementation measures for sustainability call for continued or focused
implementation of existing codes and programs, including the City and State Green Building Codes, as well as
the City’s Environment Code, Floodplain Management Ordinance, Complete Streets Program, and Health Code.
Other measures to meet the Plan’s sustainability objectives of minimizing GHG emissions; minimizing water
waste; supporting biodiversity, access to nature, and a healthy ecosystem; improving air quality; maximizing
flood and earthquake resilience; and helping achieve zero solid waste would be developed by a Central SoMa
Eco-District Team (CSEDT). The CSEDT would reside within the Planning Department’s Sustainable City
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Team, with support from key agencies like the San Francisco Department of the Environment (SFE) and the
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), as well as community engagement from developers of
new buildings, owners and managers of existing buildings, residents, businesses, workers, visitors, other City
agencies, utilities, potential funders, and other stakeholders. The CSEDT would be tasked with producing a
“Central SoMa Eco-District Guidebook,” containing the vision, goals, policies, and implementation measures
for the Eco-District, as well as best-practice examples and technical resources.

The CSEDT would also participate in the City’s capital planning processes, including the Interagency Plan
Implementation Team (IPIC) and the Streets Design Advisory Team (SDAT). In these roles, the CSEDT would
seek efficiencies and crosscutting strategies that could fulfill multiple goals at once. The CSEDT would
participate in the City’s design and development review processes, including the Preliminary Project
Assessment (PPA) process and the Urban Design Advisory Team (UDAT). The CSEDT would offer solutions,
help reduce barriers, and foster innovation to enable high-performing development. The CSEDT would
undertake all relevant outreach and engagement to property owners to inform them about opportunities and
encourage them to increase the environmental sustainability and resilience of their buildings and their
occupants. In addition, the CSEDT would monitor environmental conditions and trends, and evolving
technologies and other strategies to fulfill the vision and goals of the Eco-District.

The Plan’s other specific measures to help achieve the sustainability goal, which are not already required by
existing codes and programs, include the following:

e Maximizing onsite renewable energy generation, by amending the City’s Green Building Code to
expand current solar energy requirements to include all new development up to 160 feet tall,
regardless of the number of occupied floors;

e Amend the City’s Green Building Code so that, after maximizing efficiency measures and/or on-site
renewable energy generation requirements, all remaining electricity demand in new development
(and major renovations) would be required to come from 100% greenhouse gas-free electricity
sources;

e To support biodiversity, access to nature, and a healthy ecosystem, amend the Planning Code to require
all POPOS to contain greening on at least 50 percent of each site area, and require new development
(sites 5,000 square feet and larger, with building heights 161 feet and less) to construct at least
50 percent of roof area as a living roof, to be designed in a manner that meets applicable non-potable
water and stormwater management requirements; and

e To reduce litter in streetscapes and parks, amend the Planning Code to require 3-stream solid waste
collection systems in POPOS.

II.D.6 Street Network Changes

This section of the Project Description describes proposed street network changes within the Transportation
Study Area (Figure II-1). These street network changes are intended to be consistent with Project Objective and
Plan Goal 4, “Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit.”
The description is at a sufficient level of detail to enable a project-level assessment of the proposed changes in
this EIR, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15161. This means that no further environmental review of these
changes will be necessary prior to their implementation.

Central SoMa Plan 11-34 December 2016
Draft EIR Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E



CHAPTER II Project Description
SECTION IL.D Plan Components

Street Network Changes

The street network changes described below represent major investments that would be implemented gradually
over time. Reconfigurations to street operations (such as conversion from one-way to two-way operation,
installation of transit and bicycle facilities, and changes in the number of travel lanes) could be initially
implemented on a street-by-street or block-by-block basis using roadway striping, traffic signal modifications,
corner bulb-outs, and other low-cost tools. However, sidewalk widening (and the removal of some on-street
parking in order to widen sidewalks) is a more substantial capital expense, and therefore sidewalk widening is
expected to be implemented gradually as funding becomes available over time. In addition, some new
developments would be required to widen sidewalks in front of their respective buildings per the City’s Better
Streets Plan. On blocks without development opportunity sites, sidewalk widening may need to be undertaken
by the City, and would have to be prioritized among other transportation funding priorities.

Two optional proposals for street network changes are described below and shown in Figure II-15,
Howard/Folsom One-Way Option: Existing and Proposed Number of Travel Lanes, and Figure II-16,
Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option: Existing and Proposed Number of Travel Lanes. In addition, illustrative
figures meant to convey components of the proposed streetscape projects at a conceptual level are included in
Appendix F. Details including vehicle, transit, and bicycle lane/cycle track and sidewalk widths, location of
passenger and commercial loading, driveway curb cuts, on-street parking regulations, and others have yet to
be determined by the SFMTA and the Planning Department. Final detailed designs will be prepared once the
street network changes move from the conceptual/environmental assessment phase to a detailed design phase.
The discussion below describes the proposed project-level changes to the individual streets analyzed in this
EIR: Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets.

Howard and Folsom Streets

Two different options are being analyzed for the couplet of Howard Street and Folsom Street. Howard Street
would be modified between Third and 11th Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between Essex
and 11th Streets. As shown in Figure II-15, under the 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).
As shown in Figure II-16, under the Two-Way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way
operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur as described below.

Currently, this section of Howard Street between Third and 11th Streets 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 sidewalks. West of Second Street, Folsom Street has three eastbound travel lanes, an eastbound bicycle
lane, parallel parking along the north and south curbs, and 10-foot sidewalks.? Folsom Street east of Second
Street is currently temporarily configured with a westbound transit-only lane to accommodate regional transit
between the Temporary Transbay Terminal and the Bay Bridge.

3 Folsom Street formerly had four westbound mixed-flow travel lanes until November 2013 when, as part of a SFMTA pilot
project, one mixed-flow travel lane was removed in order to widen the existing bicycle lane. As this is a pilot project and not
necessarily a permanent condition, the traffic analysis in this report assumes that four mixed-flow travel lanes are present under
the existing condition.
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Figure II-15 and Figure II-16 present the number of peak period mixed-flow travel lanes for the existing
condition and for the One-Way Option and Two-Way Option, respectively. These figures visually represent
the changes in right-of-way allocation and resultant travel lane reductions.®

One-Way Option — Howard Street

Under the One-Way Option, Howard Street between Third and 11th Streets would be modified to have two
westbound travel lanes and a two-way cycle track® along the south curb. Parking would be allowed 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 allowed 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 avoid conflicts between bicycles and left-turning vehicles. The
north sidewalk would be widened to about 15 feet, while the south sidewalk would remain at 12 feet.

One-Way Option - Folsom Street

Under the One-Way Option, Folsom Street between Second and 11th Streets would be modified to have two
eastbound travel lanes and a two-way cycle track along the north curb. The cycle track would extend beyond
the eastern Plan Area boundary, to The Embarcadero. On-street parking would be allowed along the south
curb during off-peak times, while during peak travel periods, parking would be prohibited to create an
eastbound transit-only lane along the south curb. Several sub-options for Folsom Street are being considered
by the SFMTA and Planning Department for the section of Folsom Street between Second and Essex Streets,
and between Fifth and Second Streets. These sub-options include the following:

e Original Sub-option: Between Second and Essex Streets, Folsom Street would have a two-way cycle
track along the north curb, a westbound travel lane, and three eastbound travel lanes. At the
intersection of Folsom/Essex, the eastbound bicycle lane would shift from the north to the south side
of the street;

e Original plus Essex Sub-option: Between Second and Essex Streets, Folsom Street would have a two-
way cycle track along the north curb, a westbound travel lane, two eastbound travel lanes, and an
eastbound transit-only lane along the south curb. At the intersection of Folsom/Essex, the eastbound
bicycle lane would shift from the north to the south side of the street; also, this traffic signal would
have a separate signal phase to separate the conflict between eastbound-through buses and
eastbound-right turning vehicles; and

e Protected Sub-option: Between Fifth and Second Streets, the design would be different (from the
segment between 11th and Fifth Streets). In this segment, the transit-only lane would transition to the
north and operate alongside the two-way cycle track (in order to maneuver around recurring Bay
Bridge queues); east of Second Street, eastbound transit would operate in a mixed-flow travel lane. On

% A mixed-flow travel lane may be used by automobiles, trucks, and buses; bicycles are also allowed. It is distinguished from
single-use lanes, such as transit-only lanes and dedicated bicycle lanes.

40 A cycle track is a bike lane that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and
calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on streets with greater traffic
volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.
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Folsom Street between Fifth and Second Streets, on-street parking and loading would be allowed at all
times along the south curb immediately east and west of Mabini Street, immediately east and west of
Hawthorne Street, and immediately east of Essex Street. Between Second and Essex Streets, Folsom
Street would have a two-way cycle track along the north curb, a westbound travel lane, and three
eastbound travel lanes. At the intersection of Folsom/Essex, the eastbound bicycle lane would shift
from the north to the south side of the street.

Alongside the cycle track (west of Fifth Street for the Protected Sub-option) parking would be allowed 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 avoid conflicts
between bicycles and left-turning vehicles. The south sidewalk would be widened to about 15 feet, while the
north sidewalk would remain at 10 feet.

Two-Way Option — Howard Street

Under the Two-Way option, Howard Street between Third and 11th Streets would be modified to have two
westbound and two eastbound travel lanes, left-turn pockets at intersections where left turns are allowed, and
bike lanes in each direction. Between Fourth and Sixth Streets, two westbound and two eastbound travel lanes
and one bike lane in each direction would be provided at all times, in addition to parallel parking along either
the north or south curb. Sidewalks between Fourth and Sixth Streets would remain 12 feet wide.

West of the Plan Area a floating bicycle lane would be provided in each direction of Howard Street between
Sixth and 11th Streets.*! During the off-peak hours, the bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the parking
lane, while during peak periods, on-street parking would be prohibited, and the lane adjacent to the curb
would be used by bicyclists (i.e., similar to the floating bicycle lane on northbound Embarcadero between
Harrison and Howard Streets).

Two-Way Option — Folsom Street

Under the Two-Way Option, Folsom Street between Fourth and 11th Streets would be modified to have one
eastbound and one westbound travel lane and one-way buffered or raised cycle tracks in both directions. Left
turns from Folsom Street onto cross-streets would not be allowed, except by taxis and buses at limited
locations. Parallel parking would be provided on one side of the street at all times. On block faces without
parallel parking where on-street loading would be required, loading bays approximately seven feet wide
would be recessed within the sidewalk, similar to the loading bays cut into the widened sidewalks on Market
Street. Right-turn pockets would be provided at intersections (along with a right-turn signal) that would be
necessary in order to separate right-turning vehicles from bicycles. Sidewalks would be widened to about
15 feet to 18 feet.

Between Second and Fourth Streets, Folsom Street 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. Parallel parking would be provided adjacent to the cycle track.

4 A floating bicycle lane is an on-street bicycle facility that accommodates peak period traffic with an additional travel lane by
restricting on-street parking and allowing bicyclists to use the parking lane. Floating bicycle lanes require an additional stripe
within the parking lane to delineate the peak period bicycle lane.
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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 would be accommodated
by turning left onto westbound Folsom from northbound Third). 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 between Fourth and Third would be accommodated by turning left onto eastbound
Folsom from southbound Fourth). Eastbound traffic would also be metered to discourage through-traffic
along Folsom Street and to confine queuing to locations where queues would not affect other modes. The
metering would be effected by provision of a shorter green phase for eastbound vehicles in the mixed-flow
travel lanes than would be provided for eastbound transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. This strategy would be
employed along Folsom Street at the intersections with Mabini, Third, Hawthorne, and Second Streets.

Under the Two-Way Option, modifications to additional streets would also occur. Essex Street would be
closed to vehicle access in order to remove the connection between Folsom Street and the Bay Bridge, but a
southbound transit-only lane would be retained, as shown in Figure II-17, Proposed Essex Street Closure.
Once the new Transbay Terminal is completed and the elevated bus ramp between the Bay Bridge and the
new terminal is operational, Essex Street would be closed to all vehicles, including buses, and the right-of-way
would be converted into new public open space. To accommodate vehicles destined for the Bay Bridge from
southbound Fourth Street, Harrison Street would be converted into two-way operation between Third and
Fourth Streets (see description of Harrison Street below).

Third Street

Third Street is proposed to be modified between King and Market Streets. Currently this section of Third
Street has three northbound travel lanes and one northbound transit-only lane, with parallel parking along the
east and west curbs. During peak hours, on-street parking is prohibited along the east curb to reduce parking
friction with transit vehicles; on-street parking is also prohibited along the west curb north of Bryant Street
during peak hours to create a fourth travel lane.

The Plan would reconfigure Third Street to include three northbound travel lanes, a protected transit-only
lane along the east curb, and a one-way northbound cycle track along the west curb at all times. Sidewalks
would be widened to about 15 feet, and on-street parking would be removed. At locations where on-street
loading would be required, loading bays approximately seven feet wide would be installed within the
sidewalk, similar to the loading bays cut into the widened sidewalks on Market Street. At signalized
intersections, turning vehicle movements would be separated from bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic with
separate traffic signal phases.

Fourth Street

Fourth Street would be modified between Market and Harrison Streets. Currently this section of Fourth Street
generally has three southbound travel lanes and one southbound transit-only lane, and parallel parking along
the east and west curbs.
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Similar to Folsom Street, two different sub-options for Fourth Street are being considered by the SEMTA and
Planning Department for the segment of Fourth Street between Market and Folsom Streets. Under both sub-
options, the number of travel lanes on Fourth Street would be reduced to two southbound mixed-flow travel
lanes between Market and Howard Streets, and reduced to three southbound mixed-flow travel lanes between
Howard and Harrison Streets. Both sub-options also include a protected southbound transit-only lane along
the west curb and a bicycle facility along the east curb. Both sub-options include the widening of the east
sidewalk to about 15 feet between Market and Mission Streets, and to about 23 feet between Mission and
Howard Streets; the west sidewalk between Market and Folsom Streets would remain at the current width of
about 16 feet.#2 All on-street parking would be removed, but there would be opportunities for on-street
loading bays where necessary. Between Howard and Folsom Streets, sidewalks would remain as under
existing conditions (in lieu of the east sidewalk, there is a separate pedestrian path east of the Moscone Center
loading ramp that would remain). As with the blocks to the north, on-street parking would be removed.

The differences between the sub-options are as follows:

e Fourth Street Protected Sub-option: Between Market and Folsom Streets, Fourth Street would have a
two-way southbound cycle track on the eastern curb and right-turning vehicles would not be allowed
to merge across the physically separated transit-only lane; rather they would have to turn from the
outside travel lane at the intersection; and

e Fourth Street Right-turn Pockets Sub-option: Between Market and Folsom Streets, Fourth Street would
have a one-way southbound cycle track along the eastern curb and right-turn pockets would be
provided at intersections such that vehicles would merge across the transit-only lane prior to turning
right at the intersection.

Between Howard and Harrison Streets, Fourth Street would have three southbound travel lanes and a
protected transit-only lane, but the bicycle facility would be southbound only. The east and west sidewalks
would be widened to about 15 feet. As with the blocks to the north, on-street parking would be removed.

In addition to the foregoing, the Planning Department proposes to add a provision to the Planning Code to
require that new construction on Fourth Street south of Harrison Street provide for a five-foot setback that
would allow for further increases in sidewalk widths adjacent to new construction. These setbacks, which
could be developed as arcades, would be more likely to be implemented on the east side of Fourth Street
during the analysis horizon of the Plan (i.e., by 2040), given that the east side contains a much larger number
of potential development sites.

Harrison Street

Harrison Street would be modified between Second and 11th Streets. Currently this section of Harrison Street
is configured with five travel lanes in the westbound direction (however, between Second and Third Streets
there are three westbound lanes and two eastbound lanes), parallel parking along both the north and south
curbs, and eight-foot sidewalks.

2]t should be noted that the existing southbound right turn pocket from Fourth Street onto Mission Street was removed in 2015
by Public Works as part of a separate project to provide for a consistent west sidewalk width of about 16 feet between Market and
Folsom Streets.
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The Plan would reconfigure Harrison Street to include a transit-only lane for the 8X Bayshore Express, and
sidewalks would be widened within the Plan Area between Second and Sixth Streets. The length of the transit-
only lane would vary between the One-Way and Two-Way Howard/Folsom Options. Under the Two-Way
Howard/Folsom Option, Harrison Street between Seventh and 10th Streets would have angled parking and
fewer travel lanes. This is elaborated below.

Harrison Street with the One-Way Howard/Folsom Option

Under the One-Way Option, Harrison Street between Second and Third Streets would have one westbound
transit-only lane, two westbound travel lanes, two eastbound travel lanes, and no parallel parking during
peak periods. During off-peak periods, parallel parking would be allowed along the north and south curbs,
resulting in two westbound travel lanes and one eastbound travel lane; no transit-only lane would be
provided during off-peak periods. Sidewalks would be widened to about 15 feet. At locations where on-street
loading would be required at all times, loading bays approximately seven feet wide could be installed within
the sidewalk, similar to the loading bays cut into the widened sidewalks on Market Street.

Between Third and Sixth Streets, there would be four westbound travel lanes, one westbound transit-only
lane, and no parallel parking during peak periods. During off-peak periods, parallel parking would be
allowed along the north and south curbs, resulting in three westbound travel lanes; no transit-only lane would
be provided during off-peak periods. Sidewalks would be widened to about 15 feet. At locations where on-
street loading would be required at all times, loading bays approximately seven feet wide could be installed
within the sidewalk, similar to the loading bays cut into the sidewalks on Market Street.

Between Sixth and 10th Streets, there would be four westbound travel lanes, one westbound transit-only lane,
and parallel parking along the north and south curbs at all times. Sidewalks would remain eight feet wide. At
Seventh Street, there would be a transit-only signal phase that would enable the outbound 8X Bayshore bus to
turn left onto the U.S. 101 southbound freeway onramp from the right lane.

Between 10th and 11th Streets, there would be two westbound travel lanes, one westbound transit-only lane,
one eastbound travel lane, and parallel parking along both the north and south curbs at all times. Sidewalks
would remain eight feet wide.

Harrison Street with the Two-Way Howard/Folsom Option

Under the Two-Way Option, Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets would have three westbound
travel lanes, two eastbound travel lanes, and no parallel parking during peak periods. Harrison would be
converted from one-way to two-way operation between Third and Fourth Streets, in order to enable Bay
Bridge-bound traffic to utilize Harrison Street instead of Folsom Street. Right turns from Folsom Street
eastbound onto First Street southbound would be prohibited, and Essex Street between Folsom and Harrison
Streets would be closed to vehicular traffic. During off-peak periods, parallel parking would be allowed along
the north and south curbs, resulting in two westbound travel lanes and one eastbound travel lane. Sidewalks
would be widened to about 15 feet. At locations where on-street loading would be required at all times,
loading bays approximately seven feet wide could be installed within the sidewalk, similar to the loading bays
cut into the sidewalks on Market Street.
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Between Fourth and Sixth Streets, Harrison Street would have four westbound travel lanes, one westbound
transit-only lane, and no parallel parking during peak periods. During off-peak periods, parallel parking
would be allowed along the north and south curbs, resulting in three westbound travel lanes; no transit-only
lane would be provided during off-peak periods. Sidewalks would be widened to about 15 feet. At locations
where on-street loading would be required at all times, loading bays approximately seven feet wide would be
installed within the sidewalk.

Between Sixth and Seventh Streets, there would be four westbound travel lanes, one westbound transit-only
lane, and parallel parking along the north and south curbs at all times. Sidewalks would remain eight feet
wide. At Seventh Street, there would be a transit-only signal phase that would enable the outbound
8X Bayshore bus to turn left onto the southbound U.S. 101 freeway onramp from the right lane.

Between Seventh and Ninth Streets, there would be three westbound travel lanes, angled parking along the
north curb at all times, and parallel parking along the south curb at all times. Sidewalks would remain
eight feet wide. Between Ninth and 10th Streets, there would be two westbound travel lanes and angled
parking along both the north and south curbs at all times. Sidewalks would remain eight feet wide. Between
10th and 11th Streets, there would be three westbound travel lanes, one eastbound travel lane, and parallel
parking along both the north and south curbs at all times. Sidewalks would remain eight feet wide.

Bryant Street

Bryant Street would be modified between Second and Seventh Streets. Currently this section of Bryant Street
is configured with five travel lanes in the eastbound direction, parallel parking along both the north and south
curbs, and eight-foot sidewalks. The Plan would reconfigure Bryant Street to include a transit-only lane for the
8 Bayshore between Third and Seventh Streets, and would widen sidewalks within the Plan Area.

Between Sixth and Seventh Streets, there would be four eastbound travel lanes, one eastbound peak-hour
transit-only lane, and parallel parking along the north and south curbs at all times. Sidewalks would remain
eight feet wide.

Between Third and Sixth Streets, there would be four eastbound travel lanes, one eastbound peak-hour transit-
only lane, and no parallel parking during peak periods. During off-peak periods, parallel parking would be
allowed along the north and south curbs, resulting in three travel lanes; no transit-only lane would be
provided during off-peak periods. Sidewalks would be widened to about 15 feet. At locations where on-street
loading would be required at all times, loading bays approximately seven feet wide would be installed within
the sidewalk. At Third Street, there would be a transit-only signal phase that would enable the inbound 8
Bayshore bus to turn left onto northbound Third Street from the right lane.

Between Second and Third Streets, where transit does not operate, five eastbound travel lanes would be
provided during peak periods, with no parallel parking. During off-peak travel periods, parallel parking
would be allowed along the north and south curbs, resulting in three travel lanes. Sidewalks would be
widened to about 15 feet. At locations where on-street loading would be required at all times, loading bays
approximately seven feet wide would be installed within the sidewalk.
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Brannan Street

Brannan Street would be modified between Second and Sixth Streets. Currently this section of Brannan Street
is configured with two travel lanes in both the eastbound and westbound directions, parallel parking along
both the north and south curbs, and 10-foot sidewalks. The project would reconfigure Brannan Street to have
one travel lane in both the eastbound and westbound directions. One-way buffered cycle tracks in each
direction would be installed along the north and south curbs. Sidewalks would be widened to about 15 feet.
At midblock locations, parallel parking would be allowed adjacent to either the north or south cycle track
buffer. At intersection approaches, on-street parking would be removed to create a right-turn pocket, which
(along with a right-turn signal) would be necessary in order to separate right-turning vehicles from bicycles.
The right-turn pockets would be approximately 100 feet in length, and would require the removal of up to
four on-street parking spaces.

Traffic Signal and Crosswalk Modifications

Some of the above street network changes would necessitate changes to signal timing at certain intersections
to provide priority to transit vehicles, allow buses to make certain turning movements on their own signal
cycle, separate bicyclists from vehicles turning across cycle tracks, or protect pedestrians from turning
vehicles. In addition, signal cycle lengths at all Central SoMa intersections would increase from 60 to
90 seconds.

ILE  Approvals Required

Approval and implementation of the final Central SoMa Plan would require the following actions. (Approving
bodies are identified in ifalics.) Specific and detailed actions would be determined as the Plan is developed.

e Amendments to the General Plan (various elements and figures) to conform to the concepts of the
Central SoMa Plan. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;

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

e Amendment of the Planning Code to conform to the concepts of the Central SoMa Plan. Planning
Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;

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

e Approval of alterations to street rights-of-way, including, for example, the configuration of travel
lanes, sidewalk widths, and bicycle lanes, addition of crosswalks, and alley way improvements that
are part of the Plan’s proposals for the street network and public realm. San Francisco Transportation
Agency; Department of Public Works.
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CHAPTER III

Plans and Policies

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), this chapter describes any inconsistencies between the
proposed Central SoMa Plan (the Plan) including proposed open space improvements and street network
changes extending beyond the Plan Area boundaries, and applicable plans and policies. This analysis
evaluates the objectives and policies of the San Francisco General Plan, including its East South of Market
(SoMa), and Western SoMa area plans that overlap with portions of the Central SoMa Plan Area, and other
applicable local and regional plans to determine if there would be any inconsistencies with implementing the
Plan or proposed open space and street network changes.* This chapter also discusses the Plan’s compliance
with the San Francisco Planning Code, which implements the General Plan. Where inconsistencies are identified
that could result in physical effects on the environment, the reader is directed to analysis of those effects in
Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. In particular, regional plans pertaining
to air quality (e.g., 2010 Clean Air Plan) are discussed in Section IV.G, Air Quality.

The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors would review the Plan for consistency with the
objectives, policies and principles of the General Plan and consider possible amendments proposed to achieve
Plan conformity with the General Plan. The specific policy inconsistencies identified in this EIR would also be
referenced in the staff reports prepared in conjunction with the Plan’s approval documentation.

III.A San Francisco General Plan

The General Plan, adopted by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, is both a strategic and
long-term document, broad in scope and specific in nature. The General Plan is the embodiment of the City’s
collective vision for the future of San Francisco, and comprises a series of elements, each of which deal with a
particular topic, that applies citywide. The General Plan contains 10 elements (Housing, Commerce and
Industry, Recreation and Open Space, Community Facilities, Urban Design, Environmental Protection,
Transportation, Air Quality, Community Safety, and Arts)* that provide goals, policies, and objectives for the
physical development of the city. In addition, a Land Use Index cross-references the policies related to land
use located throughout the General Plan. The General Plan also includes area plans that outline goals and
objectives for specific geographic planning areas.

The Central SoMa Plan Area covers 230 acres of land within the central portion of the City’s South of Market
district. The Plan Area would be formed primarily from portions of two adopted plan areas: roughly
40 percent of the Plan Area is within the Western SoMa Area Plan (including all or portions of Assessor

4 Portions of the Plan Area are also within the former Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Plan. The redevelopment plan sunset
in 2010 and, while the Office of Community Infrastructure and Investment, as successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment
Agency, retains ownership over certain improvements in the Plan Area, the redevelopment plan is no longer in effect.

4 The Planning Department is currently preparing a Preservation Element, the adoption of which is anticipated in early 2017.
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Blocks 3760, 3761, 3778, 3777, 3785, and 3786); about 60 percent of the Plan Area would be derived from land
that is currently part of the East SoMa Area Plan (including all or portions of Assessor Blocks 3704, 3725, 3732,
3750, 3751, 3762, 3763, 3775, 3776, 3778, and 3787).

Figure III-1, Area Plans in and near the Central SoMa Plan Area, depicts the areas under the jurisdiction of
each of these area plans. In an area plan, “the more general policies in the General Plan elements are made
more precise as they relate to specific parts of the city.”# The General Plan’s area plans contain specific policies
and objectives that address land use and planning issues in the local context. In order to establish the Central
SoMa Plan Area’s geography as described in Chapter II, Project Description, the Plan would require amending
the General Plan to create the Central SoMa Plan Area as a distinct area plan, in conjunction with conforming
amendments to other area plans or elements of the General Plan as necessary to achieve internal consistency.
Specifically, the Central SoMa Plan would supersede those portions where the Plan Area overlaps with the
Western and East SoMa area plans.

As directed by the state CEQA Guidelines (Sec. 15125(d)), potential conflicts with the East SoMa Plan and
Western SoMa Plan policies are discussed below. A conflict between a proposed project and a General Plan
policy does not, in itself, indicate a significant effect on the environment within the context of CEQA. Any
physical environmental impacts that could result from a conflict with General Plan policy(ies) are analyzed in
this EIR. In general, potential conflicts with the General Plan are considered by the decision-makers (in the case
of a General Plan amendment, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) independently of the
environmental review process. Thus, in addition to considering inconsistencies that affect environmental
issues, the decision-makers consider other potential inconsistencies with the General Plan, independently of the
environmental review process, as part of the decision to approve or disapprove a proposed project. Any
potential conflict not identified in this environmental document would be considered in that context and
would not alter the physical environmental effects of the Plan and proposed street network changes and open
space improvements that are analyzed in this EIR.

Additional General Plan policies with which the Plan could conflict, beyond those of the area plans noted
above, are discussed following the discussion of the area plans. This section is not intended to provide a
comprehensive analysis of General Plan consistency; in particular, this section is not intended to, and does not,
identify policies that the Central SoMa Plan would support. Staff report(s) for Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors action(s) on the Plan will contain a complete analysis of General Plan consistency.

% Introduction to the General Plan.
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II1.A.1 East SoMa Plan

The East SoMa Plan was adopted in 2008 as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and Rezoning
Project, a multi-year effort to address conflicts between residential and office uses and light industrial (PDR)
uses in the southeastern portion of the city. In addition to East SoMa, the Eastern Neighborhoods planning
process resulted in adoption of area plans for the Central Waterfront, Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero
Hill neighborhoods, with attendant zoning and height map amendments to implement area plan objectives.
The East SoMa Area Plan, which overlaps with the southeastern portion and part of the northwestern portion
of the Central SoMa Plan Area, calls for a diverse mix of uses and of income levels, including new affordable
and market rate housing, offices and retail, more neighborhood-serving businesses, more jobs for local
residents, safer streets, more community facilities, more open spaces, and an increased variety of
transportation options. A major focus of the Eastern Neighborhoods planning effort was to identify and
designate industrial protection districts, within which office and residential uses (that typically command and
can afford higher land rent) would not be allowed. Several areas, primarily in the Central Waterfront,
Showplace Square, and northeast Mission neighborhoods, were rezoned for this purpose (as were areas within
the Bayview District, under a separate planning process) with use districts that limit or prohibit outright
residential and office uses. As adopted, the East SoMa Plan did not include the rezoning of the majority of the
Service/Light Industrial (SLI) use district, where office and market-rate residential uses are not allowed. The
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors deferred that land use change to a more focused planning
process, which has culminated in this Central SoMa planning effort.

Notably, along with the deferral of major zoning changes, the East SoMa Plan was alone among the four
Eastern Neighborhoods area plans in not explicitly protecting PDR uses. While each of the other three area
plans adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process included an objective to, “Retain the
[neighborhood’s] role as an important location for production, distribution, and repair (PDR) activities,” the
East SoMa Plan did not: as explained in the text accompanying the East SoMa Plan’s Objective 1.1 (“Encourage
production of housing and other mixed-use development in East SoMa while maintaining its existing special

mixed-use character):

The intent of this Plan is to keep East SoMa a place of mixed uses, where new affordable and market rate
housing, offices and retail can mix with viable production, distribution or repair (PDR) businesses, and
small institutions. PDR businesses will not be strongly protected through proposed new zoning in this
area, because of its proximity to the city center. Nevertheless, it is expected that a good number of PDR
establishments will remain viable into the future, adding to the unique mix in East SoMa.

Therefore, while the East SoMa Plan does not anticipate wholesale displacement of PDR uses, neither does it
designate —through zoning —portions of the Plan Area as especially protective of PDR uses as was done in the
other Eastern Neighborhoods. In fact, the East SoMa Plan recognizes that certain PDR uses may continue to
exist in the Plan Area in part because their operations would change. Plan Policy 1.1.10 states, “While
continuing to protect traditional PDR functions that need large, inexpensive spaces to operate, also recognize
that the nature of PDR businesses is evolving gradually so that their production and distribution activities are
becoming more integrated physically with their research, design and administrative functions.” Moreover, the
East SoMa Plan recognized that the Central Subway, now under construction beneath Fourth Street in the Plan
Area, would give “new importance to the Fourth Street corridor as a potential location for higher density
uses” and development around the new rail stations “should be planned very specifically to integrate with the
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stations.”# Accordingly, while implementation of the East SoMa Plan did not rezone the SLI use district that
currently governs most of the Central SoMa Plan Area south of Harrison Street between South Park and
Fourth Street, the East SoMa Plan anticipated that (what is now) the Central SoMa planning effort would
“allow the Planning Department to develop a strategic set of land use controls better suited to Fourth Street’s

future role as a major north-south transit corridor.”#’

The Central SoMa Plan would retain many of the goals of the East SoMa Area Plan, while also proposing
changes to land use and development controls to those areas where the Central SoMa Plan overlaps with the
East SoMa Area Plan (generally, between Second and Fourth Streets south of Folsom Street, between Natoma
and Harrison and Fifth and Sixth Streets, and in a connecting area between Fourth, Fifth, Folsom and Clara
Streets). The Central SoMa Plan may conflict with the following objectives in the East SoMa Plan that
emphasize housing production, and adoption of the Central SoMa Plan would therefore result in a change, at
least to some degree, in the City and County of San Francisco’s planning policy for the East SoMa Plan Area:

Objective 1.1: Encourage production of housing and other mixed-use development in East SoMa while
maintaining its existing special mixed-use character; and

Objective 1.2: Maximize housing development potential in keeping with neighborhood character.

The Plan would designate MUO zoning in place of existing SLI and WS-SALI use districts in portions of the
Plan Area, where mixed-use office would be allowed on parcels where that use is currently prohibited.# It
would also eliminate most of the existing WS-SALI use district within the Western SoMa Plan Area parcels
incorporated into the Plan Area where current WS-SALI regulations prohibit all housing.# Although the Plan
would ease existing restrictions on housing development through implementation of proposed MUO zoning
controls, the MUO zoning designation appears nonetheless to emphasize development of employment-
generating uses such as office to a greater degree than that of housing. This preference for employment-
generating uses over housing would not substantially conflict with the housing objectives in the East SoMa
Plan because the Plan’s MUO zoning use district would permit housing in areas where it is currently limited.

The rezoning of SLI to MUO proposed under the Plan is not necessarily inconsistent with the policies in the
East SoMa Plan related to land zoned for PDR uses. Those policies (discussed above) anticipated a degree of
adaptability related to the manner in which PDR uses and the types of PDR activities may evolve relative to
future spatial demands. Rezoning SLI and WS-SALI to MUO within the Plan Area would not directly
eliminate any existing PDR use, nor would it preclude future PDR use in the Plan Area. Instead, PDR use
could integrate with other uses that could be located within buildings that may have once solely
accommodated PDR activities. Evolving trends in functional research, design, prototyping, product testing
and manufacturing suggest those activities and functional spaces would increasingly intermix with traditional
offices and administrative uses within a single building. Thus, on balance, the East SoMa Plan appears to have
anticipated the planning process and its attendant rezoning proposal resulting in the Central SoMa Plan,

4 East SoMa Plan, text accompanying Objective 1.1.

47 Tbid.

48 The Western SoMa SALI use district is referred to in this EIR as “SALI use district” and “WS-SALI use district” interchangeably.
# As directed by Policy 3.3.1 in the proposed Central SoMa Plan and illustrated on Figures II-3 and II-4 in Chapter II, Project
Description, the existing SALI-zoned parcels on the two blocks between Harrison, Bryant, Fourth and Sixth Streets are not
proposed to be rezoned to MUO, and would retain WS-SALI zoning designations under the Plan.
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which is the subject of this review. The Central SoMa Plan would not be demonstrably inconsistent with the
East SoMa Plan. As part of the approval process for the Central SoMa Plan, the applicable parcels in the
existing East SoMa Plan area would be incorporated into the Central SoMa Plan.

I11.A.2 Western SoMa Plan

Originally part of the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process, Western SoMa was defined as a separate area
in 2004, and the Western SoMa Citizens Planning Task Force was established to develop a plan for this area. A
Final EIR was certified in December 2012, and the Western SoMa Area Plan was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors in March 2013. The Western SoMa Plan overlaps with the southwestern portion of the Central
SoMa Plan Area, generally between Fourth, Sixth, Harrison, and Townsend Streets. While the Central SoMa
Plan is consistent with certain policies and proposals of the Western SoMa Plan, including prioritizing capital
improvements such as a new park, enhancing the pedestrian and bicycle environment, and making
transformative streetscape improvements along Folsom Street, the two plans differ fundamentally in their
approach to land use controls in the area of overlap. The Central SoMa Plan proposes changes to land use
controls to support more employment growth, particularly office-type employment, west of Fourth Street
where the two Plan Areas overlap, by zoning this area as Mixed-Use Office (MUO). In contrast, the Western
SoMa Plan’s policies and zoning in this area emphasize retention of PDR uses and spaces for nighttime

entertainment uses.

As proposed, the Central SoMa Plan appears to conflict with the following objectives and policies in the
Western SoMa Plan, meaning that adoption of the Central SoMa Plan would result in a change in City
planning policy for the overlapping Western SoMa Plan Area:

Policy 1.2.1:  Re-name, re-district and re-purpose the existing Service Light Industrial (SLI) zoning
district as a new Service, Arts and Light Industrial (SALI) zone;

Policy 1.2.4:  Prohibit housing outside of designated Residential Enclave Districts (RED) south of
Harrison Street;

Policy 2.2.3:  Limit retail uses south of Harrison Street to no more than 25,000 square feet;

Policy 2.2.15: Provide relocation opportunities for existing nighttime entertainment uses into areas
where the impacts on neighborhood residential areas can be minimized;

Policy 2.3.1:  Provide business assistance for new and existing light industrial businesses in the
Western SoMa SUD;

Policy 8.1.2:  Create, expand and protect space for the arts;
Objective 8.3: Protect and encourage appropriate neighborhood entertainment uses; and

Policy 8.3.4:  Provide opportunities for relocation of existing entertainment uses from residential areas
to non-residential areas of the Western SoMa SUD.

The Central SoMa Plan would rezone portions of the PDR-protective WS-SALI use district (the WS-SALI also
encourages arts and entertainment uses), along with the similar SLI district in East SoMa, as discussed above.
Therefore, the Plan could be potentially inconsistent with Western SoMa objectives and policies designed to
protect PDR uses. However, the Plan would also ensure that the removal of protective zoning would not
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result in a net loss of PDR as a result of the Plan, and would provide incentives to fund, build, and/or protect
PDR, as outlined in Objective 3.3 and accompanying policies, below.

Objective 3.3: Ensure the removal of protective zoning does not result in a loss of PDR in the Plan Area.

Policies set forth under Objective 3.3 include the following;:

Policy 3.3.1: = Maintain existing zoning that restricts non-PDR development in certain locations. The
Plan would implement this policy by maintaining the existing SALI zoning between
Fourth and Sixth Streets and Harrison and Bryant Streets (see Figure II-3, Proposed
Zoning, in Chapter II, Project Description);

Policy 3.3.2:  Limit conversion of PDR space in formerly industrial districts. The Plan would implement
this policy, where parcels are rezoned under the Plan from SLI to MUO, by requiring
retention of 50 percent of existing building space permitted as PDR as of January 1, 2016,
and, where parcels are rezoned under the Plan from SALI to MUO or WS-MUQ, requiring
complete retention of existing building space permitted as PDR as of January 1, 2016; and

Policy 3.3.3:  Require PDR space as part of large commercial development. The Plan would implement
this policy through three developer options for new office projects greater than
50,000 square feet:

1) Build PDR on-site, as follows:

e  On former SALI parcels, require 0.5 FAR or 100 percent replacement of PDR,
whichever is greater;

¢  On former SLI parcels, require 0.5 FAR or 50 percent replacement of PDR,
whichever is greater; and

o Elsewhere, require 0.5 FAR.

e Exempt from land area, for purposes of calculating the FAR, any land dedicated
to affordable housing or publicly accessible open space fully open to the sky;

2) Build net new PDR off-site at 1.5 times the on-site requirement. This PDR can be built
anywhere in SoMa (bounded by Market Street, The Embarcadero, South Van Ness
Avenue, Thirteenth Street, Division Street, and China Basin); or

3) Preserve existing PDR space at 2.0 times the on-site requirement. This PDR can be

preserved anywhere in SoMa not zoned SALI after Plan adoption (Market, The
Embarcadero, South Van Ness, Thirteenth Street, Division Street, China Basin).

The Plan would also implement Policy 3.3.3 by evaluating the potential for development to meet its PDR
requirement through payment of an in-lieu fee to the City to be used for the construction of new PDR and
preservation/retention of existing PDR space. A project sponsor may choose between any of the PDR
protection options in the Plan. Implementation of the above policies would be anticipated to reduce
displacement of PDR uses and concomitant PDR employment that could otherwise occur as a result of
implementing the Plan.

Additionally, with respect to land use compatibility, the Plan would allow housing in the MUO district south
of Harrison Street, which could potentially result in land use conflicts related to noise for residential uses
(noise-sensitive receptors) in proximity to nighttime entertainment and PDR uses. While the proposed Central
SoMa Special Use District (SUD) Entertainment Subarea would allow nighttime entertainment uses as-of-right

December 2016 III-7 Central SoMa Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E Draft EIR



CHAPTER III Plans and Policies

SECTION III.A San Francisco General Plan

in the four block area between Bryant, Townsend, Fourth and Sixth Streets, the underlying MUO use district
would also allow housing. The compatibility of land uses with respect to noise is further discussed in
Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration. This section also finds that new uses could be adequately protected from
increased traffic noise from Plan-related development, through compliance with the Building Code. Existing
sensitive land uses, however, would be adversely affected by increased traffic noise levels generated by
increased traffic on Howard Street under two-way Howard and Folsom Streets network changes.

Accordingly, with the exception of potential land use incompatibility related to noise issues associated with
the location of residential uses in proximity to nighttime entertainment and PDR uses, the Plan would not be
demonstrably inconsistent with the Western SoMa Plan.

II1.A.3 Other Area Plans

The Plan Area abuts the Downtown Plan boundaries to its north, generally along Folsom Street. The
Downtown Plan contains objectives and policies that address the following issues: provision of space for
commerce, housing, and open space; preservation of the past; urban form; and movement to, from, and within
the downtown area. The aim of the Downtown Plan is to encourage business activity and promote economic
growth downtown, as the city's and region's premier city center, while improving the quality of place and
providing necessary supporting amenities. The Downtown Plan was intended to maintain a compact
downtown core and direct growth to areas with developable space and easy transit accessibility so that
downtown would “Encompass a compact mix of activities, historical values, and distinctive architecture and
urban forms that engender a special excitement reflective of a world city.”® The Downtown Plan also
recognizes the “Importance of conserving resources that provide continuity with San Francisco’s past”5!, by
including an implementing objective to catalogue Landmark and Significant Buildings inventoried in
Articles 10 and 11 of the Planning Code. The Central SoMa Plan would expand the Transfer of Development
rights program that protects historic resources to the Plan Area. No inconsistencies with the Downtown Plan

have been identified.

The Plan Area is adjacent to the area covered by the Rincon Hill Plan, adopted in 2005. The Rincon Hill Plan
calls for, among other things, envisions Folsom Street as a grand civic boulevard linking the high density
neighborhoods to the north with the Rincon Hill Plan Area, through the enhancement of Folsom Street “into a
walkable neighborhood center to serve the Rincon Hill and Transbay neighborhoods” (Rincon Hill Plan
Objective 1.3), with ground-floor neighborhood-serving retail stores. Although the Plan Area does not overlap
with the Rincon Hill Plan Area, the proposed street network changes would extend beyond the Plan Area and
into the Rincon Hill Plan Area. The proposed street network changes, that is the expansion to the bicycle lane
network, improvements to pedestrian walkability features, and expanded transit lanes, would be in keeping
with the goals and policies of the Rincon Hill Plan, and thus, no inconsistencies are identified.

% Introduction to the Downtown Area Plan.
5t Downtown Plan, Preserving the Past, Objective 12.
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II1.A.4 Other General Plan Policies

Air Quality Element

The goal of the Air Quality Element is to “Give high priority to air quality improvement in San Francisco to
protect its population from adverse health and other impacts of air pollutants.” The Element seeks to achieve
this goal through achieving adherence to air quality standards; improvements related to mobile sources; land
use planning; public awareness; reduction of dust; and energy conservation. Among the key policies in the Air
Quality Element is the following:

Policy 3.5: Continue existing growth management policies in the city and give consideration to the
overall air quality impacts of new development including its impact on the local and
regional transportation system in the permit review process. Ensure that growth will not
outpace improvements to transit or the circulation system.

The Air Quality Element further contains a policy to exercise air quality modeling in building design for
sensitive land uses to protect residents; this is implemented in Health Code Article 38 and further addressed in
Section IV.F, Air Quality (Air Objective 3, Policy 3.7). As described in Section IV.D, Transportation and
Circulation, growth pursuant to the Plan would result in Muni ridership that would exceed Muni’s capacity
utilization standard on one corridor crossing the southeast screenline, as well as on two corridors crossing
Plan-specific cordon lines. As described in Chapter II, Project Description, the Plan would also result in transit
delay on a number of Muni lines, due to increased congestion. On the other hand, the Plan would include a
number of street network changes, such as dedicated transit lanes and new boarding islands, which would
improve transit operations compared to conditions without the Plan. The Plan also would encourage growth
along transit lines and would promote other modes of travel. Moreover, it is arguably the case that increased
development adjacent and near to a rich variety of transit options and in proximity to other uses, as would
occur in the Plan Area with implementation of the Plan, would result in lesser vehicle emissions per job and
per housing unit than would be the case for a comparable amount of new development in a part of the Bay
Area that is less well-served by transit and has less variety of land uses. This is borne out by the fact that the
Plan would result in a decrease in automobile travel, as a percentage of all trips and would also result in a
decrease in vehicle miles traveled per resident and per job compared to the regional average vehicle miles
traveled. As described in Chapter II, Project Description, the Plan would also improve travel conditions for
pedestrians and bicyclists through street network changes that would add mid-block crosswalks at a number
of locations, prohibit new curb cuts on many block faces, and create new bicycle lanes.

Compatibility of the Plan with objectives and policies in the Air Quality Element will be considered by
decision-makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the Plan. However, based on the
above, the Plan appears to be substantially consistent with the overarching goals and principles of the Air
Quality Element, in that it would achieve growth with lesser air quality impacts than a comparable degree of
growth in an area less well-served by transit.

Housing Element

The 2014 Housing Element is a component of the General Plan and establishes the City’s overall housing
policies. California State Housing Element law (California Government Code Sections 65580 et seq.) requires local
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jurisdictions to adequately plan for and address the housing needs of all segments of its population in order to
attain the region’s share of projected statewide housing goals. This law requires local governments to plan for
their existing and projected housing needs by facilitating the improvement and development of housing and
removing constraints on development opportunities. San Francisco’s 2014 Housing Element was required to
plan for an existing and projected housing need of 28,869 new dwelling units.

The objectives, principles, and implementation strategies of the Plan are founded, in part, upon the policy
direction of the Housing Element, particularly with respect to provision of affordable housing, and do not
present a potential conflict with those policies. The rezoning of the Plan Area would remove restrictions on
residential development in some parts of the Plan Area and allow for increased residential development
potential through changes in allowable building heights. Further, where the Plan would remove restrictions to
residential development, the Plan also includes policies that propose to increase the percentage of affordable
housing requirements imposed on new residential development, thereby expanding the amount of affordable
housing in the area, or providing additional fees for affordable housing to the city. Although the Plan’s
emphasis is on accommodating employment uses, the more flexible zoning proposed throughout the Plan
Area would allow residential development in many locations where it is now prohibited, with
commensurately higher levels of affordable housing production or funding than is now achievable.

Therefore, no inconsistencies have been identified and Plan implementation would not conflict with the
objectives and policies of the Housing Element.

Urban Design Element

The Urban Design Element is concerned with the physical character and environment of the city with respect
to development and preservation. The Urban Design Element addresses issues related to City Pattern,
Conservation, Major New Development and Neighborhood Environment. Objective 3 of the Urban Design
Element, “Moderation of major new development to complement the city pattern, the resources to be
conserved, and the neighborhood environment,” includes the following policies, among others:

Policy 3.5: Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height
and character of existing development; and

Policy 3.6: Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an
overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction.

The Plan proposes to intensify development along and proximate to the new Central Subway line, currently
under construction, including substantial increases in building heights at select locations —up to a maximum
of 400 feet. In addition, several parcels north of the I-80 freeway and east of Fourth Street would be zoned to a
maximum of 300 feet. While development in this area would not necessarily relate to the important attributes
of the city pattern, it would function to reduce the visual prominence of the elevated freeway. As described in
more detail in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, the Plan would not adversely affect public views. Therefore, no
inconsistencies have been identified and the Plan would not conflict with the objectives and policies of the
Urban Design Element.
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Recreation and Open Space Element

The General Plan’s Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) contains objectives and policies for
maintaining, creating, and enhancing recreational and open space resources in the city. Beginning in 2007, the
Planning Department, in conjunction with the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, began updating
the ROSE and a final updated element was adopted in April 2014. The primary focus of this update was to
encourage high performance in the city’s existing open space system; set priorities for areas to be acquired for
new park and recreational facilities; improve the connectivity of the open space network, including public
streets and right-of-ways; enhance biodiversity; and identify methods to acquire, improve and maintain
recreational facilities, such as through the development of impact fees or through public/private partnerships.

The ROSE identifies portions of the Plan Area as in need of new public open space and the Plan recognizes
existing recreational and open space deficiencies within the Plan Area. Implementation of the Plan would
result in an increase in the numbers of residents in the Plan Area. The Plan calls for creating new open space
and recreational facilities, including a network of pedestrian-friendly streets, alleys, and walkways that would
serve as flexible public spaces to address the existing deficiencies, address or offset future demands for open
space and recreational facilities, and address the lack of street connectors that lead to nearby large open
spaces. Further, the plan seeks to ensure that new private development would augment the open space
network. The Plan also would not result in overuse of existing recreational facilities to the extent that they
would require expansion or replacement (see analysis in the Initial Study, Appendix B, of this EIR).

The Plan would increase building height limits in some portions of the Plan Area and facilitate development
of buildings under Plan regulations at heights greater than currently allowable that may increase shadows on
parks and open spaces in the Plan Area. Thus, implementing the Plan’s height district amendments may
conflict with the following policy in the Open Space Element:

Policy 1.9: Preserve sunlight in public open spaces.

As described in Section IV.H, Shadow, development in the Plan Area could result in the addition of small
amounts of new shadow at limited times to several parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Department (South Park, Victoria Manalo Draves Park, and the Gene Friend Recreation Center), as well as to
other public open spaces and to certain publicly-accessible, privately owned open spaces. Section IV.H,
Shadow, finds that new shadow from Plan-related development would not substantially adversely affect the
public’s enjoyment of these open spaces, and that the impact would be less than significant without
mitigation. Height limits are also intended to protect sunlight on Yerba Buena Gardens, Alice Street
Community Garden, the Bessie Carmichael School Yard, and, insofar as is feasible, a potential park site
identified in the Plan on the block bounded by Fourth, Fifth, Bryant, and Brannan Streets (Assessor’s Block
3777). Moreover, with respect to City parks, new construction in excess of 40 feet in height would be subject to
Planning Code Section 295, which protects parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission
from substantial new shadowing.

Compatibility of the Plan with objectives and policies in the ROSE would be considered by decision-makers as
part of their decision whether to approve, modify or disapprove the Plan. In light of the above, the Plan would
not be substantially inconsistent with the overarching goals and principles of the ROSE.
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Environmental Protection Element

The Environmental Protection Element addresses the environmental protection issues related to natural
resource conservation and transportation noise and includes a comprehensive energy management plan. The
element contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise that indicate maximum acceptable
noise levels for various newly developed land uses. As described in Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration, nearly
all major streets in the Plan Area have traffic noise levels above 70 dBA, Lan, meaning that the area is quite
noisy by residential standards. The Central SoMa Plan, including the Two-Way Option for Howard and
Folsom Streets, would conflict with the following objectives and policies in the Environmental Protection

Element:
Objective 9:  Reduce transportation-related noise;
Policy 9.6: Discourage changes in streets which will result in greater traffic noise in noise-sensitive

areas;
Objective 11: Promote land uses that are compatible with various transportation noise levels; and

Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility
guidelines for that use.

Existing sensitive land uses would be adversely affected by increased traffic noise levels generated by Plan
traffic on Howard Street under two-way Howard and Folsom street network changes as further discussed in
Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration. As also discussed in that section, new uses could be adequately protected
from Plan-generated traffic noise through Building Code compliance.

The Plan also proposes to create a new Central SoMa SUD Entertainment Subarea in an area south of Bryant
Street between Fourth and Sixth Streets. However, residential uses still would be allowed within this area. As
discussed in Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration, there are currently only a small number of Places of
Entertainment within the area proposed for the SUD. To the extent that new residential uses and new Places of
Entertainment could locate in the proposed SUD, new entertainment venues would have to be soundproofed
and new residential development would have to be designed to minimize noise conflicts with new and
existing entertainment uses, as required by the City’s recently adopted revisions to the Building Code,
Administrative Code, Planning Code, and Police Code. Additionally, mitigation measures identified in
Section IV.E would require that new noise-generating uses, including entertainment uses, be designed to
minimize noise impacts on any nearby existing residential uses. Combined implementation of the City code
provisions and mitigation measures would reduce the potential for noise conflicts between residential and
entertainment uses and ensure consistency with the Environmental Protection Element.

Compeatibility of the Plan with objectives and policies in the Environmental Protection Element will be
considered by decision-makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the Plan. However,
based on the above, the Plan would not be considered demonstrably inconsistent with the Environmental
Protection Element’s objectives and policies relating to noise; however, as noted above, the Central SoMa Plan
plus the Two-Way Option for Street Network Changes on Howard and Folsom Streets could be inconsistent
with the Environmental Protection Element policies related to reducing traffic noise.
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III.B Other Plans

Environmental plans and policies are those, like the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan, that directly address
environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be met in order to preserve or improve
characteristics of the City’s physical environment. The Plan’s proposed street network changes and open space
improvements do not appear to substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental plan or policy.
(Consistency with clean air plans is discussed further in Section IV.G, Air Quality.)

III.B.1 Plan Bay Area

Plan Bay Area is driven by the need to meet the growth forecasts identified for the region in a Sustainable
Communities Strategy, prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan
Transportation Commission. Plan Bay Area estimates that approximately 92,000 additional housing units and
191,000 additional jobs would be added in San Francisco by 2040, which would equate to roughly 15 percent of
the total growth anticipated in the region. Plan Bay Area sets out a plan to meet most of the region’s growth in
Priority Development Areas, (or PDAs), as identified by local governments. Much of the eastern third of San
Francisco is within various PDAs; the Plan Area is contained within the Eastern Neighborhoods PDA, which
also includes Rincon Hill, Western SoMa, the Mission District, Showplace Square and Potrero Hill, and the
Central Waterfront.

The amendments to the Planning Code proposed by the Plan would “increase the areas where space for jobs
and housing can be built” (Plan Objective 1.1), by “retain[ing] existing zoning that supports capacity for new
jobs and housing” (Policy 1.1.1) and “replac[ing] existing zoning that restricts capacity for development with
zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing” (Policy 1.1.2). The amendments would also “increase
how much space for jobs and housing can be built” (Objective 1.2), by “increase[ing] height limits on parcels,
as appropriate” (Policy 1.2.1) and “allow[ing] physical controls for height, bulk, setbacks, and open space to
determine density” (Policy 1.2.2). To meet these objectives and policies, the Plan proposes to maintain existing
MUO (Mixed Use, Office)) MUG (Mixed Use, General)) SOMA NCT (South of Market Neighborhood
Commercial-Transit), and South Park use districts and replacing SLI (Service/Light Industrial), WS-SALI
(Western SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial), and RED (Residential Enclave) use districts with MUO and
WS-MUO zoning. The Plan would also increase height limits in certain parts of the Plan Area. Proposed use
districts are shown in Chapter II, Project Description, on Figure II-3, while proposed height and bulk districts
are shown on Figure II-7.

The proposed changes in allowable building heights, along with the replacement of floor area ratio maximums
with density limits based on height, bulk, setback, and open space controls, would increase development
capacity on a number of parcels in the Plan Area. Plan Bay Area envisions accommodating regional growth
near transit. The Central SoMa Plan’s objective of concentrating growth near transit would be consistent with
the goals of Plan Bay Area.

I11.B.2 The Climate Action Plan

In February 2002, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction
Resolution (Number 158-02) committing the City to a greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions goal of 20
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percent below 1990 levels by the year 2012. The resolution also directs the San Francisco Department of the
Environment, the SFPUC, and other appropriate City agencies to complete and coordinate an analysis and
planning of a local action plan targeting GHG emission reduction activities. In September 2004, the
Department of the Environment and the SFPUC published the Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local
Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The Climate Action Plan examines the causes of global climate
change and human activities that contribute to global warming and provides projections of climate change
impacts on California and San Francisco from 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 management — to
meet stated goals by 2012; and presents next steps required over the near term to implement the plan.
Although the Board of Supervisors has not formally committed the City to perform the actions addressed in
the Plan, and many of the actions require further development and commitment of resources, the Plan serves
as a blueprint for GHG emission reductions, and several actions are now in progress.

The Climate Action Plan cites an array of potential environmental impacts to San Francisco from climate
change, including rising sea levels that could threaten coastal wetlands, infrastructure, and property;
increased storm activity that could increase beach erosion and cliff undercutting; warmer temperatures that
could result in more frequent El Nifio storms causing more rain than snow in the Sierras, reducing snow pack
that is an important source of the region’s water supply; decreased summer runoff and warming ocean
temperatures that could affect salinity, water circulation, and nutrients in the Bay, potentially altering Bay
ecosystems; other possible effects to food supply and the viability of the state’s agricultural system; possible
public health effects related to degraded air quality and changes in disease vectors; and other social and

economic impacts.

According to the Climate Action Plan, achieving these goals will require the cooperation of a number of different
City agencies, which is being facilitated through an interdepartmental working group titled Adapt SF.>

In 2013, the Department of the Environment published the Climate Action Strategy Update, which presents
updated statistics of potential environmental impacts to San Francisco from climate change and an updated
baseline GHG emissions inventory. The Climate Action Strategy Update indicates that moving to renewable
electricity is the single biggest step the City can take to reduce GHG emissions and puts forth new climate
action strategies to continue to reduce levels and performance indicators to measure progress. The GHG
reduction strategies include driving investments toward energy efficiency in buildings, shifting modes of
transportation away from the automobile, efforts to achieve zero waste to landfills, protection and expansion
of the urban forest, and a focus on GHG emissions reductions in municipal operations—specifically in
government buildings and feet vehicles (including Muni buses).

An analysis of potential Plan effects on global warming and GHGs is presented in the Initial Study
(Appendix B, Section E.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions). The analysis concluded that, given subsequent
development projects in the Plan Area would be required to comply with the City’s existing regulations to
reduce GHG emissions and other ongoing City and State regulations that will continue to reduce projects’

52 City of San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco Climate Action Strategy, 2013 Update. October 13, 2013.
Available at: http://sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/engagement _files/sfe_cc_ClimateActionStrategyUpdate2013.pdf,
accessed October 25, 2016.
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contribution to climate change, the Plan would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG

emissions.

On September 8, 2016, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill 32 (SB32), which requires the State to further
reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by year 2030. However, the City’s 2008 GHG
Reduction ordinance had already established a citywide reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by year
2025%. The City’s 2013 Update to the Climate Action Strategy>* demonstrates that its GHG reduction strategies
are predicted to reduce San Francisco’s carbon footprint by 44 percent below the 1990 level by 2025, which
would exceed the reduction requirements of its ordinance, which has a target date that precedes the new State
law by five years. Consequently, even with the adoption of SB32, continued compliance with the City’s
existing regulations to reduce GHG emissions, other ongoing city, and state regulations that will continue to
reduce projects’ contribution to climate change and the Plan would have a less-than-significant impact with
respect to GHG emissions.

Furthermore, the Plan contains an Environmental Sustainability chapter with objectives to minimize
greenhouse gas emissions, minimize water waste, support biodiversity, access to nature, and a healthy
ecosystem, improve air quality and help achieve zero solid waste. These policies would further reduce a

project’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions.

Further, the Central SoMa Plan is one of the means by which San Francisco and the region as a whole could
potentially meet State mandates under SB 375 to reduce per-capita greenhouse gas emissions because the Plan
Area is within a designated PDA, a location where substantial growth could occur in such a way as to achieve

these goals.

Based on the above, the Plan would not conflict with the Climate Action Plan and the 2013 Climate Action

Strategy Update and regional and statewide actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

II1.B.3 San Francisco Bicycle Plan

In August 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. The Bicycle Plan includes a
citywide bicycle transportation plan (comprised of a “Policy Framework” and a “Network Improvement”
document) and implementation of specific bicycle improvements identified within the Plan. The Bicycle Plan
includes objectives and identifies policy changes that would enhance the City’s bike-ability. It also describes
the existing bicycle route network (a series of interconnected streets in which bicycling is encouraged), and
identifies gaps within the citywide bicycle route network that require improvement. The Final Environmental
Impact Report for the Bicycle Plan assessed a total of 56 short-term and long-term bicycle improvement
projects, including bicycle lanes on Fifth Street within the Plan Area. Along the eastern edge of the Central
SoMa Plan Area, the Bicycle Plan EIR evaluated a bicycle lane project on Second Street; this project is currently

5 San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 9, Sections 900 through 908, “2008 GHG Reduction Ordinance”, Ordinance No. 81-08,
Approved April 29, 2008.

5 City of San Francisco, Climate Action Strategy 2013 Update, October, 2013, p. vii, Available online at http://sfenvironment.org/
sites/default/files/engagement_files/sfe_cc_ClimateActionStrategyUpdate2013.pdf, accessed October 27, 2016.

% Plan Bay Area was necessitated by the adoption of Senate Bill 375, which required regions to prepare a Sustainable Communities
Strategy (or Alternative Planning Strategy) to reduce GHGs by linking growth to transit, resulted in higher jobs and housing
growth projections.
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undergoing further evaluation. As described in Chapter II, Project Description, the Plan’s proposed street
network changes would include bicycle improvements, including bike lanes and cycle tracks, both within the
Plan Area and on surrounding streets, that would be in addition to the Bicycle Plan and thereby encourage
increased bicycle use. Therefore, implementation of the Central SoMa Plan and street network changes would
not conflict with the Bicycle Plan.

II11.B.4 Better Streets Plan

The Better Streets Plan was adopted in 2010 to support the City’s efforts to enhance the streetscape and the
pedestrian environment. It classifies the city’s public streets and rights-of-way and creates a unified set of
standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies that govern how the City designs, builds, and maintains
its public streets and rights-of-way. It comprises the Streetscape Master Plan and the Pedestrian
Transportation Master Plan. Major project concepts applicable to the Plan include (1) pedestrian safety and
accessibility features, such as enhanced pedestrian crossings, corner or midblock curb extensions, pedestrian
countdown and priority signals, and other traffic calming features; (2) universal pedestrian-oriented
streetscape design with incorporation of street trees, sidewalk plantings, streetscape furnishing, street lighting,
efficient utility location for unobstructed sidewalks, shared single surface for small streets/alleys, and
sidewalk/median pocket parks; and (3)integrated pedestrian/transit functions using bus bulb-outs and
boarding islands (bus stops located in medians within the street). All such streetscape improvements would
require coordination with other relevant City departments, such as the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC), Public Works, and the Fire Department, to ensure no disruption of service provision.
The street network improvements included in the Plan were specifically developed for consistency with Better
Streets Plan requirements, and these improvements and the Plan would not be inconsistent with the Better
Streets Plan.

ITII.B.5 Transit First Policy

The City’s Transit First policy, adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1973, was developed in response to the
damaging impacts over previous decades of freeways on the city’s urban character. The policy is aimed at
restoring balance to a transportation system long dominated by the automobile and improving overall
mobility for residents and visitors whose reliance chiefly on the automobile would result in severe
transportation deficiencies. It encourages multi-modalism, the use of transit and other alternatives to the
single-occupant vehicle as modes of transportation, and gives priority to the maintenance and expansion of
the local transit system and the improvement of regional transit coordination.

The following ten principles constitute the City’s Transit First policy:

e To ensure quality of life and economic health in San Francisco, the primary objective of the
transportation system must be the safe and efficient movement of people and goods;

e Public transit, including taxis and vanpools, is an economically and environmentally sound
alternative to transportation by individual automobiles. Within San Francisco, travel by public transit,
by bicycle and on foot must be an attractive alternative to travel by private automobile;
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e Decisions regarding the use of limited public street and sidewalk space shall encourage the use of
public rights of way by pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transit, and shall strive to reduce traffic and
improve public health and safety;

e Transit policy improvements, such as designated transit lanes and streets and improved signalization,
shall be made to expedite the movement of public transit vehicles (including taxis and vanpools) and
to improve public safety;

e DPedestrian areas shall be enhanced wherever possible to improve the safety and comfort of
pedestrians and to encourage travel by foot;

e Bicycling shall be promoted by encouraging safe streets for riding, convenient access to transit, bicycle
lanes, and secure bicycle parking;

e Parking policies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public
transit and alternative transportation;

e New transportation investment should be allocated to meet the demand for public transit generated
by new public and private commercial and residential developments;

e The ability of the City and County of San Francisco to reduce traffic congestion depends on the
adequacy of regional public transportation. The City and County shall promote the use of regional
mass transit and the continued development of an integrated, reliable, regional public transportation
system; and

e The City and County shall encourage innovative solutions to meet public transportation needs
wherever possible and where the provision of such service will not adversely affect the service
provided by the Municipal Railway. (Added November 1999.)

One of the goals of the Plan is to “Support growth with improved streets, additional open space, and other

12

elements of ‘complete communities.”” The Plan would encourage growth in residential and employment uses,
particularly office use, in a transit-accessible area, thereby encouraging the use of transit and alternative
transportation modes. These factors would be expected to help minimize single-person auto travel in the

future, which would be consistent with the intent of the Transit First Policy.

Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation, analyzes potential transportation impacts of the Plan, including
possible impacts on alternative transportation modes. Given that the Plan would: (1) increase sidewalk and
crosswalk widths; (2) increase bike facilities; (3) increase dedicated transit lines; and (4) reduce the number of
mixed-flow lanes (thereby increasing transit, pedestrian and bike facilities), in connection with the Plan’s
emphasis on compact development proximate to a high level of transit service, along with pedestrian and
bicycle improvements, would not be inconsistent with the Transit First Policy.

III.LB.6  Muni Forward (formerly the Transit Effectiveness Project, or
TEP)

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) Muni Forward is a system-wide program of
projects to reduce transit travel time and improve transit customer experiences, service reliability, and transit
service effectiveness and efficiency. The SFMTA has developed the Service Policy Framework, which sets forth
transit service delivery objectives and actions to meet these objectives and supports the SFMTA Strategic Plan
goals. Implementation of Muni Forward is guided by the Service Policy Framework and determines how
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investments should be made to the transit system. Muni Forward includes the following categories of
proposals: Service Improvements, Service-related Capital Improvements, and transit Travel Time Reduction
Proposals (TTRPs). The SFMTA Board of Directors approved MUNI Forward in March 2014 (Planning
Department Case No. 2011.0558E), including the majority of recommendations that emerged from the
planning process and an overall 12 percent increase in Muni service. As of early 2016, Muni Forward has
resulted in increased frequency of service on several transit lines serving the Plan Area, including the N and
K/T Muni Metro light rail lines on Market Street and bus lines 8, 8AX, 8BX, 10, 14R, 14X, and 38R. As
described in Chapter II, Project Description, the Central SoMa Plan proposes a number of street network
changes, including dedicated transit lanes on Folsom, Harrison, and Third Streets and on portions of Bryant
and Fourth Streets. Given this, and the fact that the Plan’s first objective is, “Support transit-oriented growth,
particularly workplace growth, in the Central SoMa area,” the Plan would not be inconsistent with Muni
Forward.

III.C Planning Code (Zoning)

The Planning Code, which incorporates by reference the City Zoning Maps, governs land uses, densities and
the configuration of buildings within San Francisco. Permits to construct new buildings or to alter or demolish
existing ones may not be issued unless a project conforms to the Planning Code or an exception is granted
pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code.

The Plan would make alterations to the Planning Code, as described in Chapter II, Project Description.
Principally, the Plan would rezone much of the Plan Area south of Folsom Street to the MUO use district (see
Figure II-3, Proposed Plan Area Use Districts, in Chapter II, Project Description).5¢ The Plan also proposes to
increase allowable height limits on selected parcels (see Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and Bulk
Districts, in Chapter II, Project Description). Physical effects of development that could occur pursuant to these
changes are analyzed throughout Chapter IV and in the Initial Study (Appendix B).

III.C.1  Planning Code Section 295

Section 295 of the Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, was adopted through voter approval of
Proposition K in 1984 with the intent of limiting new shadow on open spaces under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission. Section 295 applies to structures greater than 40 feet in height and governs
the period from one hour after sunrise to one hour before sunset, year-round. Section 295(b) states that the
Planning Commission, following a public hearing, “shall disapprove” any project governed by this section
that would have an “adverse effect” due to shading of a park subject to Section 295, “unless it is determined
that the impact would be insignificant.” The Planning Commission’s decision under Section 295 cannot be
made “until the general manager of the Recreation and Park Department in consultation with the Recreation
and Park Commission has had an opportunity to review and comment to the City Planning Commission upon
the proposed project.” In practice, Section 295 may further limit heights and/or shapes of certain buildings

% The Plan would modify existing zoning districts by amending their designation, primarily WS-SALI and SLI to MUO. The
change in allowable uses is a component of the Plan studied in this EIR.
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around protected parks; the Section 295 requirement is in addition to the height limits in the Height and Bulk

districts.

Privately-owned open spaces, including any open spaces that are required under the Planning Code as part of

an individual development proposal, are not subject to Section 295.

Shadow effects that are attributable to the Plan are analyzed qualitatively in Section IV.H, Shadow, of this EIR.
This analysis does not present a quantification of anticipated new shadow on parks subject to Section 295.
Such quantification is typically required for analysis of individual buildings under Section 295 and/or as part
of project-specific review, where a project could potentially shade a Recreation and Park Department facility.

III.C.2  Planning Code Section 321

Section 321 implements the City’s annual limit on office construction, which is set at 950,000 square feet per
calendar year, with a subset of 75,000 square feet reserved for buildings smaller than 50,000 square feet. The
limit applies to all office space citywide, not just downtown. Buildings smaller than 25,000 square feet are
exempt; however, redevelopment plan projects are included, as are projects within San Francisco that are
under the jurisdiction the State of California and federal agencies, including the Presidio Trust and National
Park Service. Square footage not allocated during any given year is added to the overall allocation for

succeeding years.

As of July 22, 2016, the Planning Department inventory of office space showed less than half a million (about
444,000) square feet of space available for large projects (those 50,000 square feet and larger), with an
additional 1.08 million square feet available for smaller projects (25,000 to 49,999 square feet).” Another
875,000 square feet is added to the large project pool and another 75,000 square feet is added to the small
project pool each October (the start of the Section 321 year). The 2012-2013 Section 321 year was the most
active in the history of the office allocation program, with 3.6 million square feet of large projects approved
(no small projects were approved); the Salesforce (formerly Transbay) Tower at 101 First Street at Mission
Street represented 38 percent of this total, at 1.37 million square feet. This building is currently under
construction. After a lull in 2013-2014, another 2.2 million square feet of office projects was approved in the
2014-2015 Section 321 year, including “Park Tower” (250 Howard Street) in Zone 1 of the Transbay
Redevelopment Area (767,000 square feet; groundbreaking occurred in October 2015) and 633,500 square feet
of office space in the 5M Project at Fifth and Mission Streets.

As of July 2016, the Planning Department reported four large projects with applications pending for allocation
of office space totaling 1.16 million square feet. One project, the proposed conversion of the San Francisco
Design Center building at 2 Henry Adams Street from showrooms to office space (246,000 square feet; Case
No. 2013.1593), was effectively denied in July 2014 when the Board of Supervisors Land Use Committee tabled
a resolution designating the building a City Landmark, an action that was required to allow the office
conversion. This action essentially reduced the 1.16 million square feet of pending space as of November 2015
to 910,000 square feet.

5 San Francisco Planning Department, “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update,” July 22, 2016.
Allocations in square feet of gross floor area, as defined in Planning Code Section 102.9. Available at
http://zasfplan.sfplanning.org/ANLM/Office_Allocation_Stats.pdf, accessed October 24, 2016.
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Of the other three projects, two are in the Plan Area and are undergoing environmental review: a proposed
700,000 square-foot building in the Central SoMa Plan Area at 598 Brannan Street (Case No. 2012.0640E) and a
four-story, 89,800 square-foot addition to an existing seven-story building at 633 Folsom Street (Case No.
2014.1063). The fourth proposal would convert 119,600 square feet of PDR space in the San Francisco Armory
at 1800 Mission Street to office use.

The large building inventory reached a maximum of just over 5.1 million square feet available at the start of
the 2012-13 allocation period in October 2012. As of July 2016, the Planning Department has environmental or
other applications on file for some 6.9 million square feet of office space, considerably more than the
444,000 square feet available. The largest projects on file include redevelopment of the San Francisco Flower
Mart site at Sixth and Brannan Streets, within the Plan Area (approximately 2.0 million square feet),
redevelopment of the bayside portion of Pier 70 (approximately 1.8 million square feet), a mixed-use project at
Seawall Lot 337 (the San Francisco Giants’ “Mission Rock” project on Port of San Francisco Land;
approximately 1.3 million square feet), and an approximately 907,000 square-foot office project at 725-735
Harrison and Fourth Street, also within the Plan Area. There are applications on file for 3.8 million square feet
of office space in seven separate projects within the Central SoMa Plan Area, including two small (less than
50,000 square-foot) projects.

As noted, an additional 950,000 square feet (875,000 square feet for large projects and 75,000 square feet for
small projects) of space is added to the available inventory each October. If during a particular year large
office projects come before the Planning Commission for approval of more office space than is available, the
Commission must compare the proposed projects and approve those that “promote the public welfare,
convenience and necessity,” based on criteria that include:

e Maintaining a balance between economic growth, on the one hand, and housing, transportation and
public services, on the other;

e Projects’ contribution to, and effects on, the objectives and policies of the General Plan;
e Design quality;
e Suitability of each project for its location and any location-specific effects;

e The anticipated uses of each project, “in light of employment opportunities to be provided, needs of
existing businesses, and the available supply of space suitable for such anticipated uses;”

e The extent to which a project “will be owned or occupied by a single entity;” and

e The use, if any, of transferrable development rights to assist in preservation of existing historic
structures (Planning Code Section 321(b)).

The more than 10 million square feet of office space assumed to be developed in the Plan Area over the next
20 years represents about 11 years of the annual limit’s large building allocation. However, as noted above,
there are other very large office projects outside the Plan Area that would be anticipated to draw down the
office space allocation.

In contrast to the large office allocation, the inventory available for smaller buildings is nearly 15 times the
annual allocation of 75,000 square feet. The small building inventory has increased in all but five years since
the annual limit took effect in 1985. Office projects within the Plan Area would be subject to Section 321.
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Accountable Planning Initiative

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative,
which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish eight Priority Policies. These policies are:
(1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood
character; (3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (discussed in Appendix B, Initial Study;
Section D.2, Population and Housing, Question 3b, with regard to housing supply and displacement issues);
(4) discouragement of commuter automobiles (discussed in Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation);
(5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and enhancement of
resident employment and business ownership; (6) maximization of earthquake preparedness (discussed in
Appendix B, Initial Study; Section E.13, Geology and Soils, Questions 14a through 14d); (7) landmark and
historic building preservation (discussed in Section IV.C, Cultural and Paleontological Resources); and
(8) protection of open space (discussed in SectionIV.H, Shadow; also see Appendix B, Initial Study;
Section E.8, Wind and Shadow, Questions 8a and 8b; and Question 9, Recreation, Questions 9a and 9c). The
Priority Policies, which provide general policies and objectives to guide certain land use decisions, contain
some policies that relate to physical environmental issues. Prior to issuing a permit for any project that
requires an Initial Study under CEQA, and prior to issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or change
of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City is
required to find that the proposed project or legislation is consistent with the Priority Policies. In evaluating
General Plan consistency of the Plan, the Planning Commission and/or Planning Department would make the
necessary findings of consistency with the Priority Policies.

The staff report for the Planning Commission will analyze the Plan’s consistency with General Plan policies
and zoning, and will discuss in detail any modifications required in connection with Plan adoption.
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CHAPTER IV

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures

Overview

This chapter analyzes the physical environmental effects of implementing the Central SoMa Plan (the Plan)
described in Chapter II, Project Description, including associated street network changes and open space
improvements. This chapter describes the environmental and regulatory settings for topics evaluated under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), assesses impacts, and identifies feasible mitigation
measures to avoid or substantially reduce impacts that have been determined to be significant. This EIR
evaluates the maximum environmental impact that could result from the implementation of all components of
the Plan policies and where applicable, subsequent development projects.

Initial Study

On February 12, 2014, following the release of the 2013 draft Central SoMa Plan for public review, the
Planning Department prepared an Initial Study to determine which environmental topics would require
further study and analysis in an EIR. The Initial Study (Appendix B) found the topics of: Population and
Housing; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Recreation and Public Space; Public Services; Geology, Soils and
Seismicity; Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agriculture Resources to be less than significant, and would
require no further study in the EIR. The Initial Study found significant impacts related to Biological Resources
and Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and mitigation measures were identified and would reduce those
impacts to less than significant. The Initial Study’s conclusions are summarized in Table S-2 in the Summary.

Because the draft 2013 Plan has been superseded by the current Plan, published in August 2016, an evaluation
has been conducted to ensure that the Initial Study’s conclusions, based on the prior draft of the Plan would
remain valid for the current 2016 draft Plan for those topics evaluated in the Initial Study. The primary
differences between the two plans include: geography (the 2016 draft Plan Area occupies a smaller area fully
contained within the larger 2013 draft Plan Area); the 2016 draft Plan includes a single height proposal as
opposed to two height options in the 2013 draft Plan; the 2016 draft Plan includes a variety of strategies to
promote retention of Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) uses, whereas the 2013 draft Plan included
none. And lastly, while both plans would regulate building envelope, setback, and lot consolidation, they
would do so in different ways, with the more detailed controls in the current 2016 draft Plan replacing similar,
but less exacting requirements of the 2013 draft Plan. Because the area of effect became more limited, proposed
zoning and height options became more focused, proposed regulations more stringent and exacting than the
2013 draft Plan, the differences between the two Plans would not result in new effects or more severe physical
environmental impacts than those disclosed in the Initial Study. As such, the findings relating to topics of
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population and housing; recreation; utilities and service systems (except for potential impacts related to
wastewater, which is addressed in this EIR); public services; geology and soils; hydrology and water quality
(except for potential impacts related to effects of combined sewer system operation on water quality and
potential impacts of sea level rise, also addressed in this EIR); biological resources; hazardous materials;
mineral and energy resources; and agricultural resources would continue to be less than significant or less
than significant with mitigation and no further analysis of topics covered in the Initial Study is required.

Scope and Organization of Analysis

This chapter is organized by environmental resource topic, as follows:

Chapter IV Sections

A. Land Use and Land Use Planning F. Air Quality

B. Aesthetics G. Wind

C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources H. Shadow

D. Transportation and Circulation I.  Hydrology and Water Quality
E.

Noise and Vibration

Each of the environmental topics in the table above is presented within a setting, which is a description of the
physical characteristics germane to the environmental topic in order to compare conditions as they exist
without the Plan and then again with anticipated activities, regulations and subsequent development under
the Plan, which is the basis for the analysis of environmental impacts. Thus, the evaluation of impacts in
Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures under each environmental topic is
based on specific “study areas” dictated by the characteristics of the resource being evaluated, as well as by
the type, magnitude and location of where potential environmental effects could occur. The introduction to
each of the resource topics in Chapter IV defines the setting where effects of the Plan are considered and
clarifies the relevant details regarding the definition and location of the study area if it were to differ from the
Plan Area as shown on Figure II-1, Central SoMa Plan Area Boundaries, in Chapter II, Project Description.

Each section of Chapter IV contains the following elements, based on the requirements of CEQA:

e Environmental Setting. This subsection presents a description of the existing physical environmental
conditions in the Plan Area with respect to each resource topic as of April 2013, which is the date the
San Francisco Planning Department issued a Notice of Preparation initiating environmental review of
the Central SoMa Area Plan. The environmental setting constitutes the baseline physical conditions by
which potential impacts of the Plan are assessed for significance. CEQA Guidelines Section 15360
defines the environment (or the setting) as “the physical conditions which exist within the area which
will be affected by a proposed project.”

e Regulatory Framework. This subsection describes the relevant laws, regulations, and ordinances that
apply to the environmental resources within the Plan Area and the governmental agencies responsible
for enforcing those laws and regulations. (Chapter III identifies the potential environmental impacts
attributable to possible planning and policy inconsistencies that may occur if the Central SoMa Plan
were adopted.)
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This subsection evaluates the potential for the proposed project to
result in adverse environmental effects. Significance criteria for evaluating the environmental impacts
are defined at the beginning of this subsection, and the “Approach to Analysis” presents the
thresholds of significance relevant to the topical significance criteria used to evaluate the impacts of
the Plan and associated street network changes and open space improvements. The conclusion of each
impact analysis is expressed in terms of the impact significance, which is discussed further under
“Significance Determinations,” below. Mitigation measures are identified where feasible for the
impacts considered significant, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, which states that an
EIR “shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts ... .” CEQA
Guidelines Section 15364 defines feasible as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors. The Planning Department, as sponsor of the proposed project, has indicated
that, if the Central SoMa Plan were approved, then all feasible mitigation measures identified in this
EIR that are within its purview would be implemented. In addition, this EIR may identify
Improvement Measures, which are measures that are not required by CEQA because they are not
necessary to mitigate significant impacts, but could nevertheless be implemented to reduce the
severity of less-than-significant impacts.

Cumulative impacts are discussed following the description of Plan impacts and identified mitigation
measures. CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 states that cumulative impacts “refers to two or more
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase
other environmental impacts.” The cumulative impacts analysis considers the incremental effects of
implementing the Plan together with the environmental effects of other closely-related past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects proposed by the Planning Department, other
jurisdictions, or other entities (i.e., private developers, non-profit organizations, etc.). The analysis of
cumulative impacts under each resource topic is based on the same setting, regulatory framework,
and significance criteria as the analysis of project-specific impacts. Additional mitigation measures are
identified if the analysis determines that the proposed project causes or makes a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant adverse cumulative impact.

Significance Determinations

The significance criteria used in this EIR are based on the San Francisco Planning Department’s Environmental

Planning Division (EP) guidance regarding the thresholds of significance used to assess the severity of the

Plan’s environmental impacts. EP guidance is based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, with some

modifications. The significance criteria used to analyze each environmental resource topic are presented in

each resource section of Chapter IV before the discussion of impacts. The categories used to designate impact

significance are described as follows:

No Impact. An impact is considered not applicable (no impact) if there is no potential for impacts or
the environmental resource does not occur within the Plan Area or the area of potential effects;
essentially a project would result in no physical changes in the Setting. For example, because the Plan
Area is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip, there would be no impacts related to exposure of
people residing or working in the Plan Area to excessive noise levels within the vicinity of a private
airstrip. Many of these impacts were addressed in the Initial Study. Remaining impacts are discussed
in the Approach to Analysis section of each environmental topic.
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e Less-than-Significant Impact. This determination applies if there is potential for some limited effect,
but not a substantial adverse effect that qualifies under the significance criteria as a significant impact.
No mitigation is required for impacts determined to be less than significant.

e Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if implementation of the
Plan would result in an adverse effect that meets the significance criteria but feasible mitigation is
available that would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

e Significant Unavoidable Impact or Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation. This
determination applies if implementation of the Plan would result in an adverse effect that meets the
significance criteria but there appears to be no feasible mitigation available to reduce the impact to a
less-than-significant level or when the efficacy of a mitigation measure could not predict whether an
impact would be fully reduced to insignificance. There may be certain situations in which mitigation
may lessen a given impact, but the residual effects of that impact may continue to be adverse even
after implementation of the mitigation measure(s). If this were the case, the EIR would characterize
the impact as significant and unavoidable.

Analysis Assumptions

This EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of the Central SoMa Plan and associated street network
changes and open space improvements. The analysis of physical impacts is based in part upon growth
projections developed by the Planning Department for the Plan that inform the analysis of the Plan. The
resulting conclusions inform the qualitative analysis of land use changes, while the quantitative analysis of,
for example, changes in traffic patterns and transit ridership, is based on projected growth in population and
employment.

CEQA directs lead agencies to identify the potential environmental effects of a project and to determine the
significance of a project’s environmental effects. CEQA contains a substantive mandate to mitigate adverse
impacts. This EIR considers direct and indirect physical environmental effects that may be attributable to Plan
implementation. A direct physical change in the environment is “a physical change in the environment which
is caused by and immediately related to the project.” An indirect physical change in the environment is “a
physical change in the environment which is not immediately related to the project, but which is caused
indirectly by the project.” An EIR would only consider indirect effects if the change “is a reasonably
foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project. A change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is
not reasonably foreseeable.” In general, economic and social changes resulting from a project are not treated as
significant effects on the environment.® Social and economic effects are only relevant under CEQA if they
would result in or are caused by an adverse physical impact on the environment. To the extent that social or
economic changes associated with Plan implementation may engender secondary or indirect physical changes,
such effects are addressed in this EIR.

A discussion of socioeconomic effects is presented in Chapter V, Other CEQA Considerations, for
informational purposes.

% CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(d)(1)—(3) and 15064(e).
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Growth Assumptions

Citywide growth forecasts prepared by the Planning Department are part of the basis of the analysis in this
EIR. The Department regularly updates citywide growth forecasts that are based on Association of Bay Area
Governments’ (ABAG) regional projections of housing and employment growth. The Department allocates the
regional growth forecasts to 981 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs)> in San Francisco by first accounting for in-city
growth that is already anticipated (both individual projects and planning efforts) in the so-called development
pipeline, subtracting pipeline growth from the City’s share of the regionally forecast growth, and allocating
the residual amount of ABAG-forecast growth on the basis of weighting factors developed from analysis of
both development capacity and existing development. To establish baseline numbers for the Plan, the
Planning Department relied on a 2010 Dun & Bradstreet database for employment numbers and the 2010
Census and the Department’s Land Use Database for existing housing units. It is noted that the growth
forecasts for the No Project condition (2040 Baseline) and for the Plan differ somewhat from those shown in
the Initial Study due to modifications to the Plan since the Initial Study was published.%

Table IV-1, Summary of Growth Projections, presents the population and employment growth assumed in
the Plan Area between 2010 (the base year for the analysis) and 2040 (“buildout year” or “planning horizon”).
This growth amounts to approximately 14,400 additional households, approximately 25,500 additional
residents and about 63,600 additional jobs under the Plan. It is noted that a certain amount of development
and growth in the Plan Area would be expected to occur even without implementation of the Plan. In many
cases, existing development does not reach its full potential under current building height limits, and those
parcels could be developed regardless of future changes in land use policies and zoning controls.
Development that could occur without project implementation is shown in the table below under the No

Project scenario.

Approach to Analysis

The Central SoMa Plan is a regulatory program. Its approval would mean that the City would amend the
General Plan, Planning Code and associated Zoning Maps, including height and bulk district maps, to reflect the
regulations as amended by the Plan. Adoption of the Plan and implementation of its various components
would not result in direct physical changes in the environment. The use districts, Planning Code controls
(particularly the amended limits to height and bulk districts), land use policies and design guidelines have
been developed to encourage and incentivize subsequent development of housing, commercial and
employment generating uses within the Plan Area. These uses and activities are considered the logical
consequences of adopting the Plan. This EIR considers the environmental impacts of the uses and activities of
the Plan and its components subsequent to Plan adoption, which are the indirect effects of the Plan and are
studied at a “programmatic level” of review. On the other hand, because sufficient detail exists related to the

% TAZs are the smallest geographic units of measurement associated with existing job and household counts.

¢ Since publication of the Initial Study, Plan development assumptions have been modified to add development capacity to a
portion of the block bounded by Bryant, Fifth, Brannan, and Sixth Streets (location of the San Francisco Flower Mart) and allow
for approximately 430 units of affordable housing at Fifth and Howard Streets. In addition, development forecasts were adjusted
to move the approved 5M Project and the under-construction Moscone Center Expansion from Plan-induced growth to
cumulative growth. These modifications to the growth assumptions would not result in substantial or more severe physical
impacts for topics evaluated in the Initial Study.
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Plan’s open space and street network improvements, this EIR considers the direct physical impacts of
implementing these Plan components at a “project level” of review, unless otherwise noted.

TABLE IV-1 SUMMARY OF GROWTH PROJECTIONS
Baseline (2010) No Project (2040) Central SoMa Plan (2040)

Housing Units (Total) 7,800 16,800 22,300
Change from Baseline — 9,000 14,500
Change from No Project — — 5,500
Households (Total) 6,800 16,000 21,200
Change from Baseline — 9,200 14,400
Change from No Project — — 5,200
Population (Total)® 12,000 28,200 37,500
Change from Baseline — 16,200 25,500«
Change from No Project — — 9,300
Employment (Jobs) (Total) 45,600 72,800 109,200
Change from Baseline — 27,200 63,600 ¢
Change from No Project — — 36,400

SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2015.

NOTES:

Numbers rounded to nearest 100; some columns and rows do not add due to rounding.

a. Assumes an 87 percent occupancy rate for existing households (2010 Baseline) which is based on the 2010 Census Data and appears to reflect
a large number of newly constructed but not yet occupied units. Assumes a 95 percent occupancy rate for all Plan Area households and
existing households under future conditions in the remaining years.

b. Assumes 1.77 persons per household.

c. Asdescribed in Chapter VI, Alternatives, the Land Use Variant would result in about 10 percent fewer new housing units and about 4
percent more new employment than would the Plan in 2040.

d. The 2016 Central SoMa Plan is contained entirely within the boundaries of the 2013 draft Plan Area. The Department analyzed projected
growth in employment and residential uses for the 2013 draft Plan and determined that 95 to 97 percent of this projected growth is
anticipated to occur in the 2016 draft Plan Area. Thus, the numbers presented in this table, are conservative (i.e., higher) and would not
substantively alter the conclusions reached in this EIR. These modifications to the growth assumptions would not result in substantial or
more severe physical impacts for topics evaluated in the Initial Study.

The EIR assumes that the amended land use regulations and policy programs associated with the Plan would
apply to subsequent development projects, that if implemented could result in physical changes in the
environment. Future changes in land uses would, thus, not be caused by Plan policies or zoning, but by
subsequent development projects that could occur on individual sites within the Plan Area as a result of these
policy and zoning changes. In parts of the Plan Area where amended regulations would result in increases to
maximum building heights, this EIR anticipates subsequent development to be more likely to occur than
without the Plan. This is because the regulatory changes and policies proposed by the Plan have been
developed to incentivize subsequent development by expanding the types of land uses that may be permitted
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in areas where they are currently restricted or prohibited by creating incrementally greater potential buildable
area on sites through changes in permitted height limits and building bulk controls.¢!

Analysis of the physical effects of implementation of the Plan is based in part on the above growth
assumptions, which are of primary relevance for the analysis of effects related to the intensity of development
and associated activities, such as transportation, air quality, and noise.

For other effects related to the physical realm, the Planning Department considered changes in height districts
in conjunction with an analysis of soft sites (i.e., sites developed with a relatively lower-value use than
allowed by the zoning, such as a service station or an older industrial building that is well shorter than the
height limit) to gauge the likelihood of certain sites being developed, to create a model that reflects build out
of the Plan Area if the Plan’s proposed amendments to use districts and permitted height districts were
adopted. The resulting computer-generated model is used to evaluate shadow and aesthetic impacts. It is also
the basis for a physical model that is assembled and tested in a boundary layer wind tunnel to determine the
Plan’s effects on pedestrian-level winds.

The three-dimensional model does not incorporate fine-grained architectural detailing for each parcel. Instead,
the model consists largely of simple extrusions of blocks and lots in the Plan Area to represent a buildout
condition that reflects base height limits of up to 85 feet. Where heights would be permitted above the 85-foot-
limit, building features such as reduced floorplates and upper-level setbacks were incorporated into the model
in a manner to reflect Planning Code requirements pertaining to building bulk and mass.

Soft sites are assumed more likely to redevelop under the Plan than a site occupied by a relatively higher-
value use (e.g., an office or residential building at or close to the height limit). The model assumes that soft
sites are redeveloped and other sites that are currently occupied by higher value uses would remain. These
assumptions, with a limited number of exceptions, are not based on actual project applications on file with the
Planning Department. Instead, they reflect the Department’s judgment related to the potential for
development within the Plan Area. These assumptions inform an understanding of the intensity and capacity
of future population growth within the Plan Area as a consequence of implementing the Plan’s regulatory
program and should not be understood as predicting how a particular site would change in the future.

It is noted that, while the assumptions are based on aggregating outcomes facilitated by the Plan’s regulatory
changes, there could also be specific situations, conditions or constraints not considered by these assumptions
that would constrain or result in no physical changes at certain locations within the Plan Area. In particular,
the model of the Plan Area incorporates assumptions that some sites, due to existing constraints that are
assumed to continue into the future, may not fully build out to the maximum land use and building intensities
assumed for the Plan articulated in the Plan’s Goal VIII (see Chapter II, Project Description). Subsequent
development may be constrained by Planning Code requirements that limit that separation of towers, as well as
other factors. Accordingly, the assumptions driving Plan Area build out may be viewed as conservative.

¢ Please refer to Table VI-1 in Chapter VI, Alternatives for a comparison of estimated increases in development that would occur
under the Plan as compared to a number of Plan alternatives, including a No Project alternative.
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Subsequent Development Projects

The EIR analyzes the Plan at a “program” level of analysis pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. The

following is a list of known subsequent development projects (based on a review of the Department’s

Environmental Evaluation Applications) located within the Plan Area that would occur under the Plan, if

approved. Accordingly, these projects are not considered in the cumulative analysis, but rather in the Plan

analysis, as the proposed uses and intensity of development would be allowed under the Plan. It is important

to note that this EIR does not analyze the specific environmental impacts of these projects. These projects

would be subject to their own environmental evaluation, as described in Chapter I, Introduction.

630-698 Brannan Street (Flower Mart site): The proposed development would include approximately
2,030,600 square feet of office, 99,000 square feet of retail, and 115,000 square feet of PDR uses. Existing
buildings on the Flower Mart site to be demolished include one existing single-story warehouse-style
building, four single-story-with-mezzanine buildings, two single-story retail/warehouse buildings,
and one single-story industrial building —totaling 157,541 square feet on four adjoining lots.

725 Harrison Street: The proposed development would include 907,300 square feet of office, and
53,600 square feet of flexible space could accommodate PDR uses.

598 Brannan Street: The proposed development would consist of four new buildings containing
984,400 square feet of office, 61,340 square feet of retail, and 104,800 square feet of residential
(approximately 100 dwelling units). Existing buildings to be demolished include the four existing one-
and two-story commercial, industrial, and warehouse buildings and associated surface parking lots.
The proposed project would also include a new approximately 33,000 square-foot park at the center of
the project site.

505 Brannan Street: The proposed project is a vertical addition to an office building approved by the
Planning Commission in December 2014, and in construction as of February 2016. The proposed
project will consist of up to 165,000 square feet of office space on 11 floors above the six-story base
project. The combined buildings will have a height of 240 feet.

636—648 Fourth Street: The proposed project would include a 350-foot-tall primarily residential tower
with 427 units and approximately 3,200 square feet of ground floor commercial space. Two existing
one and two story commercial buildings and general advertising billboard would be demolished.

225 Shipley Street: The proposed project would demolish the existing two-story, wood-framed
commercial building and construct a new 45-foot-high, 11,496-square-foot residential building
containing nine residential units.

265 Shipley Street: The proposed project would include a lot merger and construction of a new five-
story, nine-unit residential building, with six off-street parking spaces located in a below-grade
garage.

300 Fifth Street: The proposed project would include an eight-story building with seven floors of hotel
use and residential units on the eighth floor. Additional mechanical and building support spaces
would be included on a partial basement level.

345 Sixth Street: The proposed project would construct an eight-story, mixed-use building with 89
single-residency occupancy units and a 3,090 square-foot commercial space.
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e 350 Second Street: The proposed project would construct a 21-story hotel with 480 rooms, 4,600
square feet of retail, 6,650 square feet of open space, including 5,750 square feet of public open space,
30 off-street valet parking spaces, and two new public art pieces.

e 399 Fifth Street: The proposed project would construct a seven-story hotel with retail space on the
ground floor.

® 400 Second Street: The proposed project would demolish the existing one- to four-story buildings and
construct three new buildings.

e 451-453 Tehama Street: The proposed project would add two dwelling units to a four-dwelling-unit
building.

e 462 Bryant Street: The proposed project would add five stories, or approximately 49,995 square feet of
office space, for a total of 63,239 square feet of office space, as well as a green roof and a commonly-
accessible rooftop deck. The first-floor office and basement-level will remain.

e 481-483 Tehama Street: The proposed project would demolish the existing two-story building and
construct a new four-story residential building with six units.

e 31 Bryant Street: The proposed project would retain the existing facade and construct a new six-story
building.

e TFifth, Clara, and Shipley Streets: The proposed project would demolish the existing commercial
buildings and construct a new mixed-use building.

e 655 Fourth Street: The proposed project would demolish the existing buildings on site and build
residential towers with approximately 900 units of residential housing, ground-floor retail, and a
public plaza.

e 667 Folsom Street: The proposed project would include demolition of a two two-story buildings and
construction of a 130-foot-tall, 13-story, mixed-use building containing 240 dwelling units and 11,179
square feet of commercial retail space.

e 725-765 Harrison Street: The proposed project would include construction of a mid-rise building and
tower containing residential and production, distribution, and repair uses, as well as publicly-
accessible open space.

e 744 Harrison Street: The proposed project would demolish the existing two-story building and
construct a new eight-story building with commercial, office, and residential uses.

e 768 Harrison Street: The proposed project would demolish an existing two-story building and
construct a new nine-story building with retail on the ground floor and mezzanine, with residential
uses above.

e 88 Bluxome Street: The proposed project would demolish the existing building and construct a new
building containing office use, a fitness club, retail space, and underground parking and loading.

e 909-921 Howard Street: The proposed project would demolish two two-story commercial buildings
and construct a new mixed-use building with 178 residential units and approximately 8,051 square
feet of retail space on the ground floor.

e 953-955 Folsom Street: The proposed project would construct a nine-story building with commercial
space and 18 residential units.
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e 980 Folsom Street: The proposed project would demolish the one-story building and construct a new
mixed-use building containing 34 residential units and ground-floor retail.

e 996 Mission Street: The proposed project would demolish a two-story building and construct and
eight-story hotel with ground-floor retail.

e 999 Folsom Street: The proposed project would demolish a former gas station and construct a seven-
story mixed-use building with 84 residential units.

e 300 Fifth Street: The proposed project would demolish the existing gas station and construct a new
eight-story building with 11 residential units and ground-floor retail.

Cumulative Impacts

Defining Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts, as defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, refer to two or more individual
effects that, when taken together, are “considerable” or that compound or increase other environmental
impacts. A cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment that would result from
the incremental impact of the project when added to the impact of other closely related past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects. Pertinent guidance for cumulative impact analysis is provided in
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines:

e An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is
“cumulatively considerable” (i.e., the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects, including
those outside the control of the agency, if necessary).

e An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.

e A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not significant, if the project
is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to
alleviate the cumulative impact.

e The discussion of impact severity and likelihood of occurrence need not be as detailed as for effects
attributable to the project alone.

e The focus of analysis should be on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects
contribute, rather than on attributes of the other projects that do not contribute to the cumulative
impact.

An EIR must then determine whether an individual project’s contribution to a cumulative impact is
considerable. This means that the project’s proportional share is deemed to be adverse in conjunction with other
similar projects that may combine to result in physical impacts.

The cumulative impact analysis for each individual resource topic is described in each resource section of this
chapter, immediately following the description of the project-specific impacts and mitigation measures.
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Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

Two approaches to a cumulative impact are articulated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1): (a) the
analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects producing
closely related impacts that could combine with those of a proposed project, or (b) a summary of projections
contained in a general plan or related planning document can be used to determine cumulative impacts. The
analysis in this EIR employs both the list-based approach and a projections approach, depending on which
approach best suits the individual resource topic being analyzed. For instance, SectionIV.B, Aesthetics,
considers several large individual projects that are anticipated or approved in the Plan Area and vicinity and
that could alter the visual character and views in and surrounding the Plan Area, while at the same time
making assumptions regarding 