
July 22, 2019 

Clerk San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall Room 244 
S.F. Ca. 94102 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

RE: APPEAL OF CEQA CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 

CASE: 2014-000203ENV 

PROJECT Address: 655 4th Street 

Dear Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors: 

We are the 601 4th Street Coalition-- Homeowners in 601 4th Street building. 601 4th Street is a: 
> Four story building 
> 30 feet away from the 655 Fourth Street 

Project (655 Fourth Street) in question, is a: 
> 40 story building 
>Two towers 
> 960 residents 
> 38 room hotel 
> Retail 

We are basing this appeal on the following grounds: 

Number 1 -DOES NOT QUALIFY 
The project does not qualify for a community plan exemption under section 15183 of the CEQA guidelines or under 
the Public Resources Code Section 21083.3. 

We submit to you that this project is not consistent with the San Francisco General Plan. 

Number 2- CENTRAL SUBWAY CONSTRUCTION and 655 4TH STREET PROJECT 
In addition, the proposed project results in effects on the environment that are peculiar to this project that were not 
identified as significant effects in the Central SOMA Environmental Impact Report (EIR). One example of this is the 
Central Subway construction project. This major construction project has been ongoing for the last four years in front 
of 601 4th street. Fourth Street is partially blocked. There are construction crews drilling and digging five days a week. 
The cumulative impact of the Central Subway project and the 655 4th street project was not taken into account in 
the SOMA EIR and subsequent studies. 
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The proposed project WOULD result in cumulative impacts that were not addressed in the SOMA EIR. The cumulative 
impact of the Central Subway project immediately outside our front door combined with the new project 30 feet 
adjacent to our homes, was never addressed. 

Number 3 -- MILLENIUM TOWER SOIL AND FOUNDATION 
The proposed project WOULD result in significant effects, which as a result of substantial new information that was 
not known at the time of the Central SOMA EIR was certified, would be more severe than were already analyzed and 
disclosed in the EIR.In addition to the Central Subway Project, additional issues relating to the soil surrounding the 
project as evidenced by the problems with the Millennium Tower, have not been adequately addressed. 

Number 4 --LOSS OF AFFORDABLE OFFICE SPACE 
This project will cause the loss of older smaller commercial buildings that provide more affordable office-type space 
for new small businesses, including technology start-ups which cannot afford newer space that provides more 
amenities. Such buildings are vital to SOMA's character and the City's economy. Thus the project is not consistent 
with the San Francisco General Plan. 

Number 5 --INCREASED TRAFFIC CONGESTION 
The SOMA EIR never addressed the unique cumulative effect of this project and the confluence of traffic from: 
> Oracle Park 
> 4th and King Street transportation Center: MUNI, CaiTrain 
> Chase Center 
> Uber, Lyft 
> Facebook, Google buses 
>Taxis 
> Electric scooters 
> Bicycles 
> Hotel guests from 655 Fourth Street 
> Businesses employees from 655 Fourth Street 
> Residents from 655 Fourth Street 

Number 6-- HEARING DAMAGE AND LOSS dB LEVELS OF 96 
Other unique effects of this project are the vibrations caused during construction. Our building is within 30 feet of 
the construction site, with trucks utilizing the driveway directly adjacent to our property. 

Decib/e Level Comparison 
> 60 dB-- Current Central Rail construction 
> 85 dB-- Hearing damage warning 
> 86 dB-- Average construction noise during 3 years 
> 96 dB Height of construction noise 

Because our building is within 30 feet of the project, there are unique issues in regard to air and soil pollution. 

Number 7 --PEDESTRIAN INJURY 
The SOMA EIR and subsequent studies never considered the driveway of 601 4th street. The driveway entrance 
and exit is on 4th street, a busy street with a lot of pedestrian and automobile traffic. The driveway crosses over the 
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pedestrian sidewalk. Both during construction and after the completion of the project, the problem of pedestrian 
access, and or injury will be greatly exacerbated. 

We reserve the right to supplement our issues and arguments in this appeal. 

We submit that the CEQA exemption violates the US Constitution ,the California Constitution, the California 
Environmental Quality Act, the San Francisco Municipal Code, and other controlling law, which we may describe in 
supplemental materials. 

Thank you for your considerq,tion. 

601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 
kevrudich@aol.com 

YJvvv~ s~ 
Michael Cruz 0 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 
michaelcruz1 OO@comcast.net 

OTHER MEMBERS OF THE 601 FOURTH STREET COAliTION 

Michael Guthrie 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

Carol Guthrie 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

l<atharina Natividad 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

Noel Natividad 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

Sandy Lee 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

EXHIBITS ATTACHED 

1 San Francisco Planning Department Certificate of Determination Community Plan Evaluation 
2 Initial Study-- Community Plan Evaluation 
3 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

cc: Lisa Gibson I Environmental Review Officer 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Plan Area: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

I 

Certificate of Determination 
Community Plan Evaluation 

2014-000203ENV 
655 Fourth Street 
Central South of Market (SoMa) Mixed~ Use Office District 
400-CS Height and Bulk District 
3787/Lots 26, 28, 50 and 161-164 
71,290 square feet (1.64 acres) 
Central SoMa Area Plan 
655 Fourth Street Owner LLC attn. Jeremy Bachrach 
415.344.6277; jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com 
Elizabeth White 
415.575.613; elizabeth.white@sfgov.org 

The 655 Fourth Street project site is approximately 71,300 square feet, located in San Francisco's South of 
Market (SoMa) neighborhood, on the southeast comer of Fourth Street and Townsend Street. Composed 
of seven lots (lots 26, 28, 50, and 161-164 of Assessor's Block 3787), the project site is currently occupied by 
three buildings (one of which contains residential units), an approximately 4,000-square-foot surface 
parking lot, and a 2,300-square~foot loading area. The proposed project would entail demolition of the three 
existing buildings, associated surface parking lots, and vegetation on the project site, including street trees 
and other plantings. The project would merge the seven existing lots and construct two new buildings 
containing approximately 1,003,970 square feet of residential area, 24,500 square feet of hotel area (38 hotel 
rooms), 21,840 square feet of office area, and approximately 18,454 square feet of ground-floor retail use. 
The proposed project would consist of approximately 960 dwelling units in a mix of 242 studios, 330 one­
bedroom units, 351 two-bedroom units, and 37 three~bedroom condominiums. Each building would have 
two towers: one of which would rise to a height of 425 feet aboveground (including rooftop appurtenances 
25 feet above the highest occupied floor) and the second which would rise to a height of 370 feet 
aboveground (including 10 feet for rooftop appurtenances). 

The proposed project would also include a 94,500-square-foot below~grade, four-level garage containing 
building amenities, a vehicle drop-off area, a loading dock, back of the house retail operations, refuse 
handing area, 276 car parking spaces, and other back-of-house features such as mechanical equipment 
required for operation and maintenance of the building. A 35-foot~wide curb cut on Townsend Street 
would provide two vehicle lanes and one two-way truck lane to access the vehicular ramp to the 
basement level. The project proposes 540 Class 1 bicycle parking stalls to be located in the basement and 
81 Class 2 bicycle parking stalls at grade. 1 

1 Class 1 bicycle spaces are spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as long-term, overnight, and work-day 
bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential occupants, and employees. Class 2 bicycle spaces are spaces located in a 
publicly-accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building 
or use. 

CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Certificate of Determination 655 Fourth Street 
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The project would include a number of wind reduction features: a porous Tower 1B fa~ade; canopies 
installed on all four towers; a wind screen installed on southside of Townsend Street near the intersection 
of Townsend and Lusk streets; and onsite landscaping consisting of shrubs and deciduous trees. 

The proposed project would require excavation to a maximum depth of approximately 55 feet below the 
ground surface for construction of the below-grade parking garage and building foundations, which 
would require the removal and disposal of approximately 142,000 cubic yards of soil. 

The approval action for the proposed project is the approval of the large project authorization by the Planning 
Commission. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA 
determination pursuant to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION OVERVIEW 

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide that projects 
that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan or 
general plan policies for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified, shall not be subject to 
additional environmental review except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project­
specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that 
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or 
parcel on which the project would be located; b) 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; c) are potentially 
significant off-site and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are 
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known 
at the time that the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that 
discussed in the underlying EIR. 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 the project solely on the basis of that impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 655 Fourth Street 
project, described above and incorporates by reference information contained in the Programmatic EIR for 
the Central SoMa Plan (PEIR). 2 Project-specific studies were prepared for the proposed project to determine 
if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the Central 
SoMaPEIR. 

FINDINGS 

As summarized in the Initial Study- Community Plan Evaluation (Attachment A): 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in 
the Central SoMa Plan; 

2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the project 
or the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the Central SoMa PEIR; 

2 San Francisco Planning Department. Central SoMa Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. Planning Department Case Number 
2011.1356£. Available online at: 

bttps://sfplanning.org/environmental-review documents?field environmental review categ target id=214&items per page=lO, 
accessed June 3, 2019. 
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Certificate of Determination 655 Fourth Street 
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3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts that 
were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR; 

4. The proposed project would not result in significant effects, which, as a result of substantial new 
information that was not known at the time the Central SoMa PEIR was certified, would be more 
severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PElR; and 

5. The project sponsor will tmdertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Central SoMa 
PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts (see Attachment B). 

Mitigation measures are included in this project. See the attached and signed Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program .. 

CEQA DETERMINATION 

The project is eligible for sh'eamlined environmental review per Section 15183 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3. 

DETERMINATION 

1 do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

; '~ 
' I ,C; I 

'J ! -! 

Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 

ATTACHMENTS 

A Initial Study- Community Plan Evaluation 

B. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Date 

/I I ) (r~- ;I! 

CC: Jeremy Bachrach and Sarah Dem1is-Phillips, project sponsor; Melinda Sarjapur, attorney; Supervisor Matt Haney, District 

6; Linda Ajello-Hoagland, Current Planning Division; Virna Byrd, M.D.F.; Exemption/Exclusion File 
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FRANCISCO 
NING 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Plan Area: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Certificate of Determination 
Community Plan Evaluation 

2014-000203ENV 
655 Fourth Str~et 
Central South of Market (SoMa) Mixed-Use Office District 
400-CS Height and Bulk District 
3787/Lots 26, 28, 50 and 161-164 
71,290 square feet (1.64 acres) 
Central SoMa Area Plan 
655 Fourth Street Owner U~C attn. Jeremy Bachrach 
415.344.6277; jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com 
Elizabeth White 
415.575.613; elizabeth.white@sfgov.org 

The 655 Fourth Street project site is approximately 71,300 square feet, located in San Francisco's South of 
Market (SoMa) neighborhood, on the southeast corner of Fourth Street and Townsend Street. Composed 
of seven lots (lots 26, 28, 50, and 161-164 of Assessor's Block 3787), the project site is currently occupied by 
three buHdings (one of which contains residential units), an approximately 4,000-square-foot surface 
parking lot, ;:tnd a 2,300-square-foot loading area. The proposed project would entail demolition of the three 
existing buildings, associated surface parking lots, and vegetation on the project site, including street trees 
and other plantings. The project would merge the seven existing lots and constmct two new buildings 
containing approximately 1,003,970 square feet of residential area, 24,500 square feet of hotel area (38 hotel 
rooms), 21,840 square feet of office area, and approximately 18,454 square feet of ground-floor retail use. 
The proposed project would consist of approxim<1tely 960 dwelling 1.mits in a mix of 242 studios, 330 one­
bedroom units, 351 two-bedroom units, and 37 three-bedroom condominiums. Each building would have 
two towers: one of which would rise to a height of 425 feet aboveground (including rooftop appurtenances 
25 feet above the highest occupied floor) and the second which would rise to a height of 370 feet 
abovegrotmd (including 10 feet for rooftop appurtenances). 

The proposed project would also include a 94,500-square-foot below-grade, four-level garage containing 
building amenities, a vehicle drop-off area, a loading dock, back of the house retail operations, refuse 
handing area, 276 car parking spaces, and other back-of-house features such as mechanical equipment 
required for operation and maintenance of the building. A 35-foot-wide curb cut on Townsend Street 
would provide two vehicle lanes and one two-way truck lane to access the vehicular ramp to the 
basement level. The project proposes 540 Class 1 bicycle parking stalls to be located in the basement and 
81 Class 2 bicycle parking stalls at grade. 1 

1 Class 1 bicycle spaces are sp,1ces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as long-term, overnight, and work-day 
bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential occupants, and employees. Class 2 bicycle spaces are spaces located in a 
publicly-accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or shorHenn use by visitors, guests, and pah·ons to the building 
or use. 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco. 
CA 941 03·2479 

Reception: 
415.558;!)378 

Fax: 
4"'15.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Certificate of Determination 655 Fourth Street 
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The project would include a number of wind reduction features: a porous Tower lB fa<;ade; canopies 
installed on all four towers; a wind screen installed on southside of Townsend Street near the intersection 
of Townsend and Lusk streets; and onsite landscaping consisting of shrubs and deciduous trees. 

The proposed project would require excavation to a maximum depth of approximately 55 feet below the 
ground surface for construction of the below-grade parking garage and building foundations, which 
would require the removal and disposal of approximately 142,000 cubic yards of soil. 

The approval action for the proposed project is the <~.pproval of the large project authorization by the Planning 
Commission. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA 
determination pursuant to section 31.04(11) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION OVERVIEW 

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide that projects 
that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan or 
general plan policies for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified, shall not be subject to 
additional environ1Ttental review except as rrdght be necessary to exarrdrlc \·vhcthcr there arc project 
specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that 
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or 
parcel on which the project would be located; b) 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; c) are potentially 
significant off-site and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are 
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known 
at the time that the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that 
discussed in the underlying EIR. 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 the project solely on the basis of that impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific enviro~1mental effects of the 655 Fourth Street 
project, described above and incorporates by reference information contained in the Programmatic EIR for 
the Central SoMa Plan (PEIR). 2 Project-specific studies were prepared for the proposed project to determine 
if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the Central 
SoMa PEIR. 

FINDINGS 

As summarized in the Initial Study- Community Plan Evaluation (Attachment A): 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in 
the Central SoMa Plan; 

2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the project 
or the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the Central SoMa PEIR; 

2 San Francisco Planning Department. Central SoMa Plan Finnl Environmental Impact H.epOl't. Planning Department Case Number 
2011.1356E. Available online at: 

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-reyiew clocum~nts?field environmertt£!1....t!;)Yiew. c,ltg~1.J>l=214&items .l2?.I._Jllige=10, 
accessed June 3, 2019. 
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•::). 'J;1te prqpos~dprojeet wauld:nobrermlt•hr potentially ·significant off~sih:JiOr cumulative impacts. that 
were not identified.in. the CehttaLS.oMa, J?.En~; 

4. The proposed projectwould not resultin slgnifican:t effects/ whiCh, as a result of sltbstantiaLnew 
·i.11formation that was.notlmown aHhe time the Central SoMa PEITZ was certified, wot.tld biH1lore 

· $~vexeth~nw~e Cl'beady ailllly:~;ed and.disdosecl.in the.PEil\;·ahcl 

•5. The projeCt sponsor .wm uudertal~~ feasible mitigation n1ea;>ures specifi!'!d in the Ct>nWal SoM;:~ 
PEIR to mitigi'lt¢ ptoj~.;:M:~lr>ted significant ilnpacti3.(&¢eAtta¢hdli:itltB)~. 

MH~g&Honh1ea&utes fli'$·fnohk!edii\'t:his pioj¢ct. See.tl:l.e ali;aC:hed arid si&hedtvfittg<.~tiop. Moriito:i:Lng and 
.R¢por.ttngJ?:ro&ratri;· 

.The project h.; eligible for sttearnlined environtnl.'lnt<~l review per Section 15'1$3 of lh:e Callfotnia 
Ehvi:i!ohfuenta.l Qtii:\H.ty, At!~ (CEQA) GU~di.')Ul:"\es and CalHorrtia Pt.ibliqJ,\es<n . .ttc~s .Code Sectlt\n.2lQ$33; 

ot:tERMit~AtiOJ~ 

A, 1nH1.a1Sfu.dy,-,Cortinl.tu1i~y PhntBvaluation: 

· Il. Mitigation Mbnltortng;zmd Reporting Pi·ogram 

CC: Je~emy Ba.dw!lch lllid'Satf')h l)(!atli!l'Fhillip!l; ptoj~d·$pon$Pr; Mellndil Sil''j!,lppr, ·a~om~y; S.upervisor M~t( fiat\!!y, PiGh'il~l 

6;Lll\da.Ajf)1lo~J'loagli.1pd,·Curren\:l1laMipg.Dly',slowVifl)a 13yt'(!, l\ltD;F;; l'}K€1U1('1iol'I/Exdu$lori Flli! 





SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING 

Attachment 

Initial Study-- Community Pian Evaluation Checklist 
Case No.; 
Project Addret:Js: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Plan Aren: 
I'roject Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTiON 

Project Location 

201<Hl00203ENV 
655 Fourth Street 
Central South of Market (SoMa) Mixed~Use Offi.ce District 
400-CS Height and Bulk District 
3787/Lots 26, 28, 50 and 161-164 
71,290 Rquare feet (J .64 ncrer>) 
Centra! SoMa Arc<J, Plan 
655 Fourth Street Owm~r LLC attn. Jeremy Bachrach 
415.344.6277; jbachrac®tishmanspeyer.com 
Elizabeth White 
415.575.613; elizabeth. whih~(<:!Jsfgov .org 

1650 Missiolt St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA9410,1c2479 

Heoeptlon: 
41S;!S5U378 

Fax: 
4ta;sss.64D9 

Planning 
H1formatlon; 
4t5;553Ji371 

The project site is located at 655 Fourth Street, 280-290 Tovvnsend Street, and 292-296 Townsend Street in 
San Francisco's South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood (Figure 1, Project Location).! The intersection of 
Fourth Street and Townsend Street is directly south of the project site, with Fourth Street to the west and 
Townsend Street to the south. The elev<1ted I-80 structure is approxirnately two blocks north, and the 
Caltrain Station is located diagonally across the street, at the intersection of Townsend Street and Fourth 
Street. Oracle Park is located two blocks to the sotJttW[I~t, The closest public transit stop is located at Four!h 
Street and Townsend Street.lt fl~rvet! the LH:Iniban.s~tlem Historic Str<'etcar; the N"Judah and T-Third ~~tn:>et 
Mttni Metro Rail lh"J.es; the 10, 30, 45, and 47 Murd Bus Unef?; and 81X and 8~X bus lines. Figure 2, Vicinity 
Map, provides an aerial view of the sHe. 

Existing SHe Condi!iops 
The approximately 71,300-square-foot project site (1.64 acres) is compos~~d of seven lot:; (lots 26, 28, 50, and 
161-164, of Assessor's Block 3787). Buildings on lots 26 and 28 were built in 1947. The building on lots 162-·· 
164 was built in 1996. Iligm:e 3, Exisling Project Sit'i! Conditions, illustrates existing liite conditions, 
including locations of the lots, building heights, aud access into the projed site. The project site currently 
contains three buildings, an approximately 4,000-square-foot surface parking lot, and"' 2,300-square-foot 
loading area. The project site is completely developed, has minimall(mdscaping, and has served largely 
commercial land uses. The project site measqres approxin:wtely 275 f<-;~t along each border. 

Lot 26, in the northwest portion of the site, fronts onto Fourth Street und consists of one building. The one·sl01y 
portion of the building on the southE'rn end of the Jot is \'urrently occt1pled by The Creamery·~o C\01[6 and 
restaurant. /!!.. restat,trant, gym, and several commercial office tenants occupy tlw rest of the building on the 
remainder of lot 26. 'TI112 building is 12 to 33 feet high and is not set back from the property line at t,he street front. 

Following San Francisco convention, lv!arket Street and ~treels pare} !lei to Hare ~,;onsidered to run f:as(/wf!~t (lnd 
tl:u:' perpendicular ntJ.mbered r>tno.cts are cons-idered to nm twrth/f!Outh. 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

655 Fourth Street Proj eel 
2014-()00203ENV 

Lot 161 is a privately-ovvned driveway accessed via a 31-foot-wide curb cut along Tovmsend Street, which 
diagonally splits the project sHe between lot 26 and lot 28. This driveway is approxin1ately 275 feet long by 
30 feet wide and is lined with approximately 30 trees. There is one larger tree on the project site located on 
lot 161. Excluding the loading zone, there are 14 off-street parking spaces along lot 161 on the southern 
portion of the project site. There are also 11 off-street parking spaces (including one handicap space) within 
lot 50, a surface parking lot, Lot 50 is access~~d via a 12-foot-wide curb cut along Towns~~nd Street. 

One building occupies lot 28 in the southeastern portion of the sik. The two-story portion fronting 
Tov·,rnsend Str1,2et is occupied by HD Buttercup (retail l::msin(;ss). The one-story portion behind HD 
Buttercup is occupied by Bulth;rup (a n:modeling business) and accessed from the surface parking lot that: 
is lot 50 and the loading area that is part of lot 161. 

LotH 16?.~164 consi.st of one three-story building. The first floor is a commercial unit 011d the upper two 
floors are two q,Jsidentia1 units. Off-street p<!cklng lots 162, 163, and 164 ls ac<x~ssed via the 3.1-
foot-wide curb cut on Townsend Street, and each lot has an easement for one parking space vvithin lot 161 
and an easement for ingress and egress through lot 161 !o ac,;:es:; the reserved parking spaces. 

111e northw~st property line of the project sUe fams the vehicular access driveway for 601 Fourth Street. 

Existing Land Use Designation and Zoning 
The project site falls within the Central SoMa plan <)rea, which was evaluated in the Central SoMa Plan final 
Prograrnmatic Environmental Impa\:t Report (Central SoM.a PEllZ), certified on May 10, 2018. The zoning for the 
project site is Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office and Central SoMa Spedal Use District, which collectively permit 
a mix of residential and noru;esidential uses, including office, retail, smrtll-scale light industrial, <md tourist 
hotels. The project site is lqcated within the 400-CS height and bulk districts, CIS shown in Figure 4, Height and 
Bulk Limits. 

Project Characteristics 
The 655 Fourth Street Projec:t (project or proposed proj~:ct) Wo\tld entail demolition of the three existing 
buildings, associated surface parking lots, and vegetation on the projed site, including street trees and other 
plantings. The project would merge f;he seven existinp; lot~ <.titd consi:nu;t: twr.:~ Hew 3i:l·-story, 425"fooHall 
buildings containing approximately l-014,968 square feet of residential area including 10,900 square feet of 
lounge and ~~vent space, 24,509 3quare feet pf hotel area, 21,840 square feet of office area, 18,454 square feet of 
ground-floor retail use, and. 2,484 ~>quare feet pf interior privately owned, publicly accessible open space 
(POPOS), The new development would also include a 170,300-square-foot, below-grade, fom-levd basement 
containing building amenities, a vehicle drop-nff area, a loading dock, back-of··house retail operations, refuse 
handling area, car parking, and other back-of-hquse features such as mechanical eguipment required for 
operation and maintenance of the building. The project is subject to Health Code urtick 38 and would be 
equipped with appropriate (MERV-13) filtration systems.2 

2 

·--~-·---.--. -. ··--
For sensitive-usc projects within the air pollutant exposure zone, such as the proposed project, article 38 requires 
the project sponsor to submit an enhanced ventilation proposal for approval by ihe Department of Public Health 
that achieves protection from PMz5 (fh1e particulate matter) equivalent to that associated with .1 Minimmn 
Efficiency Reporting Valwc (MERV) 1.3 filtration. 
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SOURCE: NAIP 2015; San Franci>co County 201B 
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FIGURE 2 

Vicinity Map 
655 Fourth SlrrJet Project 
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The proposed project would consist of approximately 960 dwelling units in a mix of approximately 242 
studios, 330 one-bedroom units, 351 two-bedroom units, and 37 three-bedroom units. In addition, Building 
2 would include 38 hotel rooms, which would be located on the sixth and seventh floors. CD1e lobby entrance 
for the hotel would be accessed through the building's central plaza. 

Each building would be made up of two tower structures, one approximately 55 feet taller than the other 
(Figure 5, Axonometric View of Proposed Project). Unlike a typical building where each floor is the same 
square footage, these buildings would have large ground floors and each subsequent higher floor would be 
slightly smaller than the floor below it until approximately two-thirds up each tower, when all floors would 
become 1cmiform in size. This design creates a stepph1g effect, allowing for private balconies on the lower 
portions of each tower. Further, cantilevered floors are placed in such a way as to allow for the two segments 
of the building to operate as separate structures until the seventh floor, where they connect as one building 
(Figure 6, Proposed Project Rooftop View). The two towers would be placed on the site as mirror images of 
each other. TI1is design would give the impression of four distinct buildings. All towers within the two 
buildings would include screened rooftop appurtenances, including mechanical elements such as cooling 
towers, a generator, elevator penthouses, and building maintenance units. All towers would access common 
basement levels, with resideni;ial amenities on the first two levels, such as a swimming pool, a children's play 

and maker activities; and car parking on the lowest level. Figure 7, Proposed Project Ground Floor Plan, 
provides a plan view of the proposed ground fioor uses and shows the location of the off-site wind screen 
proposed on Lusk and Townsend streets (described further below). 

Building1 
Building 1, on the west side of the project site, would be split into two towers, which, for the purpose of 
environmental analysis, are referred to as Tower lA and Tower 1B. 

Tower1A 
Tower 1A would rise 425 feet aboveground (including rooftop appurtenances 25 feet above the 
highest occupied floor) and have 39 floors of residential tmits. The ground floor of Tower 1A would 
feature one level of retail space and residential lobbies fadng a landscaped central plaza. As shown 
in Table 1, Tower lA would have 3,070 square feet of ground-floor retail and 297,075 square feet 
of residential space. On the ground floor, Tower 1A would be set back from the property line by 
44 feet, creating the Fourth Street Plaza. The bases of Tower lA and Tower 1B would be separated 
by an approximately 28-foot-wide public pedestrian walkway, known as the Fourth Street 
Gateway, leading from Fourth Street into tl1e central plaza. After the ground floor of Tower lA, the 
first six floors would angle toward Tower 1B until they join together on the seventh floor. The 
floors of Tower 1B would cantilever toward Fourth Street by 5.5 feet and then by incrementally 
smaller steps on each floor. The northwest comer of the building would be set back approximately 
44 feet from Fourth Street to allow for a landscaped street-level plaza. Pedestrian access to the 
cenb:al plaza would be provided between Tower 1A and Tower 2B from the North Alley. 

11 
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Table 1 
Proposed Building Uses by Gross Square Feet 

Event space will generally serve as a residential anwnity during most hours; the frequoncy of events expected for the space is 

approximately two large events and two medium-sized events per month, 

Note: Table values have been rotmded. 
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Tow£>r 1H 

Tower 1B would be 370 feet high, including rooftop appurtenances 1.0 feet above 1l1e hig~·test occupied 

t1oor. Similar to Tower 11\ the ground floor of Tower 1B would feature one level of retail space and 

residential lobbies fadng a landscaped central plaza. Tower 1B would have 4,130 square feel of ground­

floor retail, 2,484 square feet of interior POPOS, and 208,986 square feet of r~~:.Jidential space. Tower lB' s 

Townsend Sh·eet-facing fa<;:ade would step back 8 feet after fhe first floor and then in incrementally 

smaller steps every floor until it reaches a 103-foot setback at 220 feet in height. At this point, the 

building would rise as <1 f1ush vertical f0~ade. Tower lB's Fomth Street fac;ade would incorporate a 

smaller incremental setback starling at 2 feet after the first floor and then in incrementally sm.aller steps 

every floor until it reaches a height of 85 feet. At 85 feet above street level, the building would reach a 

20-foot setback from Fourth Street, at which point it would rise as a flush vertical fa~ade. 
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FIGURE 5 

Axonometric View of Proposed Project 
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Building 2, on the east side of the project site, would be split into two towers, which, for the purpose of 
environmental analysis, are referred to as Tower 2A and Tower 213. Similar to Building t the two towers of 
Building 2 would be different heights. 

Tower2A 
Tower 2A would be 425 feet hil.7)1, including rooftop appurtenances 25 feet above the highest occupied 
floor. Tower 2A would front Townsend StTeet and the adjacent propt)rties to the east of the project site. 
The tower structures would be rn:irror in1ages of Building 1, but the 28-foot-wide gap would continue 
down to the basement level following the footprint of the vehiculax ramp. Similill' to Building 1, the 
grotmd floor would feahJre 4,254 square feet of retail spq.ce and a residential lobby. Above the ground 
floor1 Tower 2A would have 318,305 square feet of residential space. Consistent with Tower 1A, the first 
six floors of Tower 2A would step toward Tower 2B and the two towers would join together on level 
seven. Starting at the second floor, the tower would cantilever toward the neighboring property over 
the driveway on Townsend Sh·eet with the same dimensions as Tower lA of Building 1. On the 
Townsend Street side, the massing would step back starting at 2 feet after the first floor and then in 
incrementally smaller steps every floor tmtil it reaches a height of 85 feet. The rooftop appuri:enances 
would be cotc.sistentwith Tower 1B and reach a height of 25 red abuve lhe lop uf Gu:: l.:tsl occupled floor. 
Pedestrian access from Townsend Street to the central plaza would be provided between Tower lB and 
Tower 2A through the F<nn'th Street and Townsend Street Gateway. 

Tower 2B 

Tower 2B would be 370 feet high, including rooftop appurtenances 10 feet above the highest 
occupied floor. The ground floor would have 7,000 square feet of retail space and the second and 
third floors would have 21,840 square feet of office space. Above the ground floor, Tower 2B would 
have 179,604 square feet of residential space. The sixth and seventh floors would have 38 hotel 
rooms totaling 24,509 square feet and an entrance through Tower 2B's central plaza frontage. The 
eighth floor of Tower 2B would contain a 10,900-square-foot residential amenity and event space 
with an outdoor terrace. It would hold a maximum occupancy of 300 individuals. This space is 
intended to function as a meeting and event space dvailable for bullding occupants; it will also be 
available for rental and reservalion by external entit.i.es and groups for limited programmed events 
(approximately two large events and two medium-sized events are expected per month). Large 
events would include approxim2t~ely 150-200 people and medium events would irtclude 
approximately 75-150 people. Events on the exterior eighth floo•: woulcl generally be restricted to 
a 10 p.m. completion time, though on occo.sion evcntt' may go beyond 10 p.m. If required, an 
entr;rtainment event permit would tX> obtnined from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission 
for associated events. The interior eighth floor event space would have no event restrictions. Tower 
2B would he set back 80 feet f:ron1 Towns~.::nd Street at grade to allow room for a vehicular ramp 
accessing below-grade parking. Unlike Building 1's Tower 1B, Building 2's Tower 2B would start to 
step back 9.5 feet at 80 feet high. Increr.Hental step-backs would continue until the building reaches a 
totall25-foot setback from the rear property line at 270 feet high, at which. point it would rise as a 
vertical fa~ade. 
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Access to the four respective lobbies would be provided through the publicly accessible central courtyard. 
Ground-floor retail uses would be connected to the central courtyard and to the public right-of-way along 
Townsend Street and Fourth Street. A 35-foot-wide curb cut on Townsend Street would provide two 
vehicle lanes and one two-way truck lane to access the vehicular ramp to the basement level, serving the 
valet parking drop-off and a loading dock with five loading bays. 

Floor plans for the 2nd-3rd, 8th, lOth, 33rd-36th, 37th, and 39th floors are shown in Figures 8-13. 

Loading Dock Operations 
The loading dock would facilitate the majority of delivery operations for the building, including the following: 

" Residential move-in and move-out operations 

" Residential package, furniture, dry cleaning, grocery, and other deliveries 

" Retail food supply/servicing and wholesale delivery 

" Refuse compaction and recycling services 

" Load in m'ld load out of prepared food and materials for events (as described above) 

"' Building maintenance service vehicles 

The loading dock would also contain a central receiving office and a processing/storage facility for package 
processing for building residents. 

Loading Zones 
The project proposes to establish a new on-street loading zone for passenger loading (white curb) along the 
north side of Townsend Street adjacent to the project site. The zone would measure approximately 120 feet in 
length (equivalent to approximately five on-street parking spaces). Within this loading zone, 45 feet of the 
120-foot loading zone would be reserved for San Frru1cisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) 
vehicles during the hours of 6-9 a.m., Monday through Friday. 

20 
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'The proposed project would r<:'sult in new \'onstmctlon of more than 100,000 gros;;; square feet; therefore, the 
proposed project is required to implement a driveway and loading operaHons plan (DLOP) pursuant to 
planning code section l55(u). As reqnired under planning code section 155(u)1 the project sponsor is required 
to prepare a DIDP to reduce potential contlicis bctvveen driveway and loading operations, including 
passenger and cr.munerdalloading activiti0s and pedE!strian, bicycles, and vehicles, to ntaximize reliance of 
off-street loading spaces to accommodate loading demand, and to ensure that off-street loading activity is 
considered in the proposed project's design. The proposed DLOP include's the following components: 

" Luadin;;:; Duck Mrmagcment. To ensur~) thf.lt off-stre<>rloading facilities are efficiently usect and that 
trucks that are longN than can be safdy accommodated are not permitted to use a building's 
loading dock1 the projecl sponsor will develop a plan for management of the building's loading 

dock and t~nsure that tenants in the buikiing iH'I;' informed of limltationt> and conditions on loadix1g 

schedules and truck size. 

;; Loading Dock Attendant. Building management will employ attendant(s) for the projt~d's loading 

dock. The <Jttendant would be stationed at the project's driv13way to direct freight loading/service 
vehicles f~ntering ~nd exiting the buHcHng ~:rnd ::1voi~} any H~lfety-r~~lated conflicts with pedestrians 
on the sidewalk during th(~ a.m. and p.m. pe;1k periods of traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian activity, 
with extended hours as dictated by traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian conditions and by activity in the 
loading dock. The project will ah:;o install audible and/or visible warning devices, or comparably 
effective warning devices as npproved by tlw Sqn francisco Planning Department and/or the 

SFMTA, to ah:rt pedestrian~> Qf th:<' outbound vehkk~& frun1 \!w loading dock. 

"' Large Truck Access. The h1;3,ding dQck 3Ut:ndant will rJ(ctate !1\t: maxirm.nn size of truck that can be 

accommodated at the Q!1-i:Jlte loading nre<L ln 0rder to a1:comn1odate any large trucks (i.e., generally 
\onger than 40 feet) th~1t rnay n!(1uir~t occasional access to the ::;ite (e.g., large move-in trucks thf.lt 

need occa0iorml access for both te:>idential and commercial tenants), the DLOP plan will include 

procedures as to the location of on-stn:0t accon1mod,•Jtion, lime-of-day restrictions for 
<Kcomrnodatlng l;,rger vehidt-!.S, iind procedu(lo>S tQ re.'wrve r.waUable r::urbnld.e space on adjacent 

streets from the SFMTA. 

Ill Tmsh!R.ecycling!Compost Collection De.5ig11 awl Nlanagcmcut. '01e project sponsor or representative 
will meet with the appropriate representatiw~ from Recology (or othet trash cotlection firm) to 
determine the location and type of trash/r("cyding/compost bins, 6:ecpu~ncy of collections, and 
procedures for co!iection activities, including the location of Recology i:rLJcks during collection. TI1e 
locatlon of the trash/recycling/cornpost stornge room(s) for e;lch building will b~ indicated on the 
building plans prior to submittal of plans t<) th~,~ building deparln1ent Procedures for collection 
will ensure that the collection bins r;~re not pi<lced within any sidewalk, bicycle facility, parking lane 
or travell<Jne ildjacent to the project site <lt any time. 

" Delivery Stomge. Th~?. loading dock area wiil be d<:~s!gtwd to allow for unassisted delivery systems 
(i.e., a range .of deliwry systems thiit ellmin0te the ne<;d for human intervention at the receiving 
end), pnrliculariy for ltO>e 'Nh!!n the n;ceiver tdte (<}.g., retail ;:;pace) is not in operation. Exc1mplus 
could include thc receiver site providing n l'cy or ek,ctronic fob to loMling vehid(~ operators, whkh 
enables the loading vehicle operator to deposit the goods inside the business or in a o;emred area 
th<lt is separatecl from the business. 
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The final DLOP and all revisions will be reviewed and approved by the environmental review officer or 
designee of the planning department and the sustainable streets director or designee of the SFMTA. The 
DLOP will be memorialized in the notice of special restrictions on the project site permit. 

Parking and Valet Operations 
A vehicular ramp from Townsend Sh·eet would lead to an approximately 94,500-square-foot three-,Jevel 
subterranean garage with approximately 276 vehicle parking stalls serving the residential and retail components 
of the project. There are anticipated to be approximately 40 spaces on basement levels 1 and 2, for a total of 80 
spaces, with the balance of the vehicle parking capacity located on basement levels 3 and 4. 1he garage would 
be open 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. No vehicle stackers or special parking systems are proposed. 

The parking would be unbundled and open to all occupants, visitors, and guests who choose to park their 
vehicle in the valet-operated garage, as described below. Of the 276 parking spaces, 240 would be made 
available to residents, 15 would be made available for the retail uses, six spaces for office use, three for hotel 
guests, and 12 car-share parking spaces. 

When vehicles arrive at the first basement level, signage and an attendant would assist drivers in pulling 
t' 1 1 '• • o1 . ' 1 ' "j .,-.1 1 I If 1 1 1 _j J.._ .t.1 ,t. _...l .t. .j.. ,...l ._; rorwara, emu exnmg tneJr ven1ete. 11le vaHO:t attenuant WOUtu greec ,r,e occupant anu reqUeSt expec,eu umc 

of departure. The attendant would also help guide the occupant to the proper tower. The valet attendant 
would park the vehicle in one of the levels below. Code~required Americans with Disabilities Act spaces 
would be provided and managed by the valet operator. If the need arises, specially equipped vehicles 
would be guided to the appropriate parking space by the valet attendant. When the patron returns for their 
vehicle, they would either pre-request their car or guests would go to the valet office to pay and request 
their car. Pre-requested cars would be staged near the plck-up/drop-off zone. The standard garage 
operation would employ approximately five valet attendants. 

Ukyde Parking/Storage 
The proposed project would provide 540 class 1 bike parking stalls within three rooms on the basement 
level an.d 81 class 2 stalls at-grade near the main pedestrian entries to the buildings.3 These wotlld be 
accessed through an elevator connecting to the ground level. 

Landscaping 
The project would have approximately 59,595 square feet of open space, including 35,100 square feet of 
private and commonly accessible open spaces for building residents and 2,484 square feet of ground-floor 
exterior POPOS (Figure 14, Proposed Access and Ground Floor Uses). POPOS areas would be provided 
within the central courtyard between the two buildings, at the Fourth Street Plaza in front of Tower 1A, in 
other areas in front of or between the buildings, and at an enclosed space at the corner of Fourth and 
Townsend streets. The POPOS would include landscaped trees and vegetation, seating, and public art 
displays. The project would include 70-foot by 70-foot privately accessible terraces located on the 37th floor 
of each building. The amenity floor in Tower 2B would include a terrace on floor eight. 

34 

As defined by the San Francisco Planning Code (section lfi5.l(A)), dass 1 spaces are "spaces in secure, weather­
protected facilities intended for usc as long-term, overnight, and work-day bicycle storage by dwelling unit 
residents, nonresidential occupants, and employees," and class 2 spaces are "spaces located in a publicly­
accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-lerm use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the 
building or use." 
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The project design was modified through an iterative process of repeated wind tunnel tests that resulted 
in the following wind reduction features: 

" Tower lB would be modified to include a design that would add more porosity to the fa<;ade, 
referred to as a Voided Terrace. 

o Canopies would be inst(llled on Tow~rs lA, lB, 2A, and 2B to improve wind speeds within the 
Central Plaza. 

111 A 6-foot-wide and 10-foot-tall vegetated wind screen would be installed perpendicular to Townsend 
Street and 2 feet from the curb near the intersection of Lusk and Townsend streets to improve wind 
speeds on Townsend Street (see Figure 15, Pedestrian Wind Screen on Townsend Street). 

e~ A combination of shrubs (5 feet tall) and porous vines attached to a 10-foot-tall artificial barrier 
would be installed on site within the alleyways between Towers 1A and 1B, as well as between 
Towers 1B and 2A and between Towers lA and 2B, to improve wind speeds in the alleyway. 

"' Deciduous trees would be installed on the Fourth StTeet Plaza and within the Central Plaza to 
improve wind speeds in each respective area. 

The project would involve removal of five street trees, including two London plane trees on Townsend Street 
and three purple leaf plum trees on Fourth Street. Approximately 26 street trees would be planted as part of 
the project. 

The final streetscape would be designed in conformance with the City and Cmmty of San Francisco (city) 
Better Streets Plan4 and would widen the sidewalks along Fourth Street from 10 feet to the recommended 
width of 15 feet. The project would also include corner bulb-outs consistent with Better Streets Plan 
recommendations. On the sidewalk along the south side of Townsend Street near Lusk Street, a 6-foot-wide 
and 10-foot-tall wind screen would be installed to improve wind speeds on Townsend StTeet (see Figure 15). 

Building Designs 
Solid L-shaped panels and large glazed openings are proposed for the b1,tilding fa<;_:ade. The size of the 
openings would change gradually as the two towers merge, Each rooftop would have a screen wall to 
conceal cooling towers, mechanical equipment, the elevator penthouse, and building maintenance units. 
The screen walls on top of Towers 1A and 2A would be 20 feet tall and those on Towers 1B and 2B would 
be 10 feet tall. The screen would be shorter than the maximum height of some of the rooftop 
appurtenances; however, the appurtenances would not be visible from the surrounding buildings or the 
street level. The screen wall system would be an extension of the main tower exterior wall and would be 
constructed with the same materials, with the exception of custom metal louver grid infills at the 
openings in lieu of the windo'"' glazing used in the tower portion. The acoustical performance of the 
screen wall system and the metal louver infill would be design\~d to reduce mechanical equipment noise 
to below the limits required by article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code, the Noise Ordinance, 

City and County of San Francisco. 2010. Better Streets Platt. Adopted December 2010. Available online at: 
https://sfplanning.org/resource/better-strects-plan, access(;d Jtme 3, 2019. 
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The project would provide one life sCJfety diesel generator in the basement of Tower 2A with an appropriate 
diesel particulate filter for the engine exhaust. Since the project is not a commercial building, no additional 
tenant-related generators are ful.ticipated. The project would have multiple domestic hot water and space 
heating, gas-flred, high-efficiency natural gas boilers located within the tower penthouses. 

At roof level (level 41 for the taller towers and level 37 for the shorter towers), each of the ta.ller towers 
would contain the following mechanic(lll~C]uipm\'2nt; 

., A two-cell cooling tower 

" Exhaust fans: bathroom exhau.st, residential kitchen exhaust, corridor exhaust, smoke exhaust 

" Supply fans: stair pressurization, corridor ventilation air handling units 

" Enclosed condenser water pump rooms 

@ Enclosed boiler rooms 

Each of the shorter towers would contain the following mechanical equipment at roof level: 

.. Exhaust fans: bathroom exhaust, residential kitchen exhaust, corridor exhaust, smoke exhaust 

.. Supply fans: stair pressurization 

Green Building Requirements 
The project would feature an on-site rainwater 21nd graywater harvesting and treatment facility that would 
reuse the treated water to meet 100 percent of the non-potable water demand. Additionally, the project is 
being designed to c1chieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver certification. 

The project would provide domestic wat.:::r sub-metering along wi.th lovv-.flow (WaterSense) fixtures 
tlu·oughout the buildings to tl'ack Wc)ter use. 
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The project would require approval of a Transportution Demand Management Plan pursuant to planning 
code section 169. The project has elected the following transportation demand management measures to 
satisfy its obligations under the program: 

" ACTIVE-1: Improve Walking Conditions, Option A (Residential). The project would complete 
streetscape improvements consistent witlt the city's Better Streets Plan and any local streetscape 
plan to ensure that the public right-of-way is safe, accessible, convenient, and attractive to 

pedestrians. This would entail widening the sidewalk from 10 feet to the city's recommended 
sidewalk width of 15 feet adjacent to the site and incorporating additional streetscape design 
elements and safety to()ls as identified by city staff that contribqte to vehicle-mjles-traveled 

reduction and increased WE!lking. 

" .ACTIVE-2: Bicycle Parking, Option A (Relail and Office); Option B ([<esidential). The project would 
provide class 1 and class 2 bicycle parking spaces as required by the planning code for office and 
retail uses. For residential use, the project wQuld provide one class 1 bicycle parking space for each 
of the first 100 dwelling units, and one class 1 space (:or every two dwelling units thereafter. The 
project v~euld also provide tv.ro class 2 bicycle parking spBcPs for PvPry 20 dwelling units. 

" ACTIVE-SA: Bike Repair Station. The project would provide a bicycle repair station on site consisting 
of a designated, secure area within the buildjng, such as within a bicycle storage room or in the 
building garage, where bicycle maintenance tools and supplies would be readily available on a 
permanent basis and offered in good condition lo encourage bicycling. 

o CSl-IARE-1: Car Share Parking and 1\tiembcrship, Option C (Retail); Option D (Residential). For retail 
uses, the project would provide one car-share membership per ernployee and car-share parking 
spaces as required by the planning code. For tesidentio1uses, the project would provide one car­
share membership per dwelling unit and one car-share parking space per each 80 dwelling units. 

~~> DELIVERY-I: Delivery Supportive A111e11ilies. The project would f<:!dlitaie delivery services by 
providing an area for receipt of deliveries thaf. offers one of the following: (1) clothes lockers for 
delivery services; (2) temporary storage for package deliveries, laundry deliveries, and other 
deliveries; or (3) temporary refrigeration for grocery deliveries. 

liJ FAMILY-1: Family TDi\A Amenities, Option A and P, (Reside11tial): The project would provide a secure 

location for storage of personal ccw seats, strollers, athletic or extracurricular gear, and cargo 
bicycles or other large bicycles. 11ce project would also provide one collapsible shopping/utility 
cart for every 10 dwelling u:nits o01nd one c<~rgo bicycle for every 20 dwelling units. All equipment 
shall be kept clean a:nd well maintained. Cargo bicycles and cQrts shall be (lvailable for use to any 
unit by advanced reservation on an hourly basis. 

t~ FAMILY'-3; Family TDM Package: The project would provide arncnities as described for the 
CSHARE-1 and FAMJLY.~l TOM Measun:s. 

" INF0-1: Multimodal Wa!J,finding Sig11age. The project would provide multimodal wayfinding 
signage in k(~y locations that can withlli<md weai:her elements; (e.g., wind, rain). This signage would 
alert building occupants and visitors to nearby transportation servicelJ and ir1frastrurl.urc, 

including tr.:1nsit, bike-share, car Edv,n: parking, bicycle parbng and amenHJes, showL"l:'S and 
lockers, <md taxi stands. 

41 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014·000203ENV 

"' INF0-2: Real-Time Transportation Dis]Jlays (Residential). The project would provide real-time 
h·ansportution information on large television screens or computer monitors in prominent 
locations (e.g., entry/exit areas, lobbies, elevator bays) to highlight transportation options and 
support informed trip-maki11g. 

® INF0-3: Tailored Transportatioli Marketing Services; Option B (Rr:tail & Residential). 111e project would 
provide building occupants with tailored marl<eting and cornmunication campaigns, including 
incentives to encourage the use(;£ sustainable transportation modes. 

" PKG-1: Unbundle Parking, Location E. All accessory parking spaces would be leased or sold 
separately from rental or purchase fees for the life of the project, so that residents or tenants have 
the option of renting or buying a parking space at an additional cost and would, thus, experience 
a cost savings if they opt not to rent or purchase parking. 

" PKG-3: Parking Cash Out: Noll-Residential Te71!111ts (Retail). Any retail tenant employer in the project 
that subsidizes parking for its employees will be required to provide all employees with a choice 
of forgoing any subsidized/free parking for a Cftsh payment equivalent to the costs of the parking 
space to the employer. 

" PKG-4: Parking Supply: Option F (Office); Option H (Residential). The project would provide 
accessory parking spaces at rates less than or equal to the applicable neighborhood parking rates 
for each use cutr,~gory. 

To the extent that these measures affect vehicular or bicycle parking, loading operations, and building 
design, these features have been incorporated into the project's physical description and plans. 

Improvements in the public right--of-way would be limited to widening sidewalks, creating bulb-outs, 
planting street h·ees, constructing a wind screen (on the south side of Townsend Street), and connecting 
sewer and stormwater drain services to the existing combined sewer and stormwater system. TI1ere are 
three points of cmmection on Fourth Street and one connection on Townsend Street. 

Relocation of Existing Tenants 
TI1e project sponsor has agreements with the existing office, retail, and residential tenants to vacate the premises 
prior to construction. There are no other relocation plans for existing retail or market-rate residential occupants 
at the site. 

Bird Safe Controls 
In compliance with city Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings," all balcony guardrails would be extensions of 
the solid parapets and would be made frorn wire mesh with a solid rail. Glass wind barriers at the 37th 
floor terraces would receive bird-friendly treatment such as Omilux Bird Protection Glass6 or similar. 

Any lighting would be lim.ited to the ground floor and public terraces on the 8th <md 37th floors. All lighting 
would be shielded or directed downward. There would be no fa<;ade up-lighting or beacons. 
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City and County of San Francisco. 2011. Stmufards Jbr Bird-Sa]~ Buildings. San Fmncisco Planning Department. June 2011. 

Available at: hltps://sfplanning.org/Gtandards,bird-snfe-buildings, <K'\'086t!d )lme 3, 2019. 
Ornilux Bird Protection Glass has a patternect, UV--reflective coating making it visible to birds while remaining 

virtually transparent to the human eye (http://W'Nw.omilux.cnm/). 
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Construction activities for both Buildings 1 and 2 are anticipated to take approximately 34-36 months. 
Buildings 1 and 2 would be constructed concurrently; phased conshuction of the project is not proposed. 

The proposed project would use concrete-framed buildings supported on a 12-foot-thick, steel-reinforced 
concrete mat foundation. No pile driving would be used for the project. A grid of drilled tension piles 
would be required due to the depth of the proposed basement. The primary structure would consist of 
cast-in-place concrete core walls, concrete sheer walls, concrete columns, rebar flat slabs below and at 
grade, and post-tensioned slabs above grade. The 24- to 32-inch-thick concrete core and sheer walls 
reinforced with dense layers of reinforcing steel would provide the structure's lateral resistance to wind 
and seismic loads. 

The project site would be initially enclosed by a temporary, covered chain-link fence to prepare for 
demolition of existing structures and other early site activities. It is anticipated that the city's metered 
parking spaces located on Fourth Street and Townsend Street would be incorporated as part of the site 
logistics and materials movement plans. )3us stops currently on Fourth Sheet and Townsend Street would 
require tempora1y relocation. Bus stop relocation would be coordinated with SFMT A and subject to 
SFMTA approval; all temporary reiocahons would be made within an estimated DHe-block distance of 
permanent locations. The bike lane currently located on Townsend Street would also require temporary 
relocation. Temporary locations for the bike lane would be detennined in. consultation with San Francisco 
Public Works and SFMTA at a future date, taking into account cumulative construction conditions within 
the neighborhood at the times any relocation should occur. 

The project site would be operated and managed strictly in accordance with city regulations. It is possible 
that there would be sidewalk closures and occasional road closures surrounding the project site; all 
temporary sidewalk and road closures would be subject to SFMTA review. 

The three existing buildings on site, adjacent surface parking lots, and access driveway canopies would all 
require demolition. Any materials that can be recycled would be separated on site from the waste debris. 
All materials would be loaded by excavator onto covered tractor-trailers and transported to either recycling 
centers or directly to landfilL All soils, consh·uction waste, and any hazardous waste would be handled in 
accordance with all federal, state, and local laws, and would be sent to the appropriate facility based on the 
soil classification, which would be determined during excavation. It is anticipated that there would be 

approximately lOQ-150 tmcks required to dispose of the demolished materials over an approximately four­
week period. 

Immediately following demolition, for approximately five to six months, hazardous soils and materials 
would be removed. Approximately 69,600 square feet of the project site would be excavated to a depth of 
approximately 55 feet below grade, resulting in the removal o£ approximately 142,000 cubic yards of earth. 

Dewatering wells would be installed to drop the water level within the site and would be contained by a 
water containment wall. The project would only require dewatering during construction and only to the 
depth necessary to support construction of the foundatiCin. The tie-back shoring system, or equivalent 
shoring system, would follow closely behind the mass excavation. The entire excavation and shoring 
operation would take five to six months. The anticipated equipment and time durations required to 
accommodate and supply the mass excavation and temporary shoring operations are discussed below. 
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Foundation conshuction would require two to three months to complete. Following installation of the 
tension piles, a single mat slab ( 4--12 feet thick) would be cast In two weekend operations. Nighttime work 
is anticipated during the continuous concrete pours for the foundation. Approximately 1,200 concrete 
mixers would be required over a continuous 24-hour period to pour the mat slab. The mat slab would 
require nighttime work for approxjmately eight nights (Friday and Saturday rtights for four weekends); all 
other construction on the project is anticipated to be completed within standard business hours. 

Once the mat slab is poured, basement construction would immediately follow. It would require four to 
six concrete pours per week; e?ch concrete pour would require 20-40 trucks. Conshuction of the four 
basement floors would take approximately five to six months. No nighttime work is anticipated during 
construction of the basement floors. 

Construction of the concrete and steel buildingry would be1o;in inunediately after the basement is completed to 
the ground floor. Daily deliveries of steel-reinforcing anchors, link beams, and other materials would occur as 
the flow of constmction dictates. The concrete requirements would be the same as the basement conslmction: 
there would be four to six concrete pours per week, and each pour would require 20·-40 trucks. This concrete 
sched·ule would continue for an additional 9 to 11 months after basement construction; the enti.l'e concrete 
structure and exterior f<!cade construction is expected to be completed over a 12- to lL~-month timeframe. 

Construction of the exterior ~Nail WOl.lld begin on,_:e the Clmcrcte superstructure is completed past the 
seventh floor, completing approximatdy one floor of exkrior wall pmwls fHJr week. Fa~·ade panel deliveries 
would take phwe on a daily basis. I11t,~rior framing <md finishes would take approximately 16 months to 
complete. External paving and landscaping would begin once fhe superstruch1re and external wall is built 
<md would l'equire approxirnately four months to co1nplete. 

There would be i:tpproximate1y 8-10 d<~ys of nighttime work for pdditional activities that ;:rre required to 

occur at night by the San Fra11cisco euild'lng Deparbnent (e.g,, large equipment delivedes, tower crane 
erections, and oversi:r.:ed loads). The project sponsor would apply to the city for permits for these additional 
activities on an as-·reguired basis. TheBe activities would take place at the commencement of the basement 
excavation and construction, and at the commencelllent of construction of the concrete super-structures. 

Project Approvals 

The proposed project would require the follovv"ing approvalB: 

San Francisco Board (!f Supervisors 

" Approval of sidewalk legislation and a major cncroacluncnt permit 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
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"' A large project aulhoriz:'llion, with ex•.:0ptiuns, per plnming code section 329 for project<; entailing new 
construction of a building taller than 85 feet in height or greater than 25,000 gross square feet in floor area 

"' Conditional use authorization per pl~:u:nting code sections 317 and 848 to establish a new hotel usc 

and renwve two existing reskientL,l dwelling units fnm1 the~ property 

" Adoption of flndings of consistency wHh th~ San FrandtJco General t)lan and priority policies of 
plarmlng code seci:ion 1.01.1 

SaXt Francisco Genl~ral Plan rcferl'al £or t;idewalk k:giBliltion to widen sidewalks, irnplemen.t 
streetscape improvements, and implement other public re;ilrn improvements 
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"' Review and approval of permits for street i:rnprovements for modifications to public sidewalks, 
street, trees, and curb cuts 

<JI Approval of permits for streetscap<::' occupancy during construction 

" Recommendation to the board of supervi:.;ors for sidewalk legislation and w 1najor encroachment 
pennit, and approvals to implement streetscape and other public realm improvements 

" Approval of parcel mergers and airspace parcel (condominium) maps 

San Francisco Department of Building inspection 
Ill Approval of demolition permits for existing buildings, grading/excavation permits, and 

site/building permits for new construction 

@ Approval of a permit for nighttime construction 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
w Approval of special traffic perrrJts for tcntporary occupancy of streets and sidevvalks during 

construction by the Sustainable Streets Division 

., Approval of consh·uction within the public right-of-way (e.g., bulb-outs, wind screen and sidewalk 
extensions) 

e Approval of designated color curbs for on-street freight or passenger loading, or other restricted 
parking for the benefit of tenants, qperators, and customers 

!!> Review and approval of proposed changes to on-street passenger loading zones, if necessary 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
® Approval of a stormwater manL~gement plan that ·~omplie,s with the city's stormwater design 

guidelines, inch1ding an erosion and EJediment control plan (Public Works Code article 4.1) 

® Approval of any changes to existing publidy owned fire hydrants, water service laterals, water 1neters, 
and water mains m1d approval of new fire, standard, irrigation, and recycled water service laterals 

"' Approval of a landscape plan and n water supply assessment 

" Approval of the use of dewatering wells (Public Health Code ,Jrticle 12B) and required documentation 
per the Non-Potable Water Ordinance (joint approval by Department of Public Health) 

San Francisco Department of Public Health 
111 Approval of a construction dust control plan per Health Code article 22B 

.. Approval of a site mitigation plan in compliance with article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code 

• Approval of a work plan for soil ~:md groundwater characterization, if determined necessary 

., Approval of required documentation per the Non-Potable Water Ordinance 0oint approval by the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission) 

• Review for compliance with art-ide 38 of the Health Code for enhanced ventilation 
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
" Approval of a permit to operate the proposed backup emergency generator 

The approval action for the proposed project is the approval of the large project authorization by the planning 
commission. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) determination pursuant to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

B. COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION OVERVIEW 

CEQA 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 environmental impact report (EIR) was certified, shall not be subject to additional environmental 
review except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-specific significant effects that 
are peculiar to the project or its site. Guidelines section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to 
the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EJR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis 
of that impact. 

This initial study evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the proposed 655 Fourth 
Street project described above and incorporates by reference information contained in the Cenh·al SoMa 
PEIR.7 The following project-specific studies were prepared, or reviews conducted, for the proposed project 
to determine if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified 
in the Central SoMa PEIRB: 

• Archeology review @ Noise and vibration assessment 

$ Pedestrian wind study .. Water supply assessment 

" Transportation study " Air quality analysis 

"' Supplemental wind screen analysis .. Geotechnical report 

II Assessment of transportation hazards " Greenhouse gas compliance checklist 
related to proposed wind screen .. Phase I environmental site assessment 

.. Shadow analysis 

c. PROJECT SETTING 

SHe Vicinity 
The surrounding neighborhood is a mix of commercial, residential, and entertainment land uses housed in a 
mixture of primarily three- to seven-story buildings, ranging from 30 to 70 feet in height (Figure 3). The 
neighborhood (sometimes referred to as China Basin) is built largely on landfill along the southern edge of 
SoMa. As noted above, the elevated 1-80 structure is located approximately two blocks northwest of the site 
where it crosses above Fourth Street, and the Caltrain Station is located diagonally across the street, bounded by 
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San Francisco Planning Department. Central SoMa Plan Final Envirolmlental Impact Report. Planning Department 
Case Number 2011.1356E. Available online at: https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_ 
environmental_review_categ.Jarget_id=214&items_per_page=10, accessed June 3, 2019. 
Project-specific studies prepared for the 655 Fourth Street project are available for public review at the Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4u' Flom, San Francisco, CA 94103 as part of case file number 2014-000203ENV. 
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Townsend Street to the north and Fomth Street to the east. Oracle Park is located two blocks to the southeast 

along the King Street corridor, which is developed with residential condominiums and numerous restaurants. 

Extensive public h·ansportation (four to six lines depending on time of day) aLso nm.:; along this portion of King 

Street. The Muni Metro Central Subway extension is currently under construction (scheduled to be completed 

in late 2019) and will operate along and beneath Fourth Street in !:he future, with the closest stop at Fourth Street 

and King Street. 

There are no hospitals, daycare facilities, housing .for older adults, or convalescenJ facilities within 0.5 

miles of the project site. The neare.~t schools to the projec;t site are the Bessie Carmichael Middle School 

on Harrison Street, which is west of Fourth Street, approximately 0.4 miles northeast of the project site, 

and the Five Keys Charter School on Oak Street, which is north of Bryant Street, approximately 0.4 miles 
west of the site. The nearest childcare centers are the Yerba Buena Gardens Child Development Center, 

approxhnately 0.8 miles northeast of the project site, and the Mission Head Start Mission Bay Child 

Development Center, approximately 0.6 miles southeast of the project site. The nearest residence to the 

project site is located 35 feet northwest of fhe project site. 

Cumulative Setting 
CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(1)(A) defines cumnlative projects as past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable projects producing related or cunmlahve impa,cts. CEQA Guidelines section 15l30(b)(1) provides 

two methods for cumulative impact analysis: the "list-based <ipproach" and the "rrojections-based approach." 

The list-based approach uses a list of projects prodttcing closely related impacts that crmld combine with those 

of a proposed project 1;o evaluate whether the project would co.ntribute to significant cumulative impacts. TI1e 

projections-based approach uses projecHons cont;:ilned in a general plan or related planning document to 

evaluate the potential for cumulative impacts. This project-specific CEQA analysis employs both the list-based 

and projections-based approaches to the cumulative impact analysis, depending on which approach best suits 

the resource topic being analyzed. The following is a list of projects in the general vicinity of !:he project site that 

may be included in the cumulative analysis for cert<tin loc<~lized impact topics (e.g., cumulative shadow and 

wind effects). The following projects within the Central SoMa Plan arE! a have environmental review applicalions 

on file and were already evaluated programmatically within the Central SoMa PEJR. 

~ 505 Brannan Sb:;~et (Case No. 2015-0097'04ENV): The proposed 505 Drannan Street Project would 

consist of a vertlcal addition providing up to 156,000 square feet of office space on 11 floors above 

the existing building. The completed building would have a height of 240 feet 

" 598 Brannan. Street (Case No. 2012.0640£): The proposed developrnent would demolish the four 

existing one- and two-story comrm:rcial, irwluslriul, and warehouse buildings a:nd assodated sm·face 
parking lots and construct four new buildings containing 922,700 square feet of office, 60,500 square feet 
of retail/production distribution repair space, 5,600 gross square feet of child care space, and 72 dwelling 

units. The 598 Brannan Street Project would also include a new approximately 38,00() square-foot park at 

!he center of the development site 

"' 61(}-69!3 Brannan Street (Flowm: Mint site) (Case No. :l!Jll)"004256ENV): '1.11e proposed development 

vrould demolish all existing buildings on the project site ;md construct three new buildings containing 

office space, retail/restaurant space, and Hw new wholesale flower m0.rket. 'I11e proposed project would 

include approximately 2,352,000 square feet of new construction, consisting of 2,032,800 square feet of 

office space, 2011,000 square feet of ret<!il/restaunult sp;:ux~, and ] 15,000 square feet of vendor space for 

the new wholesale flower l.narkel 
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,. 88 Bluxome Street (Tennis Club site) (Case No. 2015-012490ENV): The proposed development would 
include the demolition of the existing building on the project site and constmction of three new 
buildings containing approximately 840,100 square feet of office space, 8,100 square feet of production 
distribution repair space, 16,600 square feet of ground floor retail/restaurant, 4,600 square feet of a dilld 
care facility, 29,700 square feet of a community/recreation center, 134,00 square feet of a private terulis 
dub/ and up to 118 units of affordable housing. The proposed 88 Bluxome Sh·eet Project includes 
approximately 1,262,400 square feet of new e<>nSiTuction 

" 636-648 Fotuth. Street (2015-003880ENV): The proposed development would include the demolition 
of the existing one- zmd two-stmy commercial buildir1gs and general advertising billboard and 
proposes to construct a 350-fooHall primarily residential tower with 427 units and approximately 
3,200 square feet of ground-floor corrunercial space 

e 330 Townsend Sheet (2016-009102ENV): The proposed development would include demolition of 
the existing two-story and partial basement office building and construct an approximately 300-
foot-tall, mixed-use retail and residential building. 'TI-Le 330 Townsend Street Project proposes to 
include approximately 375 dwelling units and 12,000 square feet of retail space 

Other cumulative projects in the project area consist of the following, which were included in the 
cumulative analysis for the Central SoMa PEIR: 

,. The Sixth Street Improvement Project (Case No. 2014.1010E), which would reduce two existing 
travel lanes on Sixth Street in each direction to a single lane in each direction, along with right-of­
way and sidewalk improvements between Market and Dryant streets 

e The University of California San Francisco's Long-Range Development Plan, which guides growth 
and directs the planning of 2.4 million gross square feet of University of CaJjfornia San Francisco's 
research and development, institutional, housing, and recreationalttses over a 20~year period 

.. The San Francisco Giants' Mission Rock/Seawall Lot 337 Project (Case No, 2013.0208E) on a parcel 
bounded by Third Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Rock Street, and China Basin Park 
adjacent to Pier 48 that would be developed to include up to approximately 1.6 million gross square 
feet of residential uses (1,600 units), up to 1.4 million gross square feet of commercial uses, and 
about 5.4 acres of open space throughout the parcels 

" Dmvntown Rail Extension, which will extend Caltrain commuter rail from its current terminus at 
Fourth and King streets to the new lransit center; it will also deliver the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority's future high-speed rail service to the transit center 

'" Transbay Program Phase 2, which proposes construction of a new Fourth and Townsend Street 
Caltrain station; completion of the transit center's h'ain station, including a pedestrian connection 
to BART and Muni; and a new intercity bus facility 

The following projects were not analyzed in the cumulative analysis in the Central SoMa PEIR, but are within 
0.25 miles of the project site and thus included in the cumulative analysis for the 655 Fourth Street Project: 
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Bratman Street Safety Project (Case No 2018-014568ENV): SFMTA has proposed pedestrian and 
bicycle safety improvements along Bram1an Street between The Embarcadero and Division Street, 
including a road diet from four travell.anes to three travel lanes, with a center two-way left-turn 
lane; bicycle lanes in both directions; intersection improvements including left-turn pockets and 
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pedestrian safety enhancements (e.g., crosswalk improvements); and signal timing changes. The 
Central SoMa PEIR evaluated, at a project level, similar changes to Brannan Street that would 
include a road diet, but only between Second to Sixth streets. 

.. Townsend Corridor Improvement Project (Case No. 2018-0l1913ENV): SFMTA is proposing 
improvements along Townsend Street between The Embarcadero and Eighth Street, including 
enhancements to existing bikeway facilities and improving connections to transit and surrounding 
destinations. A preferred design for near-term improvements has been developed for the segment 
between Fourth Street and Eighth Street that includes protected bicycle lanes and a new "sidewalk 
island" along the south side of the street between Fourth Street and Fifth Street to provide a 
continuous raised sidewalk along this section and physically separate bicyclists from moving 
vehicle traffic in the eastbound direction. 

e Fifth Street Improvement Project (Case No. 2019-012169ENV): SFMTA would implement bicycle, 
pedestrian, transit, and loading/parking improvements along Fifth Street between Townsend and 
Market streets in the SoMa neighborhood. This project is a Vision Zero Project, and, while the 
Central SoMa PEIR discusses Vision Zero, this specific Fifth Street Improvement Project was not 
originally h'"lcllldcd in the Certtral Sol\1a. PEI.R~ cum.ulCJtivP analysis. 

The nearest open spaces to the project site are Victoria Manalo Draves Park (on Sherman Street just west of 
I-80 and northwest of the project site), South Park Children's Play Center, and Gene Friend Recreation 
Center (at Sixth and Folsom streets); each of these parks is a Recreation and Parks Department property. 
Mission Creek Park (on the edge of Mission Creek at Fifth Street) and South Beach Park (north of Oracle 
Park) are under the jurisdiction of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure. There are other 
privately owned, publicly accessible plazas, gardens, and open spaces nearby, including areas associated 
with Oracle Park. 

D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFfECTS 

The proposed project could significantly affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following 

pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental topic. 

0 Land Use/Planning D Greenhouse Gi!s ]~missions 0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

0 Aesthetics [ZJ Wind D Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

0 Population and Housing D Shadow D Mineral Resourcr¢s 

~ Cultural Resources D Recn~ation D Energy 

D Tribal Cultural D Utilities/Service Systems D Agriculhne and Forestry Resources 
Resources 

~ Transportation and D Public Services D Wildfire 
Circulation 

~ Noise ~ Biological Resources 

r8J Air Quality D Geology/Soils 
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Tiw Central SoMa PEIR identified significant plan-level impacts related to land use, cultural resources, 
transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, air quality, wind, biological resources, and hazards and 
hazardous materials. Additionally, the Central SoMa PEIR identified significant cumulative impacts 
related to land use, cultural resourcc;s, transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, and air quality. 
Mitigation measures were identified for the above impactsi these ·would reduce impacts to biological 
resources and hazards and hazardous mal;c>rials to less-thm:r-slgnif:icant levels, but would not reduce 
impacts to the remaining resource topics to lescHhan··sigTdficant levels. Therefore, environmental impacts 
resulting from implementation of the plan related to land use, cultural resources, transportation and 
circulation, noise and vibration, air quality, and wind would remain significant and unavoidable. 

'Dtis initial study checklist evaluates wh~.~ther the environmcntnl impacts of the proposed project are addressed 
in the Central SoMa PElR1 certified on lVl.ay 10, 2018. This initial study checklist provides a project-specific and 
cumulative analy:>is of environmm1tal eff<~cts to determine whei:her the proposed pmject would result in 
significant impacts that are peculiar to the pmject or project site; that ·were not identified as significant project­
level, cumulative, or off-site eff,~cts in the C\:ntml SoMa PEIR; or that were previously Identified as significant 
effects that, as a result of substRfttial nr-w informallon rJ1at was not known at the time that the Central SoMa 
PEIR \·Vas certified, are deterrnined to have a mon; severe impar~t than discussed in !he Central Solvia PEIR 
(l'eference to the Central SoMa PEIR in this docurnent includes, by reference, analysis contained Jn the Central 
SoMa initial study). Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a project-specific ndtigated negative declaration 
or environmental impact report. lf no such irnpucts are identified, no additional environmental review will be 
required .for the project beyond that provided in the Central SoMa PEJR and this project-specific initial study in 
accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and Ct;:QA Guidelines section 15183. As discussed below in this initial 
study checklist, the proposed project would not result in new :aignlficant environmental effects, effects that are 
peculiar to the project site, or effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the Central 

SoMa PEIR 

Mitigation tneasures identified in the~ Central SoMa PEIR fli'e discussE!d ltnder each topic area, and 1neasures 
that are applicable to the proposed project are surnmarized in the relevant sections of this initial study. 
Applicable project mitjgation measures are denoted by topic code and number. For exarnple, Project 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 refers to the first ide.nlified cult!.tralresource mitigation measure that applies to 
the proposed project.9 'JJ1e full text of mW.gation meastw::t; !hal are applicable lo the proposed project is 
included in th(~ mitigation monitoring and reporting program (Attachment B to the Cornmunity Plan 
Evaluation Certificate of Determination). 

Updates to th~ Initii"l1 Study Cheddisl· 
In March :?.019, tht~ San Francisco Planning Department •.Jpdated its initial :;:tudy checklist to reflect 
revisions made by the California N:1tumll~esom·ce~J Agency tQ Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
topics <mel quc:;tionc> in the dPpartment's rt:>vb$d dt•~cklist clre ref)(:!ded in this initial shtdy checklist. 
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Aesthetics and Parking Impacts for Transit Priority In fill Development 
CEQA section 21099( d) states, "Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the envirom11ent."JO Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are not to be considered in 
determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet 
all of; the following three criteria: 

"' The project is in a transit priority area 

.. nte project is on an infill site 

., The project is residential, mixed-use resi.denti.al, or an employrnent center 

The proposed project meets each of the above tluee criteria; thus, this checklist does not consider aesthetics 
or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. 11 

E. 1 Land Use and Planning 

The Central SoMa PEIR detennined that implementation of the Central SoMa Plan vmuld not physically 
divide an established comm.unity because the plan does not provide for any new major roadways, such as 
freeways, that would disrupt or divide the plan area. Implementation of the plan would, however, result 
in street network chrmges within the plan are01, including improvements to mid-block alleys and mid-block 
crosswalks. However, these changes could decrease physical barriers by reducing the length of many of 
the plan area block faces an(.i thereby facilitate pedestrian movement through the neighborhood. 

The Central SoMa PElR determined that adoption of the C\;ntral SoMa Plan would result in a significant 
unavoidable plan-level and cumulative impact related to land use and planning because it would conflict 
with a policy in the environmental protection element of the city's general plan related to noise.l2 

Specifically, implementation of the plan would generate significant traffic-related noise on Howard Street 
under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom streets. In addition, the plan would contribute to a 
cumulative impact related to traffic noise on several street segments in the plan area. Such an increase 
would con±1ict with general plan policy 9.6 related to modifying streets in a way that increases traffic noise. 
Implementation of Cerdr<ltl SoMa PEIR Mitig~tion Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand 
Management for New Development Projects,13 would substantially reduce traffic noise, but not to a less­
than-significant level. In addition, Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M·N0-1b, Siting of Noise 
Generating Uses, would be required to ensure that noise-generating uses are appropriately sited to reduce 
noise-related impacts to a less-than-significant leveL 

10 

11 

12 

B 

See CEQA section 21099(d)(l). 
San Francisco Plannh\g Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA section 21099- Modernization of Transport<~tion 
Analysis, Case 2014-00020:3ENV, 655 Fourth StTeel. 
San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element policy 9.6. Available at http://generalplan. 
sfplaruung.org/l6_Environmental_Protection.htm. Accessed November 6, 2018. 
The requirements of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-la have been adopted in planning code 
section 169. Therefore, this mitigation measure is no longer required for subsequent development projects. 
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1. LAND USE AND PLANNING-Would the project: 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
to Project or 
Project Site 

a) Physically divide an established community? 0 
b) Cause a significant physical environmental 0 

impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

0 
D 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

D 
D 
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No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

The proposed project would be built on seven adjacent parcels (lots 26, 28, 50, and 161--164) that are all 
located on block 3787 and would not result in physical barriers along the major streets adjacent to the 
project site, including Fourth and Townsend streets. The proposed publicly accessible open spaces would 
serve to create mid-block pedestrian walkways connecting Fomth and Townsend streets. The proposed 
project would improve sidewalks adjacent to the project site in accordance with the Better Sh·eets Plan. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 

The Central SoMa Plan designates the project site as Mixed-Use Office. The proposed project would add 
office, hotel, residential, and retail uses to the project site, which are uses that are anticipated under the 
Central SoMa Plan for the project site. The planning deparh11ent has determined that the proposed project 
is consistent with the Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office Zoning District and the 400-CS Height and Bulk 
District and is therefore consistent with the development density principally permitted for the project site 
under the planning code and zoning map provision.14 

The requirements of Cenh·al SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-1a have been incorporated into planning 
code section 169. As discussed in the project description, the project proposes various measures to meet the 
transportation demand management requirement of the planning code. With regards to Central SoMa PEIR 
Mitigation Measure M-N0-1b, the reader is directed to the noise analysis completed for this community plan 
evaluation initial study, which identifies this tnitigation measure as being applicable to the proposed project. 

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in physical environmental effects beyond those 
disclosed in the Central SoMa PEm. related to a conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR's analysis. The only additional cumulative projects not evaluated in the Central SoMa PEIR are three 
streetscape projects along Fifth, Townsend, a.nd Brannan streets. The three streetscape projects would not 
divide an established commtmity as they would primarily increase safety of those streets for all users. The 
proposed project in combination with cumulative projects, including the three streetscape projects, would 
increase traffic noise, but would not result in more severe CLtmulative land use impacts than previously 
identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

----------------~~-------
14 
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Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Evalu<1tion Eligibility Determination, Current 
Planning Analysis, 655 Fourth Street, March 13, 2019. 
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Consistent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEIR, the proposed project, individually and 
cumulatively, would not result in a significant impact related to the physical division of an established 
community. The Central SoMa Plan identified a significant and unavoidable impact due to a conflict with 
general plan policy 9.6 related to modifying streets in a way that increases traffic noise. The proposed 
project would implement a transportation demand management plan in accordance with planning code 
section 169, which would help to reduce project-generated traffic noise. For the reasons discussed above, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant environmental impacts that were 
not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to land use and planning or that are peculiar to the project 
site, nor would the proposed project result in more severe project-specific or cumulative land use impacts 
than were identified in the Central SoMa PElR. 

E.2 Population and Housing 

Central SoMa Analysis 
A principal goal of the Central SoMa Phm is to 3ccommodatc anticipated population and job growth 
consistent with regional growth projections and to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office 
uses iH portions of the plan area. The Cenh·aJ SoMa PE1R tound that the deveiopment projects that couid be 
proposed and approved pursuant to the plan's zoning controls would accommodate population and job 
growth already identified for San Francisco and projecled to occur within city boundaries ant.'t thus, would 
not induce substantial unplam1ed population gr(>wt:hY The environmental effects of population and job 
growth resulting from the plan are addressed in the Central SoMa PEIT\. and its initial shJdy. 

The Central SoMa PEIR stated that the estimated housing den1and re:mHing from plan-genera led en<ployrnent 
would be accommodated by increases in housing supply, primarily within the plan area and elsewhere in San 
Francisco, and development under the Ce11tral SoMa Plan would not generate housing dem<md beyond 
projected housing forecasts. Office and other non-residential development would be required to pay in-lieu fees 
to address housing needs from conu--nercial development projects pursuant to the jobs-housing linkage program. 
Therefore, effects of the Central SoMa Plan rel<1tecl to population and housing would be less than significant.16 

16 

Signifiaant 
Impact Peculiar 
to Project or 

J:roj&!!_t_!>j!'!_ __ 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING~Woukl the pn::~j,u:.t: 

<;) Induce substantial unplanned population grow(h [] 
in an area, either directly (for example, by 
pmposing new homes ii!rld bt,Jsinosses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

b) Displace substantial numbF,Jrs of existing people I] 
or housing lmits, necessitating the construt:tion 
of rop!acement housing? 

Central SoMil PEIR, Appendix B, p. 8·1. 
Central SoMa PEIR, Appendix B, pp. 84·-80. 
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The existing project site contains two residential un:ils and approximately 60,000 square feet of commercial 
space. The proposed project wouJd develop approxinlately 21,840 gross square feet of office space, 24,509 
gross square feet of hotel space (38 guest rooms), 18,454 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant space, 
and 1,014,968 gross square feet of residential space (960 dwelling units). The project is estimated to generate 
approximately 2,256 total residents (net new)17 and 149 office, hotel, and retail employees at full occupancy 
(approximately 22 fewer employees than are currently on site).18 Project-related residential growth at 655 
Fourth Sh·eet would amount to approximately 9.2 percent of the residential development anticipated in the 
Central SoMa Plan. These direct effects of the proposed project on population and employment increases 
were accounted for in the Central SoMa PEIR growth projections, which found that the plan would result 
in an increase of about 15,580 residents and 32,000 employees in the plan area. 

The occupants of the two existing dwelling units would need to relocate upon commencement of 
construction activities. After completion of the proposed project, there would be a net addition of 958 
dwelling units on site. Therefore, although there would be a temporary displacement of housing units, 
there would be a net increase of residential units within the project site, and, thus, the project would not 
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa PEIR's 
analysis. The project is within the scope of development projected under the Central SoMa Plan and would not 
result in more severe cumulative population and housing irnpacts than previously identified in the Central 
SoMaPEIR. 

Conclusion 
For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in physical environmental effects with respect 
to population and housing that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR or that would be peculiar to 
the project site nor would it have more severe impacts than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

f.3 Cultural Resources 

The Cenh·al SoMa PEIR anticipated thett subsequent development projects resulting from the zoning 
changes could result in significant impacts on cultural resources. The Central SoMa PEIR identified 10 
mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant cultural resource impacts. Even with mitigation, 
however, the Central SoMa PEIR anticipated that the significant adverse impacts on historic architectural 
resources and/or contributors to a historic district or conservation district located in the plan area (including 
as-yet unidentified resources) could not be fully mitigated. Thus, the Central SoMa PEIR found these 
impacts to be significant and unavoidable. Impacts to other resources covered under this topic were 
determined to be less than significant with mitigation. A more comprehensive discussion of the Central 
SoMa PEIR findings and the proposed project's irnpact with respect to each cultural resource subtopic is 
included below. 

17 

lB 
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Population estimate is based on 2.35 persons per household; see https://www.census.gov/guickfacts/facl/table/ 
sanfranciscocitycalifomia,US/PST045217 
Employment calculations in thls section are based on the following employment density ratios: an average density 
of 200 square feet per office employee, 350 square feet per retail employee, and 787 square feet per hotel employee. 
See Central SoMa Plan Initial Study (February 2014), p. 82 (http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2011.1356E_IS.pdf). 
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Impact not 
Pnwiously 
Identified in Central 
So/YiaPEIR 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that plan-level and cumulative impacts to individually identified 
historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic district or conservation district located in 
the plan area, including as-yet-unidentified resources, would be significant and unavoidable, even with 
implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a, Mandatory Consultation 
Regarding Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Historical Resources; M-CP-lb, Documentation of 
Historical Resource(s); M-CP-lc, Oral Histories; M-CP-ld, Interpretive Program; and M-CP--le, Video 
Recordation. The Central SoMa PEIR also deterrnined that construction could adversely affect historical 
resources by damaging historic 2\l'Chitectural resources eluting construction activities. However, 
implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measrue M-CP-3a, Protect Historical Resources from 
Adjacent Construction Activities, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-3b, Constrnction Monitoring Program 
for Historical Resources, would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Historic Architectural Resources in tl1e Project Vicinity 
The project site currently includes three buildings. Buildings on lots 26 and 28 were built in 1947. The building 
on lots 162-164 was built in 1996. The planning department surveyed all buildings on the project site as part of 
the South of Market Historic Resources Survey completed in 2010.19 TI1e survey determined that none of the 
buildings on the project site are historic resources. 

The nearest identified historic resource to the project site is the building at 601 Fourth Street, at the corner of 
Fourth Street and Brannan, approximately 40 feet northwest of the project site. The 601 Fourth Sh·eet building 
is eligible for designation under artide 10 of the planning code (Preservation of Historical, Architectural, and 
Aesthetic Landmarks). TI1ese designations provide for official listing of buildings, landmarks, and historic 
districts throughout the city that have "a special ctwracter or special historical, architectural or aesthetic 
interest or value." In addition, as described in the Central SoMa PEIR, the buildings approximately 200 feet 
northeast of the project site are part of the Clyde and Crooks W ;;wehouse Historic District called out in the 
Central SoMa PEIR as a Proposed Extension to the South End article 10 Landmark District. 

19 San Francisco Planning Deparh11ent. South of Ivfarkel Area Historic Resource Survey. Available at 
https://sfplanning.org/project/central-soma-histork-resources--survey 
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Project-Specific Analysis 
There are no historic resources on the project sitej therefore, there are would be no direct impacts to historic 
architectural resources <lS a result of demolition of t-he existing buildings on the project site. No mitigation 
measures are required to address the demolition of the existing buildings on the project site. Furthermore, 
there would be no indirect impact t() the article 10 Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District as there 
is a sufficient buffer provided by the 260 Townsend Street building, which is situated between the project 
site and this historic district. 

Construction of the project would not require pile driving, and therefore any potential damage to adjacent 
historic resources resulting from vibrations generated by pile-driving activities would not occur. Use of 
other construction equipment could also result i..11 vibration at levels that could affect nearby structures. As 
demonstrated in the noise section of this initial study, vibration levels from construction activities at the 
closest historic resource, 601 Fourth Street, vvouid be approximately 0.05 peak particle velocity (PPV). T1<is 
vibration level is well below the standard pf 0.25 PPV established by the California Department of 
Transportation as potentially reslJlting in d;unage to historic buildings.20 Therefore, Central SoMa PEIR 
Mitigation Measures M~CP-3a and M-CP-3b would not be required and historical resource impacts from 
the proposed project would bG Jess than significo.nt. 

Archaeological Rest:mrces ami Human Ren1ains 

Central Sofvla PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEm found that development under the plmt could cause a substantial adverse chcmge to the 
significanc:e of archaeological resources because the entire plan area is considered generally sensitive for both 
prehistoric and historical archaeological resources including human bmials. Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-CP-4a, Projed-Sped.fic Preliminary PJclteologica1 AS!H!ssment, whid< requires site specific 
archaeological review of indjvidual projects for identificatior1 of appropriate archaeological assessment and data 
recovery measures, as needed, m1d Cenh·al SoMa PEIH Mitigaticm Measure M-CP-4b, Pmceduxes fm· 
Atx~i.J,~ntal Dit~covery of Archeologic<Il Rll2:sGurcec;, were found to reduce significant impacts to ;,trchaeological 
resources and hurnan remains to k~~as-\:han-slgnlficant leveit-L 

Project-Specific Analysis 
The planning department cornpleted a preliminary archaeological re'Jiew for the project site.21 Based on an 
updated ptt~histodc ard1acological sensitivity map recently drafted for the City of San Francisco,22 this 
particular project site has low sensitivity for sulnncrged, buried, or prehistoric archaeological resources 
because the site was subrnerged by the ri<;ing bay some 10,000 yei\rs ago. Althmgh humans were present in 
th12 wider region by this date, few o,rd1il80iog~cal sHes dating !hit; early have been found, and none in Snn 
Francisco, On this account, the potential {or irnpacts to prehistor:lc archaeologicalrr~sources, and to prehistoric 
human remains, appears to be lov.r. Hovv-ever, archival mapping indic;>tes that twu rnrn:itime features (piers) 
were present on either side; of the :::itc in 18,57. Ren:ul<.mts of lhcse features could be present in the landfill or 
on the bay bottom rnud that underUes the projed site, n1ost likely in the areas of the peircel that are closest to 

20 

21 

22 
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California Department of Tr<;nsportation. Tmn5port,tfiol1 and Conslmction Vibration Guidllnce Mrmunl, 1/ible :19. 
September 2013. Availnhle at http://www .dot.e<1.gov /hq/<;>n v /nolse/pub/TCVGM_Sep13 __ FIN AL.pclf. A ccesnecl 
Aprll17, 2019. 
San Francisco Planning Departml"nt 2017. Prdil!ii1111ry i\rchaeolugic!ll P.cview.fbr 655 Four·!h Strerl. Mny 8, 2017. 
Far Western Anlhropo!Ggic21l RElf\earch Croup. 2019, DRAFT, Geoarchaeo!ogicnl Asse;;smem' awl Site Swsitivity 
Model j(Jr the Ci!y and Couiif)! of San Fra!ici~;co, Colijimtia. CanhJenlial docun.-1ent on file with the Environmental 
Planning Department. 
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Blu,-xome and Townsend streets. If disturbed during excavation, the proposed project wo-uld result in a 
significant impact to archaeological resources. The significant archaeological impacts associated with the 
potential discovery of historic archaeological deposits or features during soils-disturbing activity resulting 
from the proposed project would be reduced to less-tha.n-significant levels with implementation of Project 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-1, Archaeological Testing (implementing Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-CPAa). The full text of Project Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 is provided in the mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program (Attachment B to the Community Plan Evaluation). This mitigation 
measure would require the project sponsor to retain the services of an archaeological consultant to undertake 
an archaeological testing program and be ;lVailable to conduct <tn archaeological monitoring and/or data 
recovery program if required pursuant to results of: the testing program. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are currently no cumulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central 
SoMa PEIR's analysis. The only additional cumulative projects not evaluated in the Central SoMa PEIR are 
three streetscape projects along Fifth, Townsend, and Brarman streets. The proposed project in combination 
with these other cumulative projects would not result in new rumulative impacts to historic resources that 
were not disclosed in the Central SoMa PEn< because they would not directly affect a historic resource or 
district and because impacts to archaeological resources <1,re typically site specific and do not generally 
combine to result in cumulative archaeological resource impacts. Therefore, the project would not result in 
more severe cumulative rultural resource impacts than were previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR 

Conclusion 
As demonstrated above, the proposed project would not result in significant project-level or cumulative 
impacts on cultural resources that were not i<~entified in the Central SoMa PEIR, nor would the project 
result in significant project-level or cumulative impacts on cultural resources that are more severe than 
those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR 01' that are peculiar to the project site. Project Mitigation Measure 
M-CR-1 would apply to the proposed project. 

E.4 Tribal Cultural Resource..<; 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
Based on discussions with Native American tribal representatives in San Francisco, while there are no other 
lr-nown or potential tribal cultural resources in San Francisco, prehistoric archaeological resources are 
presumed to be potential tribal cultural resources. The Centr<;JJ SoMa PEIR identified a potentially significant 
impact to prehistoric archaeological resources that also may be tribal rultural resources as a result o£ plan 
implementation and developed Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-5, Project-Specific Tribal 
Cultural Resource Assessment, to address this impact. Under this measure, a project-specific archaeological 
assessment may identify additional archaeological testing or monitoring required to assess the potential for 
impacts to tribal cultural resources at the project site. 'TI-tis mitigation measure applies to any project involving 
soil disturbance of 5 feet or greater below grotmd surface. These projects are required to be reviewed as part 
of the project-specific preliminary archaeological evaluation to determine if they may have significant effects 
on tribal cultural resources. If it is determined that a project may have a significant effect, the project is 
r1~quired to develop and implement an archaeological resource preservation plan or, if the resource cannot 
feasibly be preserved, an interpretive plan. The Central SoMa PEIR concluded that with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-CP-5, impacts of subsequent development projects on tribal cultural resources would 
be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
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The project site is in a location with no recorded prehistoric archaeological sites in the vicinity. Further, 
as noted above, the preliminary archaeological review indicates that the potential for prehistoric 
archaeological resources or human remains to be present at the project site is low .23 On this basis, the 
potential to encounter tribal cultural resources alt;o is low, No impact is anticipated. 

Cumulative Analysis 

As explained in the Central SoMa PEIR and again above, impacts to archaeological resources, including 
tribal cultural resources, are typically site specific and do not generally combine to result in cumulative 
impacts. TI1erefore, the project would not result in more severe cumulative tribal cultural resource impacts 
than were previously identified in the Central SoMa PEfR 

Conclusion 
As demonstrated above, no tribal cultural resources are expected to be present at the project site. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to tribal cultural resources that 
were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR, nor would the project result in significant project-level or 

23 
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San Francisco Planning Department 2017. Preliminary Archeologi.cal Review, 655 Fourth SlTeet (2014-000203ENV). May 8, 
2017; updated May 2019. 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Cltecklist 

655 Fourth Street Project 
'Z014-000203ENV 

cumulative impacts to h·ibal cultural resources that are more severe than those identified in the Central 
SoMa PEIR or that are peculiar to the project site. 

E.5 Transportation and Circulation 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could result in 
signifiqmt impacts on h·ansit, pedestrians, and louding, along with significa.nt construction im.pacts. The 
Central SoMa PEIR identified 10 transportation mitigation me;;~sures; however, the Central SoMa PEIR 
anticipated that the significant impacts on transit, pedestrians, loading and constrnction could not be fully 
mitigated. Thus, the Central SoMa PElR found these impacts to be significant and unavoidable. The Central 
SoMa PEIR found impacts ro emergency vehicle access as n result of the amount of growth anticipated 
tmder the plan in combination with lhe propose(1 street network changes could be significant, and 
identified four mitigation measures to reduce impacts to emergency vehicle access t,o less than significant. 

Additionally, the Central SoMa PEII< conducted a plan-level analysis a.nd project-level screening analysis 
of the vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) irnpacts of subseqw:nt development projects enabled under the plan, 
such as the proposed project, and found that VJvlT impacts would noi be signlfkanL The proposed project 
consists of land uses (residential, office, and retail24) that were analyzed in the VMT analysis in the Central 
SoMa PEIR and is located in a transportation analysis zone 642 that was analyzed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would also not result in significant VMT impacts and this topic is 
not addressed below. 

Topics ____________ _ 

Signific<inl 
Impact PectJiiar 
to Projecl or 
J:!!'ject Site __ 

5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRClH.ATiON-Woukl the projoct: 

Significanf 
Impact no! 
/den(iilocl 
in Central 
SoMa Pl5/R 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 0 0 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedEJstrian facilities? 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Ll 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 0 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves Dr 

dangerous intersections) or incompi1lible uses'/ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? [J 

0 

[] 

0 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

0 

[] 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified In Central 
SoMt~ PEIR 

Projsct·SfJ~&Cific Analysis 
A transportation study was prepared for the proponcd pmjccl; to (Naluaie potential project-specific effects, 
and this st·udy is summarized below along with a more comprehensive disc-ctssion of the Central SolVla 
PEIR findings for each transporlaHon subtopic.~:; The projt•d-specific transportation siudy estimated the 
net new person trips and dist-ribution oi those trips mnong various travel modes, rdc:rred to as the project's 

24 

25 

The proposed project also includes a 38--room hotel, wbkh for purposes of V!vlT analysis is considered a residential 
hmd us0. and therefore addn.'ssed in the Contra] Snl'Vlfl PEJJ{'s VMT <malysis. 
AECOM. 2019. 655 Fourth Street Transportation Impad Study. Prepared f9r the San Francisco Planning 
Department, Environmental Planning Division. February 12, 2019. 
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travel demand. The travel demand was then used to assess the project's impact on transportation and 
circulation, as discussed below. 

Travel Demand 
The existing tenants/businesses at the project site can be generally classified into one of three land use types: 

,. General office (Layer Business) 

'" Eating/drinking (The Iron Cactus and The Creamery) 

,. General retail (United Barbell/CrossFit SoMa, Bulthaup, and HD Buttercup) 

Existing uses at the project site currently generate approximately 325 peak-hour person-trips across all 
existing uses. Net new person-trips by mode and vehicle trips, including trip credits for existing uses that 
would be removed with the project, are summarized in Table 2. Trips by mode for the existing and 
proposed uses were estimated using San Francisco Guidelines data. 

Table 2 
Project Travel D~a1an.d- Net New Trips by Mode 

Total 4r343 3,057 4,173 1,273 12,846 21982 696 666 202 2,067 

Sout·ce: 655 Fourth Street Transport[ltion Impact Study, Case No. 2014-000203ENV, AECOM 2019. 

Note: Component valltes may not sum to total value5 due to rotmding. 

Traffic Hazards 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR defines a traffic hazard as any physical feature that impairs the ability of drivers 
to see other vehicles, pedestrians, or bicyclists. As described in the Central SoMa PEIR, subsequent 
development projects under the plan would generally not introduce unusual design features that would 
result in traffic hazards. Development projects are required to undergo various levels of city review to 
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ensure that proposed pedestrian access, vehicular access, and streetscape improvements follow 
appropriate design guidelines and are constructed consistent with city standards. The Central SoMa PEIR 
concluded that traffic hazards resulting from implementation of the plan would be less than significant. 

Project-Specific Analysis 

The proposed project would result in a general increase in vehicle tTaffic activity on the surrounding 
roadway network, including several of the streets in the vicinity of the project site that are classified as part 
of the Vision Zero High Injury Network26-namely, Third Street, Fourth Street (north of Bluxome Street), 
Townsend Street (between Third Street and Fifth Street), and Brannan Street (west of Jack London Alley). 
However, the project would represent a marginal increase in specific types of tra,ffic activity along these 
streets that could be potential sources of vehicle--vehicle conflicts (such as permitted left-turn movements). 
The project would add less than 100 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour on left-turn 
movements with the highest levels of project-generated vehicle activity, such as the westbound left turn at 
Fourth Street/Townsend Street, the northbm.md left tum at T11ird Street/Townsend Street, and the 
eastbound left tum at Third Street/King Street. 

At these various locations, the project would represent only a minor increase in vehicle traffic on these tum 
movements relative to backgrolmd traffic levels and wouid not constitute a substantial hazard fur 
motorists. In addition, the existing traffic signal phasing at severnl of these locations already includes 
protected or permitted-protected phases27 for the affected left-tum movements, reducing the potential for 
vehicle-vehicle conflicts. 

The project does not involve any cl1anges to the roadway network or include any design features that could 
cause major traffic hazards. In particular, the project's streetscape improvements would primarily consist 
of enhancements to the pedestrian realm, including building setbacks and street trees, and would not 
include any modifications to curb lines along the adjacent street frontages. In addition, the project would 
remove the two existing curb cuts serving the project site and construct a single consolidated curb cut at 
the southeast corner of the site. This change would reduce potential impacts as one consolidated curb cut 
offers fewer opporhmities for vehicle--vehicle and vehicle-pedestrian or --bicycle conflicts. 

The project also proposes to install a wind screen 01.1 Townsend Street. The proposed wind screen would 
be located opposite the project site, between the active pedestrian walking area and street traffic within the 
sidewalk along the south side of Townsend Street (see Figures 7 and 15). 

Potential hnpacts from the wind screen could result from the reduction in sight distance for people driving 
and biking. An analysis of the proposed wind screen examined the sight distance as measured from the 
approximate centerline of the h·ave1 lane or bicycle lane at the approximate eye height of a motorist or 
bicyclist, respectively.zH 

The analysis indicates that the location of the proposed wind screen would not fall within the sight distance 
triangle for people driving or bildng and approaching tlw intersection, even when assuming a conservative 
stopping sight distance of 200 feet. The analysis also shows that the proposed wind screen would not 

26 

27 

28 

Vision Zero is San Francisco's road safely policy, adopted in 2014. 
Protected phas(~S refer to traffic control indications (such as signals) that are adjustecl to provide that all conflicting 
vehicular movements are stopped to accommodate movements typically associated vvith higher risk 
AECOM. 2019. Assessment of Potential Transportation Hazards Related to Proposed Wind Screen 655 Fourth 
Street Transportation Impact Shlliy (Case No. 2014-000203ENV). 
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obstruct motorists' or bicyclists' sightlines to the pole-mounted signal, which is located along Townsend at 
the intersection of Lusk Street and the driveway for a large residential building. 

Even assuming that the proposed greenery extends several inches outside of the physical frame of the 
screen, it would be unlikely to obstmct sigh tUnes to the near-side traffic signal. head for people driving or 
biking. Further, the study shows that sight dist;;mce to oncoming traffic along Townsend Street was not an 
issue for existing motorists in most situations, as the majority of these conflicts are already eliminated by 
the traffic signal A small percentage of righHur.tHJIH'ed activity was seen among motorists exitil<g the 
drive·way; however, motorists generaUy make this movement in two stages, checking for adequate gaps in 
oncoming traffic along eastbound Townsend Street before entering the traffic flow. Given these 
considerations, the proposed wind screen is tmlik,ely to substantially affect sight distance for motorists or 
bicyclists exiting the residential driveway. 

The intersection of Townsend Street with Lnsk Street and the residential driveway only features one 
crosswalk across the east leg of Townsend Street The cross\Nalk across the west leg is a "closed" crosswalk, 
with a "NO PED CROSSING' sign mounted within the sidewalk directing pedestrians to use the east 
crossv,ralk. 'fherefore, the proposed wind scn?en would have no effect on crosswalk safety at this location 
because crop,fling i!': not permitted. For motorists ;:md bicyclists attempting to enter the residential driveway, 

the proposed wind screen may partially obstruct views of pedesh·ian activity in the sidewalk along the 
south side of Tovmsend Street for ;,i brief period of tirne a short distance) as they approach the 
intersection. Ho·wever, these rnotorists and bicydis!;s would generally b1~ traveling no faster than the speed 
limit (25 miles per hour (mph)) upstream of t11e inten>ect:ion, <md would need to substantially slow down 
approaching the intersection to adequately negotiate the tum. /\s pedestrians would have the right-of-way, 
any such motorists and bkyclists are already required to yield~ and exenJse caution when traversing the 
sidewalk and entering the driveway, whkh would continue lo rmnain the case whether or not the proposed 
wind screen is cons!:l'Ucted. Given these considerations, the proposed wind screen is unlikely to 
.substantially affect sight distanc<' for motorists entering and exiting The Beacon driveway. 

Curnulative Analysis 

Under cumulative conditions, vehicle activity on the surrounding street network would likely increase as a 
result of development projects within Central SoivL;t rmd background growth elsewhere in the city and the 
region. 111is would generally be ~~xpected to lead tu an increase in the potential for vehicle-vehicle <:md vehicle-­
pedestrian or -bkycle conflicts (e.g., pr~nniit1xl lefHurn movements), whid1 could create hazards for traffic 
circulation. However, thec;e effects would be off,3et by transportation network changes proposed as part of the 
Central SoMa Plan, such as an impmved bicyde ndvvork, improvements to sidewalks and other pedestrian 

amenities, and infrastruclur<; im.provements to Jninirniz'"' conJ1i.cb; between vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles. 

Three cumul<ltive streetscape prc>jects no~ an(llyz(•d in the Cer}:tral SoMa PEn<. cumulative analysis were 
idenli.fied as part of Hw projecH>peclfk (~Jmulalive impocl .mwlysls. f\llthree projects, the Brannan Street Safety 
Project, the Tovvnsend Corridor Lmprovcment Project, and the Fifth Street Improvement Project, propose 
pedeslrlan <md bicycle safety improvements vvithln and adja,:ent to the plan area. 'I1u.J Brannan Street Safety 
Project is <l modified version of \:he street n12~twork proposal for this street thz1t wos <ctlready analyzed in the 
Central SoM<.> PEII.Z from Second to Sixth streets. The Tovvnsend Corridor improvement Project includes 
protec;ted bicycle lanes and n new sidew<~lk island along the south side of the streets between Fourth and Fifth 
streets to provide a continuous raised sidewalk along this St>ction and physically separate people bic-ycling from 
moving vehicle traffic in the eastbound direction, Tht: Fiffh Sh·eet Improvement Pmject would implement 
bicycle, h·ansit, porldng,J and loading improvement:> along Fifth Stn2et All of these projects wouid increase the 
.safety of travelers in and through the plan area and wmtld no! exacerbate e:isling traffic hazards. 
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The project would contribute to an increase in vehicle activity on Stlrrounding streets but does not propose 
any features that would result in a traffic hazard or preclude or inhibit the future implementation of 
transportation network changes proposed as part of the Central SoMa Plan or other traffic safety measures. 
Given these considerations, the project would not result in new significant cumulative impacts related to h·affic 
hazards that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEJR, or result in an increased severity of traffic hazards 
that were not discussed il1. the Central SoMa PElR .. 

Transit 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR found that growth resulting from Central SoMa Plan implementation, including 
proposed changes to the street system, would result in significant impacts on transit capacity (due to 
increased ridership demand) and transit operations (due to delays to transit vehicles). 29 The Central SoMa 
PEIR identified three mitigation measures to reduce these impacts: Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measures M-TR-3a, Transit Enhancements (i.e., enhanced transit funding, transit corridor improvements, 
transit accessibility improvements, and Muni storage and maintenance improvements); M-TR-3b, 
Boarding Improvements; and M-TR-3c, Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth 
Streets. Central Soivla PEIR lviitigation lv1easuees tv1-TH.-3b and I\f-TR-3c v\rould be in1ple1rlen.ted by the city 
and are not applicable to individual development projects. Cenh·al SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-
3a contains requirements for both the city and developers of subsequent development projects. One portion 
of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TI{-3a that applies to subsequent development projects 
requires the city to establish fee-based sources of revenue toward transit improvements. The Central SoMa 
Plan levies fees on subsequent development projects to finance the plan's public benefits package, which 
includes $500 million for local and regional transit improvements. Therefore, this portion of the M-TR-3a 
has been implemented with approval qf the Central SoMa Phm and implementation of the plan's 
development impact fees. Nonetheless, due to tmcertainty regarding the feasibility and effectiveness of all 
of the transit mitigation measures, the C~ntral SoMa PEIR determined that these impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

Project-Specific Analysis 

The project site is well served by both local and regional transit service. Local rail tr<msit in the vicinity of 
the project site is provided along tl:le Muni Metro Extension, which cmmects into the eastern end of the 
Market Street Subway at the Embarcadero Stalion and operates along The Embarcadero and King Street, 
terminating at Fourth & King Station, approximately one block south of the project site. Service on the Muni 
Metro Extension is provided primarily by the N-Judah and the T-Third Street. Caltrain's San Francisco 
(Fourth & King) Station-located diagonally opposite the project site at the southwest corner of the Fourth 
Street/Townsend Street intersection-is also a major hub for Muni bus service, including the 10 Townsend, 
30 Stockton, 45 Union/Stockton, 47 Van NP.ss, SIX Caltrain Express, 82X Levi Plaza Express, and 83X Mid­
Market Express. Slightly further away from the project site, supplementary service is provided by other 
bus routes through SoMa, including the high-frequency Bayshore Expresses (8 Bayshore, SAX Bayshore 
"A" Express, and 8BX Bayshore "B" Express). 

Regional public transit service is provided by il variety of transit operators including BART; the Alameda­
Contra Costa Trm1sit District; the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway & Transportation District; the Peninsula 

29 The San Francisco Planning Department no longer considers transit capacity as an environmental effect. This is 
consistent with state guidance in which the addition of new users is not treated as an adverse physical 
environmental effect. 
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Corridors Joint Powers Board; and the San Mateo County Transit District. Regional transit services not 
within walking or biking distance of the project site can also be accessed by connecting local transit service. 

The project would generate approximately 581 net new transit person-l-rips (336 inbound transit person-trips 
and 244 outbound transit person-trips) during the weekday p.m. peal<. hour. 

The project would not result in the permanent relocation or removal of any existing bus stops or other changes 
that would alter transit service. The existing aU-day (i.e., at all times) near-side Muni zone at Fourth 
Street/Townsend Street adjacent to the project site, currently used by the 10 Townsend, would remain at this 
location. Likewise, the on-street parking restdctions stretching east of this zone to Lusk Street would also r~~main 
in effect, although there would be a reduction in the available curb space for Muni staging/layover (from 
approximately 275 feet under existing conditions to apprmdmately 181 feet with the proposed project). The 
proposed project would restore the existing 12-foot-wide curb cut (that currently serves lot 50); however, the 
project also proposes a new 35-foot-wide cmb cut on Townsend Street and 71 feet of curb to accommodate the 
portion of the project's on-slTeet passenger loading zone that would be in effect at all times. These modifications 
under the proposed project would ultimately reduce the amount of available curb space for bus layover from 
existing conditions. 

The project would also remove the existing 31-foot-wide existing curb cut serving the loading area for lot 
28, which is currently located within the extents of the all-day Muni zone used by the 10 Townsend. While 
the project would slightly reduce the available curb space in the temporary zone used as staging/layover 
for the 81X Caltrain Express and 82X Levi Plaza Express, it could also reduce curb cut-related vehicle­
transit conflicts for the 10 Townsend at the all-day zone. 

Project-generated vehicle traffic would be most concentrated on the segment of Townsend Street between 
Third Street and Fourth Street, as the project's sole vehicle ingress/egress is proposed on Townsend Street. 
All project-generated vehicle traffic would be concentrilted in the westbound direction of Townsend Street 
with restrictions in place prohibiting left-turn movements into and out of the driveway. While Townsend 
Street is not a major transit corridor, it accommodates an important secondary line (the 10 Townsend), and 
the segment in the vicinity of the project site (i.e., near the Caltrain station) also carries short segments of 
many other Muni routes, including major lines such as the 30 Stockton and 47 Van Ness, Project-generated 
vehicle traffic could result in significant impacts on transit operations including temporary delays to the 10 
Townsend bus due to vehicle ingress/egress associated with the project's below-grade garage and project­
generated vehicle traffic attempting to moke a right-tum movement approaching the intersection of Fourth 
and Townsend from westbound Townsend street. These hnpacts were previously identified as significant 
plan-level impacts on transit operations in the Central SoMa PEIR 

Given the considerations described above, the project could cause a substantial increase in delays or 
operating costs such fhat significant adverse impacts in h·m1sit service levels could occur. Central SoMa 
PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a includes actions related to queue abatement specifically intended to be 
tmdertal<en by sponsors of subsequent development projects within the plan area. Therefore, this specific 
portion of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a would apply to the project's impacts to transit 
operations and is identified as Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-1, Queue Abatement. However, it is 
tmcertain if this mitigation measure would fully mitigate the project's significant impacts to transit 
operations. Therefore, consistent with the findings of the Cen lral SoMa PEIR, the project's impact on transit 
operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 
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Cumulative Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEll"{ identified a Ctlmulative transit impact For the reasons discussed in the project-level 
analysis above, the project would contribute to that previously identified significant transit impact 1he Brannan 
Street Safety Project, Townsend Corridor Improvement Project, and Fifth Street Improvement Project propose 
pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements within and adjacent to the plan mea. The Townsend Corridor 
Improvement Project includes protected bicycle lanes and a new sidewalk island along the south side of the 
streets between Fourth and Fifth streets to provide a coniinuous raised sidewalk along ihis section and 
physically separate people bicycling from moving vehicle traffic in the eastbound direction. 1he Fifth Street 
Improvement Project would implement bicycle, transit, parking, and loading improvements along Fifth Street. 
1he 655 Fourth Street transportation study analyzed fhe impacts of the proposed project in combination 
with these cumulative projects and determined that the cumulative transit impacts would not be more severe 
than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. The Central SoMa PEIR evaluated d1anges to the street network 
along Brannan Street within the plan area, and because the project' f3 driveway is proposed to be on Townsend 
Street, vehicle trips generated by the proposed project in combination with the modified Brannan Street Safety 
Project would not result in new or more severe impacts to lra:nsit operations on Brannan Street. Further, both 
the Townsend Corridor Improvement Project and Fifth Street Improvement Project include h·m1sit 
enhancernents, such as boarding islands, that would facilitate transit service. 1nerefore, the proposed project in 
coinbinatiu11 with the Tuwn&t·nd Corridor hnprvve1nent Project and Fifth Street In1proven1ent Project \A.rould 
not combine to result in more severe cumulative transit impacts than were disclosed in the CentTnl SoMa PEIR 

Pedestrians 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 

111e CentTal SoMa PEn< determined that development und1~r the plan would not result in pedestrian safety 
hazards nor result in substantial overcrtlwding on ~idewalks or at corner locations, but would result in 
overcrowding at the following crosswalks: 

" Third Street/Mlssion Street: east a.nd west crosswaJks (weekday midday and p.m. peak hours) 

" Fomth Street/Mission Street: east ().nd west crosswalks (weekday rnidday and p.m. peak hours) 

"' Fourth Street(l'ownsend Stnret: west crosswalk (weekday midday ;md p.m. peak hours) 

" Fourl:h Street/King Street: west crot~clWalk (weekday p.m. peak hour) 

The Central SoMa PEIR identified Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Meas1uc M-TR"4, Upgrade Cenh·al SoMa 
Area Crosswalks, whereby the SFM'f A would widen crossvvalk::; at three intersections in the plan area, as 
feasible. However, because the feasibility Cif crossl.·valk widening beyond the current width is uncertain due 
to roadway or other physical constraints (e.g., presence of bus stops or platforms), the Cenhal SoMa PEIR 
concluded this impact would remain signifiGmt and unavoidable. The Central SoMa PEITZ delermined thai 
cumulative impacts to pedestrian overcmwdil1g would also be si&>nificcrnt and unavoidable. 

Project-Specific Analysis 
The project would not generate any adivities or include any design or features that would create hazards 
for pedestrians or interfere with pedestrian access or circulation. Given existing traffic levels and the 
estimates of project-generated vehicle traffic, the project is not expected to substantially increase ovemll 
traffic levels along these streets such that it could create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians 
or otherwise interfere with pedestrian access or circula~ion. TI1.e project would also implement several 
improvements to !he pedestrian r·ealm, including setbacks along the entire Fourth Street frontage of the sHe 

65 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

and a portion of the Townsend Street frontage of the site. This improvement would essentially increase the 
effective width of the sidewalk available to pedestrians. Additionally, a proposed POPOS at the southwest 
corner of the site fronting the Fourth Street/Townsend Street intersection and proposed public walkways 
would maximize pedestrian connectivity into, out of, and through the site. 

Affected crosswalks in the immediate vicinity of the project site include the south and west crosswalks at 
Fourth Street/Townsend Street; the north, south, and west crosswalks at Fourth Street/King Street; and the 
west crosswalk at Fourth Street/Brannan Street. These identified locations reflect the dominant pedestrian 
circulation patterns to/from the Caltrain station and Muni's Fourth & King Station. Given the location of 
these crosswalks (along the west side of Fourth Street) relative to the project site (located on the east side 
of Fourth Street) and the expected routes for project-generated foot traffic, the project is unlikely to 
represent a substantial share of the overall pedestrian activity in these particular crosswalks. In particular, 
pedestrians arriving at the project site from areas to the north (e.g., Market Street) or south (e.g., Mission 
Bay) would likely have positioned themselves on the east side of Fourth Street by the time they reach the 
immediate vicinity of the project site, knowing that the project site is located on the east side of Fourth 
Street and the areas on the west side of Fourth Street are undeveloped (e.g., the Caltrain railyard and the I-
280 terminal at Fifth Street/King Street) or almost exclusively residential in nature (e.g., the blocks west of 
Fourth Street between King Street and Mission Creek) and would not be major attractor:; of project­
generated pedestrian activity. 

Based on the location of affected crosswalks in the Central SoMa Plan area, the project site is unlikely to 
represent a substantial share of the overall pedestrian activity at these location,s. While the project would 
generate some transit ridership on Caltrain, it is tmlikely to represent a substantial contribution to the 
overall pedesh·ian activity in the affected (west and south) crosswalks at Fourth Street/Townsend Street. 
This is because the project's net new weekday p.m. peak-hour transit ridership to/from the Peninsula/South 
Bay is expected to be approximately 57 person b:ips (33 inbound person trips and 24 outbound person 
trips). Of these transit riders, some would likely use other transit providers (e.g., BART, SamTrans), but 
even assuming that all of this project-generated ridership is assigned to Caltrain, the project is unlikely to 
add more than 2-3 pedestrians to either of these crosswalks during the busiest signal cycles, and would, 
on average, only add up to one additional person per signal cycle (assuming a 60-second cycle) over the 
course of the entire peak hour. 

The proposed project would also install a 6-foot-wide and 10-foot-tall wind screen on Tovvnsend Street near 
the intersection of Townsend and Lusk Street. The proposed wind screen would be located opposite the 
project site, between the active pedestrian walking area and street traffic within the sidewalk along the south 
side of Townsend Street. The intersection in this location only features one crosswalk across the east leg of 
Townsend Street. The crosswalk across the west leg is a "closed" crosswalk, with a "NO PED CROSSING" 
sign mounted within the sidewalk directing pedestrians to use the east crosswall<. Therefore, the proposed 
wind screen would have no effect on crosswalk sa,£ety at this location because crossing is not permitted. 

For people driving and biking who attempt to enter the residential driveway at this intersection, the 
proposed wind screen may partially obstruct views of pedestrian activity in the sidewalk along the south 
side of Townsend Street for a brief period of time (over a short distance) as they approach the intersection. 
However, people driving and biking would generally be traveling no faster than the speed limit (25 mph) 
and would need to substantially slow down approaching the intersection to adequately negotiate the turn. 
As people walking would have the right-of-way, people driving and biking are already required to yield 
and exercise caution when traversing the sidewalk and entering the driveway, which would continue to 
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remain the case whether or not the proposed wind screen is constructed. Given these considerations, the 
proposed wind screen would not create hazardous conditions for people walking. 

Based on the analysis above, the project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people 
walking or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site or adjoining areas. Therefore, the 
project would result in less-than-significant impacts to pedestrian safety and access. 

Cumulative Analysis 

The Brannan Street Safety Project, th<:: Townsend Conidor Improvement Project, and the Fifth Street 
Improvement Project all propose pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements within and adjacent to the Cenh·al 
SoMa Plan area. The 655 Fourth Street transportation study analyzed the impacts of the proposed project in 
combination with these cumulative projects and determined that the cumulative impacts to people walking 
would not be more severe than those identified in the Cenh·al SoMa PEIR. All of these projects would enhance 
the pedestrian realm and therefore would not combine with impacts of the proposed project to result in new or 
more severe cumulative impacts to people walking than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

For the reasons discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would not result iil significant 
impacts that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to pedestrian tiafety ihctL are peculiar to 
the project site, nor would the proposed project result in more severe cumulative pedestrian impacts than 
were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Bicycles 

Central SoMa PE/R Analysis 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that both plan-level and cumulative impacts to bicycle safety and 
access would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures were identified in the Central 
SoMa PEIR. However, the Central SoMa PEIR identified two improvement measures-Improvement 
Measure I-TR-5a, Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign, and Improvement Measure I­
TR-5b, Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys-entailing outreach and data collection 
to be undertaken by SFMTA related to the protected bicycle lanes proposed by the plan along Howard 
Street/Folsom Street, Brannan Street, and Third Street/Fourth Street. Neither of these improvement 
measures are applicable to subsequent development projects within the plan area. 

Project-Specific Analysis 

There are multiple bikeways in the vicinity of the project site, including Townsend Street/Division 
Street, The Embarcadero/King Street/Third Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Fo11rth Street (south of 
Townsend Street), Second Street, Fifth Street, a,nd the San Francisco Bay Trail. Bicycle turning 
movement counts conducted at key intersections in the vicinity of the project site show that current 
bicycle activity in the vicinity of the project site is generally concentrated along Townsend Street, with 
slightly lower activity levels along Fourth Street and marginal activity along Third Street, Brannan 
Street, and King Street. 

The project would provide class 1 bicycle parking in secure storage rooms, as well as class 2 bicycle parking 
in various on-site locations at street level. Public walkways such as the Fourth Street Gateway, Townsend 
Street Gateway, and North Alley would provide convenient access between the interior of the project site 
and the adjacent streets (Townsend Street and Fourth Sh·eet). Project-generated bicycle activity would 
likely be distributed across both Townsend Street and Fourth Street, although there may be higher 
concentrations along Townsend Street In particular, Townsend Street features class 2 bikeways and offers 
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cormections to north-south streets with bikeways (such as Second Street, Pifth Street, and Seventh 
Street/Eighth Street) that may be more attractive alternatives to bicycling on Fourth Street, which does not 
feature any designated bikeways. 

Potential vehicle-bicycle conflict points associated with the project would be most concentrated along 
Townsend StTeet, which is a major route for bicyclists <md the location of the proposed vehicle iTtgress/egress 
for !he below-grade garage. In part-icular, all vehicles entering and exiting the project site would need to cross 
the westbot.md class 2 bikeway along Tovvnsend Street, which can result i11 increased conflicts near the 
driveway for bicyclists using this bikeway. This is not expected to constitute a substantial hazard for bicyclists, 
however, as motorists would generally have unobstrucl"ed sightlines and/or substantial sight distance 
towards approGching bicyclists along westbound Fifth Street. In pcwticular, traffic entering the driveway 
would have unobstruct-ed sightlinen towards bicyclists using the bicycle lane and would be required to wait 
until there is suftlcient space in the flow of people bicycling (ilnd if applicable/ westbound vehicles and 
pedestrians in the sidewalk) to dear their vehide before encroaching inlo the bikeway. 

Similarly, the project would ptovide a large:, unobstructed d.rivr:way apron and 3.5··fool-wide curb cnt, 
which would maximize the field of vicion for motorigts exiting the project slte and rednce potential 
vehicle-bicycle conflicts. A smaller curb c~..;t or, prirnarily, obstructions such as building 
walls/columns, street trees, or adjacent on ·stred parking spaces, for c;wrople, can make it more 
difficult for exiting motorists to see ped(~t;triuns \n the sldt>v<alk or oncoming bicydis ts and motorists 
along Townsend Street, 

As discussed above, an analysis of the proposed v.rind screen was conducted to determine whether it could 
present any potential hazards to people walkiru;, bicycling, and driving. The analysis indicates that the 
location of the proposed wind screen would not fall within the sight dist;mce triangle for people biking 
approaching the intersection, even when <;ssuming a conservative stoppil1g t>ight distance of 200 feet. TI1e 
malysis also shows that the proposed wind screen would not obstruct bicyclists' sightlines to the pole·· 
mounted signalr which is located along Towfhsend at the intersection of Lusk Street and the driveway for a 
large residential building. For bicyclists attempting to enter the residential driveway at the intersection of 
Townsend Stl'eet •;~;lth Lm;k Street, Hw prop<x>ed wind Hcreen may partially obstruct vievvs of pedestrian 
activity in the sidewalk along the south slch~ of Townsend Stre~::t for a brief period of time (over a short 
distmce) as they approach the intersection. However, these bicyclists would likely be lravding no faster 
than the sper~d limit (25 mph) upslreanl of the inter~wclion and would need lo substantially slow down 
approaching !he intersection to adequately nc~?,otia!:e the turn. As pedestrians would have the right-of-way, 
any such bicyclists arc already required to yield and exercise caution when traversing the sidewalk and 
entering the driveway, which would continue !:o rcmqin the cac;e whether or not the proposed wind screen 
is constructed, Given these considerations;, the propCJsed wind screen would not subshmtially· affect sight 
distance for people bicycling that are exiting The fh~acon clrivevvay and impacts to pcopte bicycling would 
be less than significant 

Cumulative Analysis 
Tiw Brann<m Street Safety Project, TownstTtd Cmddor Improvement Project, and Fifth Street Improvement 
Project all propose pe~lestriun and bicycle safety improvements within and adjacent to the plan area. The 655 
Fourth Street transportation study ?ulalyzt'd the impacts of the proposed project in combination with these 
cumulative projects and detem}ined that the nunulutlve lmpacls to people bicycling would not be more severe 
than those identified in rhe Central SoTvta PEJR. i\ll of these cumulative streetscape projects propose 
enhancements to bicycle facilities and H1emfore vvnuld not combine v..rith impacts of the proposed projecl to 
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result in more severe cumulative impacts than disclosed in the Central SoMa PEIR. For the reasons described 
above, the project would result in less-than-significant cmnulati ve impacts to bicycle safety and access. 

loading 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR concluded that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the street 
network changes, would result in an increase in demand for on-street commercial and passenger loading and 
a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply such that the loading demand during the peak hours of 
loading activities would not be accommodated within the on-street loading supply; would affect existing 
passenger loading/unloading zones; and may create hazardous copditions or result in significant delay that 
may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians. Cenl:ral SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures 
M-TR-6a, Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP), and M-TR-6b, Accommodation of On-Street 
Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger toading!Unloading Zones, were identified to reduce the 
significant impact caused by inadequate commercial and passenger loading opportunities. These mitigation 
measures have been incorporated into the plamling code requirements for projects within the Central SoMa 
Plan area and are implemented during the project's entitlement review. The Central SoMa PEIR concluded 
that it is uniikely that sufficient on-street cumHtercial and passenger loading spaccG could be provided to 
offset the net loss in these spaces without avoiding conflicts between trucks, bicyclists, and other vehicles and 
that the feasibility of providing replacement on-street passenger loading zones for properties affected by the 
removal of existing zones is tmcertain. Therefore, even with implementation of these two mitigation 
measures, loading impacts (both commercial arid passenger) would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Commercial Loading 

The project proposes to provide a total of seven on-site loading spaces accessible through the project's 35-
foot-long curb cut off Townsend Street. The project would generate a freight loading/service vehicle 
demand of approximately four to five spaces during the average hour and approximately five to six spaces 
during the peak hour. The project's proposed seven freight loading/service vehicle spaces, consisting of 
five full-sized freight loading spaces and two service vehicle spaces, would satisfy the average-hour and 
peak-hour loading demands. However, it is likely that at least some types of freight loading/service 
activities (e.g., restaurant deliveries) would prefer to service the site at street level. 

Although the site includes approximately 250 feet of frontage along Fourth Street, curbside commercial 
loading cannot be accommodated along Fourth Street due to the lack of an on-street parking lane. However, 
some freight loading/service vehicle operators may still choose to service the site along Fourth Street by 
encroaching into the sidewalk (to avoid obsh·ucting the northbound travel lane along Fourth Sh·eet while 
stopped). Additionally, on-street parking is available in the surrom1ding area, but not in sufficient proximity 
to be an attractive option for most project-generated freight loading/service vehicle demand that chooses not 
to use the project's on-site loading area. As a result, some operators attempting to service the site at street 
level may choose to queue/dwell or begin servicing in unpermitted areas along the Fourth Street or Townsend 
Street frontages of the site or elsewhere in the irmnediate vicinity of the project site. These areas could include 
(but would not be limited to) the sidewaH< along the east side of fourth Street and various areas along the 
north side of Townsend Sh·eet, including the aU-day Muni zone (10 Townsend stop); the proposed on-street 
white .zone or temporary Mtmi staging/layover :zones; the proposed curb cut and/or adjacent sidewalk; and 
the bicycle lane and/or adjacent tTavellane along westbo11nd ToWJwend Street. 
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In these cases, freight loading/service vehicle activities could result in potential disruptions to traffic, transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian circulation or delays to transit. As a result, the project could generate a freight 
loading/service vehicle demand in excess of available and proposed on- or off-street accommodations such that 
hazardous conditions for traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians or substantial delays to transit could occur under 
existing plus project conditions. 

For the reasons described above, the project could result in significant impacts related to commercial 

loading, the same significant plan-level commercial loading impacts identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Therefore, Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a, requiring a driveway and loading operations 

plan, is applicable to the project. The requirements of this Central SoMa PEIR mitigation measure have 

been adopted as part of planning code section l55(u) ond the requirements are swnmarized in the project 

description.30 Therefore, this mitigation measure is no longer required for subsequent development 

projects, as compliance with planning code section 155(u) is required. While compliance with planning 

code section 155(u) would reduce project-specific impacts to less-than-significant levels, the impact would 

remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation, as stated in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Passenger Loading 

Project-generated passenger loadil<g activities include those associated with resident vehicles and for-hire 
services (e.g., taxis, transportation network company vehicles). The passenger loading demand for the project 
is 288 vehicles per hour. 'These vehicles represent 121. residential vehicles, 143 restaurant vehicles, and 24 
vehicles attributed to hotel, tetail, and office,31 The project includes a proposed valet station on level B1 of the 
project's below-grade garage that would include an extended driveway apron and ramp from street level and 
a double-lane interior loop, which together would provide substantial stacking capacity and maneuvering 
space that would likely have the capadly to accommodate any surplus passenger loading demand. 

Vehicles may attempt to queue/dwell or conduct drop off/pick up in unpermitted areas along the frontage 
of the project site along Fourth Street or along Townsend Street at or near the on-street white zone. The 
project proposes to provide an approximately 120-foot-long on-street white zone along the north side of 
Townsend Street (equivalent to apprmdmately five on-street parking spaces), with 45 feet of that loading 
zone reserved for SFMTA vehicles during the hours of 6-9 a.m., Monday through Friday. 

The project's proposed on-street white zone would only be capable of satisfying some, but not all, of the 
estimated peak passenger loading demand. While the proposed valet station could provide additional 
capacity for passenger loading activities, site constraints and other factors could create situations where 
project-generated passenger loading activities may affect traffic, transit, bicycle, pedestrian circulation, or 
transit operations. Given the amount of passenger loading anticipated from the project and the specific 
confluence of transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle use in the project area, the project could result in 
significant impacts related to passenger loading. Therefore, Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-
6b, requiring the project sponsor to develop a passenger loading plan, is applicable to the project. However, 
the requirements of this Central SoMa PEIR mitigation measure have been adopted as part of planning 
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code section 155(u) and the requirements are summarized in the project description. Therefore, no further 
mitigation beyond compliance with planning code section 155(u) is required. 

Cumulative Analysis 
Loading impacts would likely be exacerbated under cumulative conditions by the loss of on-street 
accommodations for passenger loading (including both on-street white zones and on-street parking spaces) 
due to street network changes under the Central SoMa Plan and other transportation network changes, as 
well as a general increase in localized demand for such accommodations in the vicinity of the project site 
as a result of new development expected from land use changes l~nabled by the Central SoMa Plan. As 
discussed above, the Central SoMa PEIR found significant and unavoidable loading impacts. TI1e 655 
Fourth Street transportation study analyzed the impacts of the proposed project in combination with the 
Brannan Street Safety Project, Townsend Corridor Improv<!ment Project, and the Fifth Street Improvement 
Project and determined that the cumulative passenger or commercial loading impacts would not be more 
severe than those identified in the Cenh·al SoMa PEIR. The Bram1an Street Safety Project and Fifth Sh·eet 
Improvement Project would not result in any new or more physical environmental impacts than were 
previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. In the case of the Townsend Corridor Improvement Project, 
a parking lane-whether located curbside as currently or in a "floating" configuration as part of a parking­
protected bikeway-would need to be maintained along the north side of Townsend Street in order to 
continue to provide a temporary Muni layover/staging zone. When this temporary Muni zone (between 6 
a.m. and 9 a.m. on weekdays) is not in effect, the parking lane could provide space for on-street loading 
zones (as proposed by the project) or on-street parking. While implementation of Central SoMa PEIR 
Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a and M-TR-6b, implemented through planning code section 155(u), would 
reduce project-specific loading impacts to less-than-significant levels, it is unlikely to fully mitigate the 
project's cumulative passenger loading impacts, which would remain signific<:lnt and unavoidable with 
mitigation, as stated in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Since the Central SoMa PEIR identified significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from inadequate 

commercial and passenger loading and the proposed project would contribute to those impacts, the project 

would not result in new significant impacts related to loading that were not identified in the Central SoMa 

PEIR. Additionally, for the reasons discussed above, the proposed project would not result in more severe 

cumulative impacts related to loading than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Emergency Vehicles 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed 
street network changes, could result in significant irnpacts on emergency vehicle access. However, with 
implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-8, Emergency Vehicle Access 
Consultation, along with mitigation measures regarding transit enhancements (M-TR-3a), transportation 
demand management (M-NO-la), and Central SQMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e, Air Quality 
Improvement Strategy, the impact would be reduced to less than significant. While Central SoMa PEll~ 
Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, M-TR-8, and M·AQ-5e would be implemented by the city and are not 
applicable to subs(;quent development proiects, such projects would be required to implement M-NO-la. As 
discussed previously, Central SoMa PEn\ 'Mitigation Measure M-NO-la is implemented by planning code 
section 169 and is a requirement of the proposed project. The project descriplion includes a list of measures 
the project sponsor proposes in order to m.eet the cily' s transportation demand management requirements. 
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No further implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-la is required beyond 
compliance with the planning code. 

Project -Specific Analysis 

Emergency vehicle access to the project site is currently provided along all four streets bounding the block 
containing the project site (Bram1m1 Sh·eet, Townsend Street, Third Street, and Fourth Street). Emergency 
vehicles would have access to any of the through streets (i.e., streets other than alleys) in SoMa, most of which 
function as major arterial or collector streets. During the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods, general traffic 
congestion in the vicinity of the project site can result in some delay to emergency vehicle response, but 
nonemergency vehicles must yield right-of-way to emergency vehicles, as required by California Vehicle Code 
section 21806. 

The project does not propose any major modification .. -; to the roadway network such as vacation of existing 
(or creation of new) streets or public rights-of-way for use by vehicles and does not include any features that 
would affect emergency vehicle access, such as changes to curb lines and turning radii. The project site is also 
not located in the immediate vicinity of any existing uses or facilities that generate unusually large amounts 
of emergency vehicle activity (such as a hospital or fire station), such that project-generated activities could 
result in potential dismptions to emergency vehjcle response times. San Francisco Fire Deparhnent Station 8 
is located approximately 350 feet from the project site along the north side of Bluxome Street (between Fourth 
Street and Fifth Street). There is sufficient physical separation between the project and Station 8 that the project 
would be unlikely to result in any substantial effects on emergency vehicle response or access; impacts of the 
proposed project on emergency vehicle access would be less th&n significant. 

Cumulative Analysis 
Under cumulative conditions, vehicle activity on the surrounding street network would likely inc'Tease aG a 
result of subsequent development pmjects enabled under the Central SoMa Plan and background growth 
elsewhere in the city and the region. This would generally be expected to lead to an increase in traffic 
congestion and associated delays to vehicles traveling within the neighborhood. Additionally, many of the 
transportation network chMges, including the sh·eet network changes proposed by the Central SoMa Plan, 
proposed by cumulative projects, such as the Brannan Street Safety Project, Townsend Corridor Improvement 
Project, and Fifth Street Improvement Project, would affect roadway and intersection geometry but would 
not preclude emergency vehicle access. Some of the cumulative projects, including new peak-period transit­
only lanes tmder the Central SoMa Plan and a new transit-only tum pocket under the Brarman Street Safety 
Project, would be available for use by emergency vehicles to bypass h·affic congestion in mixed-flow lanes. 
To the extent that other changes from proposed cumulative projects reduce the available roadway capacity 
and unobstructed roadway width, they may affect motorists' ability to yield right-of-way, as well as the ability 
of emergency vehicles to pass other traffic. Overall cumulative impacts to emergency vehicle access would be 
significant, as was determined in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Given the project's location on a major traffic route to I-280 (via the Fifth Street/King Street on-ramp), 
project-generated vehicle traffic could increase congestion, thereby exacerbating the effects on emergency 
vehicle access. Given these considerations, the project's contribution to the cumubtive impact to 
emergency vehicle access identified in the Central SoMa PEIR would be considerable. As discussed above, 
the proposed project would be required to implement the city's transportation demand management 
requirements of plmming code section 169. Another applicable mitigation measure to reduce the project's 
impact to emergency vehicle access is Project Mitigution Measure M-TR-1 (Queue Abatement). Project 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 would addreso; the queuing of vehides into and out of the project site and 
would also facilitate emergency vehicles traveling on roadway:; surrounding the project site. With 
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implementation of the transportation dernand management requirements and Project Mitigation Measure 
M-TR-1, cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts would be less than significant. 

Based on the above analysis, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe cumulative 

impacts related to emergency vehicle access than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Construction Impacts 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that plan-levd construction activities associated with development 
1..mder the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street network 
changes, could disrupt nearby streets, transit services, and pedestrian and bicycle circulation, resulting in 
a significant impact. Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-9, Consttudion Management Plan 
and Construction Coordination, was identified to reduce impacts by requiring individual development 
projects withln the plan area to develop a construction ma11agernent plan. However, even with 
implementation of M-TR-9, the plan-level impact would be significant and unavoidable because it was 
moknown how many subsequent development projects enabled by the plan could be under construction 
simultaneously; likewise, the construction activities required for thot;e ptvjects were Ultknow·n. The Central 
SoMa PEIR determined that cumulative construction in1pacts (impacts resulting from projects enabled by 
the plan in addition to other cumulative projects) would be less than significant. 

Project-Specific Analysis 

During the anticipated 34- to 36-rnonth construction period, temporary and intennittent transportation 
impacts would result from construction-related truck movements to and from the project site during 
demolition and construction activities associ(-tted with the pmposed project. No roadway, parking lane, or 
traffic lane closures are anticipated as a result of construction activities in and around the project site. 
Sidewalks, bike lanes, and a bus stop may be temporarily closed for short periods of time to accomnwdate 
utility work. 

During the construction period, there would be an influx of constntction-related vehicles (including large 
trucks) traveling to and from the site on a regular basis. Construction tmcks would be required to use 
designated freight traffic routes to access the construction site. The San Francisco General Plan identifies 
multiple freight traffic routes in the vicinity of the construction site, including major freeways (I -80, I-
280, and U.S. 101) and m.ost through streets in the SoMa area-namely, the Howard Street/Folsom Street 
and Harrison Street/Bryant Street couplets in the east-west direction and all streets between Fremont 
Street and Tenth Street (except Second Street) in the north-south directior~. Also included among the 
designated freight traffic routes are The Embarcadero/King Street, Fourth Street (between King Street 
and Thlrd Street), and Third Street (south of King Street). 

TI1e impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of surrounding 
roadways and truck routes (as well as connr;cting local streets) due to the slower movement and larger 
turrnng radii of txucks. Construction truck traffic could result in minor congestion and conflicts with traffic, 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation. Ho-wever, potential impacts would be considered less than 
significant due to their temporary and limited duration and to tl1e fact that the majority of construction 
activity would occur during off·peak hours, when t~affic volumes and the potential for conflicts are 
substantially lower. Whlle there may be sornl'! occasional disruption to circulation as a result of on-road 
construction vehicles or construction"related truck traffic during the W~?ekday a.m. or p.m. peak periods, 
these effects would not be frequent or substantial enough to constitute a significant impact 
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Construction staging would be expected to take place primarily within the confines of the project site, 
although the sidewalk fronting the site along Fourth Street and/or Townsend Street may need to be 
closed on a temporary basis. 

In consideration of the pmj~"ct site locati.on and other relevant project characteristics, the duration and 
magnitude of temporary project-related construction activities could result in substantial interference with 
bicycle, pedestrian, or veh.ide circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, thereby resulting in 
potentially hazardous conditions. 11lis would be a significant impact. Mitigation Measure M--TR-9, 
identified in the Central SoMa PEIR to address plan-level sig-nificant impacts as described above, includes 
actions related to development of a construction managenwnt plan (and, if necessary, a coordinated 
construction management plan) specifically intended to be tmdertaken by sponsors of subsequent 
development projects within the plan area. Therefore, this mitigation measure would apply to the proposed 
project and is identified as Project Mitig0thm Measure M--TR-2, Conshuction Management Plan and 
Construction Coordination (implementing Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-9), which is 
provided in full detail in Attachment B, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, to this Initial 
Study-Community Plan Evaluation. As described above for plan-level impacts, however, this mitigation 
measure would reduce, but not fully mitigate, the project's impacts related to construction. Therefore, these 
impacts would r~main gignifkant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

Cumulative Analysis 

There is also the potential for other nearby construction projects to generate traffic from construction­
related vehicles (including large trucks) traveling to and from ne<1rby sites. None of the cumulative 
development projects would be located on the same block as the project site. However, one project (636-
648 Fourth Street) is located diagonally opposite the project site at J?ourth Street/Bluxome Street, and two 
additional projects are located within a half-block distcmce of the project site (505 Brannan Street and 330 
Townsend Street). 1he project site is also approximately one to tlil'o blocks away from the largest 
concentration of development proposals under the Central SoMa Plan at Fifth St:reet/Brannan Street, whicl1 
includes the San Francisco Flower Mart redevelopment, 598 Brannan Street, and 88 Blw<ame Street. Other 
development projects enabled by the Central SoMa Plan would be located further away and would 
generally make a much smaller contribution to any construction-related effects in the immediate vicinity 
of the project site. In addition, construction of the proposed project could overlap with construction of the 
Townsend Conidor Improvement Project and possibly the Brannan Street Safety Project. Other cumulative 
transportation projects in the area would invqlve construction activities on street segments in the 
immediate vicinity of the project site, indudinl;\ the Downtown Rail Extension and Transbay Prograrn 
Phase 2 and the Fifth Street Improvement Project. 

Given the volume of proposed potential land use developments in the area that are enabled under the Central 
SoMa Plan, <md the scope, sc;;.le, and duration of potential transportation ch;mges, it is possible that 
~onstruction activities at multiple sites could overlap at least partially. Furthermore, any overlap in 
construction activities could amplify potential effects on traffic, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation at 
some locations due to the proximity and cQncentration of construction sites. Given these considerations, the 
proposed project's contribution to cumulative plan-level construction--related transportation impacts under 
the Central SoMa Plan would be significant Implementation of Project Mitigation Measure M--TR-2 would 
reduce this impact; however, it is uncertain whether or not this mitigation measure would fully mitigate the 
project's contribution to this significant plun-level impact identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 111e timing of 
adjacent projects is uncertain and could change, and it is therefore difficult to accurately predict ihe number, 
scale, and intensity of consh'Udion activities that could be undervvay simultaneous to the proposed project's 
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construction activity. Therefore, construction impacts from the proposed project combined with other projects 
enabled under the plan would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

For the reasons discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in more severe 
cumulative construction impacts than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Parking 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 

The Central SoMa PEIR found that development under the plan 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 Central SoMa Plan render the use of other modes 
infeasible. The secondary effects of increased parking demand generated by development under the plan 
and on-street parking loss as a result of Central SoMa Plan street network changes would be less than 
significant because increased demand and removal of parking would be spread out over multiple streets, 
other on- and off-street parking spaces would be available, the area is well served by public transit and 
other modes, street network changes would improve conditions for other modes, and the parking loss 
would not crP<lte h<1z<1rdous conditions such as impairing visibHity on narrow streets or blocking sidewalks 
or crosswalks. 

Project -Specific Analysis 

As discussed under Evaluation of Environmental Effects, above, the proposed project qualifies as an infill 
project under CEQA section 21099(d), and therefore, parking impacts need not be considered in CEQA 
review. No substantial parking deficit would occur. The project site is currently well served by local and 
regional transit services and the surrounding area is generally conducive to both biking and walking. 
Therefore, any secondary impacts resulting from a parking deficit would be less than significant, consistent 
with the findings of the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Cumulative Analysis 

Several of the transportation network changes, including those associated with the Brannan Street Safety 
Project, the Townsend Corridor Improvement Project, and the Fifth Street Improvement Project, would 
occur under cumulative conditions. These network changes combined with the project's design features 
(such as wider sidewalks, project provided POPOs, and bicycle parking) would enhance pedestrian 
connectivity for and through the project site and improve the quality of b.·ansit service and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project site. This would further enhance the safety and 
attractiveness of these particular travel modes. Therefore, any secondary impacts resulting from a parking 
deficit that would result under cumulative conditions would also be less than significant. 

Jn summary, implementation of the proposed project would not result more severe cumulative impacts as 
a result of a lack of parking than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not result in significant project-level or 
cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR, 
nor would the project result in significant project-level or cumulative impacts on transportation and 
circulation that are more severe than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR or that are peculiar to the 
project site. Project Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 and M-TR-2, implementing various mitigation 
measures identified in the Central SoMa Plan, would apply to the proposed project. 

75 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

E.6 Noise 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

The Cenh·al SoMa PEIR determined that implementation of the plan would result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient traffic noise levels as a result of growth in jobs and residents anticipated under the plan 
and changes to the street network proposed by the plan. Although this impact would be reduced by Central 
SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M·-NO-la (now implemented by planning code section 169), the Central 
SoMa PEIR concluded that existing sensitive receptors (residences, schools, and childcare centers) would be 
adversely affected by increased traffic noise generated by Central SoMa Plan iTaffic and street network 
changes and under cumulative conditions, and that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
The Central SoMa PEIR concluded that impacts associated with new noise-generating uses, now enabled 
under the plan, could result in signifimnt noise impacts. Further, the plan concluded that implementation of 
Cenh·al SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO .. tb would render this impact less than significant. 

With respect to construction noise and vibration, the Central SoMa PEIR determined that construction 
activities in the plan area could expose people to temporary increases in noise and vibration levels 
substantially in excess of ambient levels, which would be a significant impact. However, the Central SoMa 
PEIR found this impact could be mitigated to iess than significant for individual building com;irudion with 
implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures M-N0-2a, General Construction Noise 
Control Measure, and M-N0-2b, Noise and Vibration Control Measures during Pile Driving. However, 
the Central SoMa PEIR found that if construction of multiple buildings were to simultaneously occur near 
the same receptors, the impact could be significant and unavoidable. The Central SoMa PEIR also 
determined that construction activities could expose people and buildings to significant temporary 
increases in vibration levels. The Central SoMa PEIR determined that these impacts could be mitigated to 
less than significant with implementaiion of Cenlml SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures M-N0-2b, M-CP-3a, 
and M-CP-3b. 

The Central SoMa Plan area is not located near a private airstrip or an airport land use plan area; therefore, 
topic Sc below is not applicable to the plan nor any subsequent development projects within the plan area. 

Topic$ 

6. NOISE-Would the project result in the: 

Slgnificarll 
Impact Peculiar 
lo Project or 
_!'ro}!l5'!!~lte_ 

a) Generation of a substo;~ntial temporaty or D 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project In excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or D 
groundborne noise levels? 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private D 
airstrip or an airport land use plan area, or, where 
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such a plan has not been adopted, in an area 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in t11e area to excesf;ive noise levels? 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
In Can!ral 
SoMaPEIR 

D 

0 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substanti!:li 
New Information 

0 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PEI.:_R __ _ 
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Project-Specific Analysis 
An enviroru11ental noise and vibration assessment32 was prepared to evaluate potential project-specific 
noise impacts resulting from the proposed project. The findings of this analysis are summarized below 
along with a comparison against the Central SoMa PElR findings for each noise subtopic. To support the 
noise impact analysis for the proposed project, short-term (15-minute) and long-term (24-hour) noise 
measurements were conducted near the project site. Results of the long-term noise measurements indicate 
ambient daytime noise levels of about 64 A-weighted decibels (dBA)33 with ambient nighttime noise levels 
of 61 dBA and day-night average (Ldn):Y1 noise levels of 68 dBA. Short-term (15-minute) noise 
measurements around the project site indicate noise levels of 62-72 dB A. 

Traffic Noise 

The proposed project would contribute vehicle trips onto the local and regional roadway network. 
Consequently, traffic noise levels would increase with the project's contribution of additional vehicles. 
Peal<-hour vehicle trip generation estimates resulting from the proposed project were obtained from the 
655 Fourth Street transportation study and existing vehicle traffic levels were obtained from the Central 
SoMa PEIR to determine if the project's vehicular trafflc on local wadways would result in a substantial 
increase in ambient noise levels. 

A potentially significant increase in the ambient noise level due to traffic resulting from a proposed project 
is unlikely unless the project would cause a doublin,g of existing traffic levels, which is generally assumed 
to result in a 3 dB A increase in the existing ambient noise environment.35 An increase of less than 3 dB A is 
generally not perceptible outside of conh·olled laboratory conditions.36 Based on the transportation study, 
the proposed project would add 2,'±26 net p.m. peak-hour vehicle trips to the local roadway network. Five 
loading/service spaces would also be needed to accommodate the project's anticipated freight truck trips 
during the peak hour. 

The noise shtdy analyzed existing and project-generated p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes to determine 
whether the proposed project would result in a perceptible increase in traffic noise. The analysis found that 
project traffic would increase the most (by 26 percent) on Townsend Street betvveen Lusk and Third streets 
and that noise levels would be expected to increase by less than 1 decibel. Thus, project-related traffic 
would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels. 

Article 29 of the Police Code, also known as the noise ordinance, regulates noise in the city. An analysis 
was conducted to detern•ine whether noise from loading operations would meet the interior noise standard 
of 45 dBA as specified in section 2909(d) of the noise ordinance. Interim noise levels of 45 dBA or lower are 

' 2 Dudek 2019. Environmental Nois.e and Vibration Assessment Case Nttmber: 20J4-000203ENV for the 655 Fourth 
Street Project in San Francisco, California. 

33 

34 

35 

Decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the A-weighting filter nelwork. The A-weighting filter de­
emphasizes ]ow and high frequency comp<)nentf> of sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the 
human ear and correlates well with subjective response to sotmd. 
The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 10 decibels to levels measured 
during the night between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. 
Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009. Available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/ 
tens-sep2013.pdf. Accessed: December 18, 2017. 
California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise A11alysis Protocol, pp. 2-44 
to 2-45, September 2013. Available: http://www.d,)t.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS_Sept_2013B.pdf. Accessed 
July 30, 2017. 
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generally accepted as the noise level requisite to ensure sleep disturbance does not occur. Typical freight 
and passenger loading operations generate average noise levels of 55 to 60 dBA Leq37 and maximum levels 
(Lmax)38 of 80 to 84 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.3Y The proposed loading areas would be at least 100 feet 
from the nearest on--site residence, and !he line of sight would be interrupted by barriers or walls. The 
distance and intervening barriers would attenuate (reduce) noise levels from loading to an average of 
approximately 32 to 37 dBA Leq or a maximum of approximately 57 to 61 dBA Lmax at the nearest on-site 
residence. Thus, average interior noise levels from loading operations would generally be below the 45 
dBA interior noise standard in the noise ordinance. At times, brief noise from loading operations may be 
<;ludible at the nearest residence. Noise from loading operations at the nearest on·-site sensitive receptor 
would also be below the ambient noise levels measured near the project site (68 dBA Ldn). Additionally, 
noise levels from loading operations would be even lower at off-site sensitive receptors because there 
would be greater separation between the loading areas and these receptors.4o 

As a result, the proposed project would not result in significant traffic noise impacts. 

Mechanical Equipment 
Mechanical equipment required for building operation, including heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
units; exl-tau.st fans; con.denser vvatcr pum_ps; bollert;; ar~d 3 b:1ckup ernergency ge1terator, \A.rould generate 
noise. This equipment would be located in the basements or in mechanical penthouses on the building 
rooftops. Noise from each of these sources was evaluated in the noise study and the findings are 
summarized below. 

The noise ordinance specifies that noise generated £-rom a properly must not result in noise levels of 5 dB A above 
the ambient noise level. from noise generated at a residcntiaJ property plane or 8 dBA above the ambient noise 
level from noise generated at a conunercial property plru.1e and, for fixed noise sources, must not result in interior 
noise levels at any residence above 45 dBA during nightthne hours or 55 dBA during daytime hours. As 
discussed above, the day-night average noise level in the proje~:t area is about 68 dBA Ldn. To ensure compliance 
with these st.andards, screen walls would be constructed on the building roofs to conceal cooling towers, 
mechanical equipment, the elevator penthouse, and building maintenance units. As shown in the project­
specific noise study, with the proposed screen walls, the project would not result in operational noise from 
building mechanical equipment in excess of the applicable noise ordinance standards. A more detailed 
discussion is provided below. 

The upper roof level of each tower would contain exhaust fans serving different functions in the building. Each 
tower would have 12 fans (48 fans total). Not all fans are expected to be operating at the sru.11e time. For the 
purpose of the noise analysis, no morf' than six fans were assumed to be operating at the same time in each of 

the towers (24 fans total). Six operating fans would produce a noise level of 62 dl3A Leq at 50 feet. On-site 
residences may be as close as 25 feet from th<.c center of the operating fans and could therefore be subject to an 
exhaust fan noise level of 68 dBA Lcq at the exterior of their ret;identiol r>pace. Asstmling 25 dB of attenuation 
from exterior to interior, the interior noise levels from combinqd exh<mst fan operations would be 43 dB A Leq. 

37 

.15 

39 

·10 

78 

The average A-weighted sound level during the rne;:~surement period. For this CEQA evaluation, Leq refers to a 
one-hour period unless otherwise stated, 
The maximum A-weighted sound level during the measmement period. 
EDAW. 2006. Sound measurernent data of loading dock activities collected on August 7 and 8, 2006. Personal 
observation by A. Kerr (EDAW). August 7 and 8, 2006. 
l11e nearest off-site residents are occupants of the 601 Fourth Street building, approximately 35 feet northwest of 
the project site's northwestern border. Given the size of the project site, residents of the 601 Fourth Street building 
are at least, if not more than, 200 feet north of the project's proposed loading areas. 
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Thus, mechanical fan noise would be less than the 45 dB A Leq nighttime bmit in the noise ordinance. The tower 
fans are not closer than 60 feet from an adjacent properl:'J plane, and therefore exhaust fan noise levels at any 
property plane would not exceed 60 dBA Leq, which is 8 dB A below the measured 68 dB A Ldn. 

For existing noise sensitive land uses in the vicinity, a direct line of sight would not occur between the rooftop 
equipment and the receiver locations due to the height of the proposed 655 Fourth Street building and 
surrounding building heights. The distance from the fans to the property plane in the direction of the nearest 
noise sensitive land uses (601 Fourth Street) is estimated to be approximately 310 feet. At this distance, the 
expected exterior sotmd level of the fans is 43 dB A Leq at the closest off-site receiver locations, which are ground 
level at 601 Fourth Street. Interior noise levels would be even lower as the building of 601 Fourth Street would 

further attenuate noise from the 655 Fourth Street heating, ventilation, and air conditioning equipment. 

Additionally, air handling w1its are plarmed for level 41 on Tower lA and Tower 2B. A typical sound power 
level for similar air handling units '.-vi.th a fan is 94 elBA. At 50 feet, the sound pressure level would be 
approximately 62 dB A; consequently, air handling unit noise would also not result in 5 dB A over ambient noise 
levels at the property plane (estimated to be 68 dBA Ldn). For the on-site noise sensitive residential uses, noise 
from the air handling units would be reduced to approximately 43 dBA Leq within the closest interior space, 
\Vhich is at a distnnce o£ approximately 25 feet from thP <Jir h<mclPrs. This equipment would not exceed the 45 
elBA Leq nighttime noise limit for residential interiors in the noise ordinance. At the property plane of 601 Fourth 
Street, approximately 310 feet away, and including the additional noise attenuation from intenuption of the line 
of sight between air handling units and the exterior of 601 Fourth Street, exterior noise levels would be about 42 
dB A, well below the nighttime residential interior noise limit in the noise ordinance. 

Condenser water pumps, boilers, and an emergency back-up generator would all be located in enclosed rooms, 
which is expected to effectively limit noise f-rom these sources. Furthermore, the emergency back-up generator 
would be operated only in emergencies and for periodic testing; because of its intermittent use, it would not be 
expected to increase ambient noise levels. 

Therefore, the proposed projoct' s mechanical systems would not result in a significant noise impact. 

Events 
The eighth floor of Tower 2B would contain an event space with .cm outdoor terrace 85 feet above the street 
level with a maximum occupancy of 300 people, This space would function as a meeting and event space 
available for building occupants and for rental and reservation by external entities and groups for limited 
programmed events. The event space and other amenities would be 10,900 square feet. Primary noise 
sources on the outdoor terrace would include people talking and amplified music. As a result of the 
project's step-back design, the outdoor terrace would be about 60 feet from the northeast property plane 
and more than 100 feet from the nearest off-site residences at 601 Fourth Street. 

The number of people expected to attend events on the 8th floor event space will vary depending on the 
event. Based on a 1naxirnum capacity of 300 people at the event space, a maximum of 122 people would be 
expected on the outdoor terrace at one time. Noise levels asi>Odated with the people gathering at the 
outdoor areas were assumed to be between 62 dB A and 65 dilA at a distance of 3.3 feet. 

The existing nighttime ambient noise level at the proj'i!.ct site is 61 dBA Leq .. Noise levels from people's 
voices would be attenuated to approximately 48 d!:lA Leq at the property plane, which is less than the 
existing ambient noise level. Thendore, noise from. people on the ternv:e would med the property plane 
noise limits specified in section 2909 of the noinc ordinance (noise cannot exceed 8 elBA above the ambient 
noise level at the property plane from nois<) generated on a commercial property). The estimated exterior 
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noise levels at the on-site private terraces (outdoors) above the event space from people gathering on the 
event terrace would be approximately 59 dBA Leq. Assuming the exterior building shell would provide 
2,5 dB of exterior to interior attenuation, the interior crowd noise level would be reduced to 34 dBA Leq. 
The estimated exterior noise levels at the nearest off-site noise sensitive receptors (601 Fourth Street) 
would be 44 dBA Leq. These noise levels are below the 45 dBA nighttime interior standard required to 
prevent sleep disturbance and are consistent with the nighttime interior noise limits in section 2909(d) 
of the noise ordinance. 

Speaker systems produce sound levels that vary depending on the music or speech amplified from the 
speaker(s) and the levels set by system operators. With existing nighttime ambient noise levels of 61 elBA Leq, 
the speaker system would need to produce noise thot is less than 69 dBA (8 elBA obove mnbient, because this 
is a commercial source) at the property Une to comply with the section 2909(b) regulation in the noise 
ordinance. If the speaker system conforms to this limit, then the system would also comply with the 45 dBA 
nighttime interior noise level for sleeping rooms in section 2909( d) of the noise ordinance. Should the speaker 
system produce noise levels that exceed 69 dBA at trH~ property line, the system may not comply with the 
noise ordinance regulations m1d could result in significant temporary increases in ambient noise levels, which 
would be a significant impact, consistent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEIR related to noise­
generating uses. The frequency of events expected for the space is approximately two large events (150-
250 people) an,d two rnedium-sized (75-150 people) events per month. 

To ensure that an1plified sound does not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels in 
compliance with the applicable noise ordinance standards, the proposed project would be required to 
implement Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-1, Siting of Noise Generating Uses (implementing 
Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-r..;0-1b). Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 would require 
that the mnplified sound system be tested to ensure that it does not exceed 69 dBA at the property plane, 
and if the system would exceed this noise level, events wmdd be restricted to a 10 p.m. crJmpletion time, 
u.nless an applicable event permit is obtained from the S;;m Francisco Entertainment Commission for 
associated events. With implernentation of Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-1, the proposed project 
would not result in new or more severe operational noise impacts than those disclosed in the Central 
SoMa PEIR. 

Construction Noise 
Construction activities for both Buildings 1 and 2 are anticipated to take approximately 34-36 months; the 
buildings would be constructed concurrently. Cont;truction noise levels would vary from hour to hour and 
day to day, depending on the equipment in use, the operations being performed, and the distance between 
the source and receptor. Construction is expected to include demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, 
building construction, and architeci1Jral coating. Construction equipment with substantially higher noise 
generation characteristics (such as pile drivers, rock drills, blasting equipment) would not be necessary. 
Noise levels resulting from the proposed construction activities were calculated using the Federal Highway 
Administration Roadway Construction Noise Modeling software. Table 3 shows the noise levels in a case 
when all expected equipment is operating at the same time. 
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The estimated construction noise levels generated by the proposed project v.rould average 87 dBA Leq for 
typical moderate construction efforts at the nearest residential properties (at 35 feet from the construction 
site). When intense construction is conducted the noise levels would be higher, ranging from 87 to 90 dBA 
Leq (as shown in Table 3). These noise levels would be a substantial temporary increase over those existing 
without the project, which range from 62 to 72 dBA during various times of the day. 

Construction of the proposed project would be subject to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which 
regulates construction noise. The Department of Building Inspection is responsible for enforcing the noise 
ordinance for private construction projects during normal business hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.). The police 
department is responsible for enforcing the noise ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during 
the construction period for the proposed project, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by 
construction noise. Instances may occur when noise could interfere with indoor activities in nearby 
residences and other businesses near the project site. 

As discussed in the project description, limited nighttime construction work is required for 
approximately eight nights covering four weekends. The proposed nighttime work is expected to take 
place during the construction of the building's foundation. During continuous nighttime concrete pours, 
conshuction noise levels of 86 dBA could be experienced at the nearest existing residences, located 
approximately 35 feet northwest of the project site at 601 Fourth Street. This level would exceed the 
ambient plus 5 dBA nighttime construction noise limit in section 2908 of the Police Code and a special 
permit would be required. Also, based on other accounts of nighttime concrete pours in similar urban 
environments with a mix of uses in the vicinity, backup alarms and workers communicating by yelling 
are important noise sources of concern. Assuming the exterior shell of the 601 Fourth Street building 
(which is the closest noise sensitive receptor) provides 25 dB of noise reduction from exterior noise 
sources, the interior nighttime construction noise level expected at this residential building could be as 
high as 61 dBA Leq, which could interfere with people being able to fall asleep or stay asleep. 

In summary, because construction noise levels would continue for about three years and result in construction 
noise levels of 87 to 90 dBA Leq (compared to existing noise levels without the project, which range from 62 
to 72 dBA during various times of the day), construction noise impacts from the proposed project would be 
significant, consistent with the conclusions in the Central SoMa PEIR. Therefore, Project Mitigation Measure 
M-N0-2, General Construction Noise Control Measures (implem.enting Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 

81 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

655 Foutth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

Measure M-N0-2a), would be required, to reduce and manage constmction noise. Project Mitigation Measure 
M-N0-2 would require the construction team to implement a series of best management practices to reduce 
construction noise and, to the extent feasible, during nighttime constl1.lction, to use electronic means (such as 
walkie talkies) to communicate over distances of 15 feet or more to reduce the team's need to yell and employ 
the use of advanced back-up alarms on construction equipment. 

Vibration 
No operational components of the proposed project would include substantial groundborne noise or 
vibration sources. Thus, no substantial groundbome noise or vibration impacts would occur with the 
operation of the proposed project. 

Construction vibration was evaluated to det<:nnine if it would result in building damage or if nighttime 
construction activities would result in sleep disturbance. In general, on-site construction equipment that 
would cause the most groundborne vibration and noise would be associated with site grading. During 
grading, the largest groundborne vibration levels are anticipated to be generated by large bulldozers and 
loaded trucks used for earthmoving. 

The nearest buildirlg to the construction site '"'.rould be the Svvinerton ('CJmrnPrcil11 building: located at 260 
Townsend Street, approximately 20 feet from the northwest construction boundary. This building is considered 
a category II building under Federal Transit Administration vibration damage guidelines. These guidelines 
indicate that building damage for category lT buildings could occur when vibration levels exceed 0.3 inches per 
second peak (in/sec) PPV. The second nearest exiDting building is located approximately 35 feet northeast fl'Om 
the project site,. at 601 Fourth Street. According to the Federal Transit Administration, this historic 1910 non­
engineered timber and masonry building (:ould experience damage if vibration levels exceed 0.2 in/sec PPV. 
Buildings located across Townsend (90 feet away) and across F(lUfth (85 feet aw<-<y) would be considered 
category I buildings and would be susceptible to damage if vibration levels exceeded 0.5 in/sec PPV. Usil1g the 
distance and building categories described inmtediately above, vibration fron< construction activity was 
calculated at each of the adjacent existing buildings. Results are presented below in Table 4. 

Table 4 
Construction Vibration Levels at Adjacent Receivers 

Swinerton (260 Large Bulldozer 20 0.12 0.3 N 
Townsend Loaded Trucks 20 0.11 N 
Street) 

601 Fourth Large Bulldozer 35 0.05 0.2 N 
Street Loaded Trucks 35 0.05 N 

Across Large Bulldozer 90 0.01 0.5 N 
Townsend Trucks 90 ().()1 N 

Across Fourth Large Bulldozer 85 O.ol 0.5 N 
Loaded Trucks 85 0.01 N 

As shown in Table 4, construction-related vibmti.on levels at each adjacent building would fall below the 
damage criteria applicable to the buildings. 'fhus, building damage during construction is not expected. 

82 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

Loaded trucks are the main vibration producing construction equipment during nighttime concrete 
pouring. Given this, the expected vibration levels produced during nighttime concrete pours would be 
0.076 in/sec PPV at 25 feel. The closest residences to the construction activity are located at a distance of 
approximately 35 feet; at 35 feet, the vibration would be reduced to approximately 0.05 in/sec PPV. This 
level o£ vibration is below the 0.1 in/sec PPV vibration level that is considered "strongly perceptible." 
Therefore, nighttime construction vibration would not be likely to rest1lt in sleep disturbance and the 
project would have less-than-significant impacts from construction vibration. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cmnulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa PEIR 
cmnulative noise and vibration analysis. Construction of the proposed project could overlap with 
construction of two sh·eetscape improvement projects not specifically considered in the Central SoMa PEIR: 
the Brannan Street Safety Project and the Townsend Corridor Improvement Project. Construction noise 
impacts from the proposed project are unlikely to combine with construction noise impacts from the Fifth 
Street Improvement Project given that the Fifth Street Improvement Project is over 900 feet west of the project 
site. Nevertheless, all of these streetscape projects are similar in nature to !11e street network changes evaluated 
in the Central SoMa PEIR. The Central SoMa PEIR determined that plan-level construction impacts could be 
sigrrificant and Uilavoidable because of the poo~jbilily of iYtulliple projects urlder construction at the same 
time. Therefore, the proposed project in combination with cumulative projects would not result in more 
severe cumulative construction noise impacts than disclosed in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant 
environmental impacts that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to noise and vibration, 
nor would the proposed project result in rnore severe project-specific or cumulative impacts than were 
identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E. 7 Air Quality 

Central SoMa PEiR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts from subsequent development 
projects related to the generation of criteria air pollutants and impacts to sensitive receptors4L as a result of 
exposure to elevated levels of diesel particulate matter and other toxic air contaminants (TACs) during 
project operations. The Cenh·al SoMa PEll{ identified six mitigation measures that would reduce these air 
quality impacts; however, the Central SoMa PEIR determined that impacts fron1 subsequent development 
projects would remain significant and unavoidable. The mitigation measures identified in the Central SoMa 
PEIR that are applicable to subsequent development projects are as follows: M-NO-la, as well as Central 
SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures M-AQ-3a, Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants 
Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products; M-AQ-3b, Reduce Operational Emissions; M-AQ-Sa, Best 
Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fil'e Pumps; M-AQ-5b, Siting of Uses that Emit 
Particulate Matter (PM2.5), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; and M-AQ-5d, 

41 BAAQMD (Bay Area Air Quality Management District). 2011. Recommended Methods for Screening nnd Modeling Local 
Risks and Hazards. May 2011, p. 12. ('The Bay Area Air Quality Management District considers sensitive receptors as 
d1ildren, adults, and older adults occupying or residing in residential dwellings, including apartments, houses, 
condominiums; schools, colleges, and tmiversities; daycare centers.: hospitals; and senior care facilities.) 
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Land Use Buffers around Active Loading Docks. As discussed throughout this initial study, M-NO-la is 
implemented by planning code section 169. 

The Central SoMa PEIR also identified potentially significant air quality impacts from subsequent 
development projects rel<Jted to the generation of criteria air pollutants resulting from construction 
activities and impacts to sensitive receptors as a result of exposure to elevated levels of diesel particulate 
matter and other TACs during project construction. The Central SoMa PEIR identified four mitigation 
measures applicable to construction projects that would reduce these air quality impacts to less than 
significant: Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a, Conshuction Emissions Analysis; 
M·AQ·4b and M-AQ-6a, Construction Emissions Minimization Plan; and M-AQ-6b, Ilnplement Clean 
Construction Requirements (applicable to city projects only). 

All other air quality impacts, including consistency with applicable air quality plans and exposure of people 

to objectionable odors, would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

!opics ____ _ 

7. AIR QUALITY-Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of \he 
applicable air quality plan? 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which tho 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality standard? 

Slgnlflcam 
lmp.•ct Pecu/i,1f 
to Project or 
Proj:!!._t_ Site _ 

0 

0 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantiiill 0 
pollutant concentrations? 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 0 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

Project-Specific Anaiysh~ 

Construction Dust Control 

Significant 
Impact not 
ld~ntified 
in Central 
So/lila PEIR 

D 

0 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Significant Impact not 
Impact due to Previously 
Substarltial Identified in Central 
New Information SoMaPEIR -----

0 181 

0 181 

0 

0 

Project-related construction activities, primarily ground-disturbing activities, would result in conshuction 
dust. The board of supervisors adopted the San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordin<:mce (codified in 
Health Code article 22B and San Francisco Building Code section 106./\.3.2.6) with the intent of reducing the 
quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolJtion, and construction work, in order to 
protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers and to minimize public nuisance complaints. 
The project would be req1_1ired to comply with construction dust control ordinance, which requires the project 
sponsor and the contr0ctor responsible for construction activities at the project site to implement a number of 
practices to conh·ol constn.tction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that 
are acceptable to the director of the building department. For projects more than 0.5 acres in size, such as the 
proposed project, the ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a dust control plan for approval by 
the San Francisco Department of Public Health. The building department will not issue a building pemut 
without written notification from the director of public health that the applicant has a site-specific dust control 
plan, unless the director waives the requirement. 111e site-specific dust control plan would require the project 
sponsor to implement additional dust control measures, such as installation of dust curtains and windbreaks, 
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and to provide independent third-party inspections and monitoring, provide a public complaint hotline, and 
suspend construction during high-wind conditions. 

The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Fra..<cisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance would 
enBure that construction dust impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction Criteria Air Pollutants 
The Bay Area Air Quality Manflgement District's (air district's) 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air 
Quality Guidelines)42 provide methodologies for analyzing air quality impacts. The Air Quality Guidelines 
also provide thresholds of significance for those criteria air pollutants for which the San Francisco Bay Area 
Air Basin is in non-attainment. These thresholds of significance are used by the city and are presented in 
Table 5. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is 
sufficient in size, by itself, to result in non-attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project's individual 
emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project's contribution to cumulative air 
quality impacts is considerable, then the project's impact on air quality would be considered significant.43 

Construction activities from the proposed project would result in the emission of criteria air pollutants from 
equipment exhaust, construction-related vehicular activity, and construction worker automobile trips. 
Construction of the proposed proJeCt would occur over approximately 34 to 36 morlilt8. Construction is 
expected to begin in 2020 and be completed in 2023. Construction-related criteria air pollutants generated by 
the proposed project were quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
(Version2016.3.1) and are provided within tlw air quality emissions assessment report prepared for the 
proposed project.44 The model, including default data (e.g., emissions factors, rneteorology), was developed 
in collaboration with staff from California air dishicts. The specific modeling assumptions are provided in 
the air quality technical report and default assumptions were used where project-specific information was 
unknown. Total construction period emissions were converted from tons per year to pounds per day using 
the estimated consin1ction duration of 1,162 Vv'Orking days. As shown in Table 5, project construction 
emissions would be below the threshold of significance for all criteria pollutants; thus, construction emissions 
of criteria pollutants would result in a less-than-significant irnpact. No mitigation measures are required. 

Table 5 
Daily Project Construction Emissions 

SOURCE: Air Quality Emissions Assessment, Dudek 2019. 

ROC= rea clive organic gas; NOx =nitrogen oxide; PMw =particles in the atmosphere with a diumeter equal to or less than 10 
micrometers; PM2.s =particles with a diameter equal to or l<•ss than 2.5 micrometers. 

42 

43 

4A 

B<.1Y Area Air Quality Management District. 2017. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Updated May 2017, p. 2-1. Accessed 
December 26, 2017. Available at http://www .baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-ancl-research/ceqa/ 
ceqa_guiclelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la~ell. 

Bay Area Air Quality M;magem.ent District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2017. 
Dudek. 2019. Memorandum to Elizabeth White and Jessica Range. 655 Fourth Street Project Air Quality 
Emissions Assessment, 
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For the proposed project and existing operations, CalEEMod was Ufied to estimate operational emissions 
from area sources, including emissions from consumer product use, architectural coatings, and landscape 
maintenance equipment associated with the proposed project. Emissions associated with natural gas use 
in space heating, hearths, water heating, and stoves were calculated in the building energy use module of 
CalEEMod. It was assumed that "hearth emissions" would occur from natural gas combustion (rather than 
wood~burning fireplaces, which are not proposed). 

Consumer products in this analysis are chemically formulated products used by household and 
institutional consumers, including detergents; cleaning compounds; polishes; floor finishes; cosmetics; 
personal care products; home, lawn, and garden products; disinfectants; sanitizers; aerosol paints; and 
automotive specialty products, 

The proposed project would also generate criteria pollutant emissions associated with vehicle traffic 
(mobile sources) and testing of a backup diesel generator. Operational-related criteria air pollutants 
generated by the proposed project were quantified using CalEEMod and model assumptions and results 
are provided within the air quality emissions assessment report for the proposed project.45 Default 
assumptions were used where project··specific information was unknown. 

The daily and annual emissions associated with operation of the proposed project are shown in Table 6. 
Table 6 also includes the thresholds of sign.ificance used by the city. 

Table 6 
Summary of Net Operational Criteria Air I"'ollutant Emissions 

SOURCE: Air Quality Emissions Assessment, Dudek 2018. 

45 Ibid 
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ROG =reactive organic gas; NOx =nitrogen oxide; PMw= particles in the atmosphere with a diameter equal to or less than 10 micrometers; 
PM2.; =particles with a diameter equal to or less than 2.5 minometers; lbs/day =pounds per day; tpy tons per year. 

As shown in Table6, the proposed project would not exceed any criteria air pollutant threshold of 
significance. Therefore, individual and cumulative operational criteria air pollutant impacts resulting 
from the proposed project would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

The proposed project would not result i.n significant project or cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts 

that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR, nor would the project result in air quality impacts 

that are substantially more severe than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Health Risk 
The project site is within an air pollut<mt exposur!.! zone. As defined in Health Code article 38, an air 
pollutant exposure zone consists of areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant sources, exceed 
health protective standards for cumulative fine particulate matter (P.I\Ih5) concentration or cumulative 
excess cancer risk The zone also incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. For 
sensitive-use projects within the air pollutm1t exposure zone, such as the proposed project, article 38 
requires the project sponsor to submit an enhanced ventilation proposal for approval by the Deparhnent 
of Public Health that achieves protection from PM2.5 equivalent to that associated with a minimum 
efficiency reporting value (MERV) 13 filtTation. The Department of Building Inspection will not issue a 
building permit without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has an 
approved enhanced ventilation proposal. In compliance with article 38, the project sponsor has submitted 
an initial application to the Department of Public Health.46 111e regulations and procedures set forth by 
article 38 would reduce exposure of the proposed project's sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations. 

Additionally, projects within an air pollutant exposure zone require special consideration to determine 
whether the project's activities would expose existing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant 
concentrations or add emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality. The nearest schools 
to the project site are the Bessie Carmichael Middle School on Harrison Street west of Fourth Street, 
approximately 1,850 feet northeast of the project site, and the Five Keys Charter School on Oak Street north 
of Bryant Street, approximately 1,930 feet west of the site. 111e nearest child care centers are the Yerba Buena 
Gardens Child Development Center, approximately 2,550 feet northeast of the project site, and the Mission 
Head Start Mission Bay Child Development Center, approxi,mately 2,990 feet southeast of the project site. 
111e nearest residence to the project site is located 35 feet northwest of the project site. 

Construction Health Risks 

The Central SoMa PEIR found that subsequent development projects requiring the use of diesel-powered 
equipment and vehicles during construction within the air pollutant exposure zone would result in a significant 
impact to nearby Sensitive receptor::;, and determined !:hat with implementation of M-AQ-6a, construction 
peliod health risks from subsequent development projects would be reduced lo less than significant. Because 
the project site is located within an identified air pollnti:mi. exposure zone and would require heavy-duty off­
road diesel vehicles and equipment throughout the anticipated 34- to 36-monlh constTUction period, M-AQ-6a 
is required. 

655 Fourth Street Enhanced Ventilation Requirement under article 38. This document is available for review at the 
San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No 2014-000203ENV. 
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Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (implementing Central 
SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6a), requires that diesel engines powering constmction equipment 
meet all of the following minimum standards: (1) comply with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Tier 2 emissions standards, (2) be equipped with a level3 diesel particulate filter, 47 and (3) use renewable 
diesel. Use of Tier 2 engines and a Level3 Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategy (VDECS) can reduce 
construction emissions by 89 to 94 percent compared to equipm.ent with engines meeting no emission 
standards and without a VDECS.48 Emissions reductions from the combination of Tier 2 equipm.ent and a 
Level3 VDECS is almost equivalent to requiring only equipment with Tier 4 Final engines. Furthermore, 
renewable diesel, RlOO, has the potential to reduce particulate matter emissions by about 30 percent and 
provides an added co-benefit of reducing nitrogen oxide emissions by 10 percent.49 Therefore, with 
implementation of Project Mitigation Measure M .. AQ-1 (implementing Central SoMa PEIR M-AQ-6a), 
health risk impacts to sensitive receptors from the project's construction activities would be reduced to less 
than significant. 

Operational Health Risks 
The Central SoMa PEIR identified a significant and unavoidable impact regarding operational health risks 
and identified five mitigation measures, foll[ of vvhich apply to subsequent development projects. 

The proposed project would generate an increase in daily vehicle trips and include a backup diesel 
generator, which would emit diesel particulate matter and other TACs. Therefore, the proposed project 
would be subject to M-N0-1a, which is implemented as part of the entitlement review process in 
compliance with planning code section 169. The proposed project would also include a diesel emergency 
backup generator, which emits diesel particulate matter, and therefore Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-Sa is applicable to the pmposed project. This mitigation measure is incorporated into the 
proposed project as Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Z (~>1plementing Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-Sa) and requires the project's diesel generator to meet the best available emissions 
standards and be fueled with rene·wable diesel. The proposed project would not include other sources of 

TACs, and therefore Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5b is not applicable. Additionally, the 
proposed project would provide five load.ing bays within the below<·grade parking garage, which would 

48 

·19 

Construction equipment meeting Tier 4 interim or Tier 4 final emissions standards automatically meet the Tier 2 
plus level3 diesel particulate filter standard. 
PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emission standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and 0. 
Tier 0 off-road engines do not have PM emission standards, but the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency's Exhaust and Crankcase Emissions Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling- Compression Ignition has 
estimated Tier 0 engines between 50 horsepower (hp) and 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.72 grams per 
horsepower per hour (g/hp-hr) and greater than 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.40 g/hp-hr. Therefore, 
requiring off-road equipment to have at )east a Tier 2 engin~ would result in between a 25 percent and 63 percent 
reduction in PM emissions, as compared to off-road equipment with Tier 0 or Tier 1 engines. The 25 percent 
reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for 
Tier 2 (0.45 grams per brake horsepower per hour (g/bhp-hr)) ,,nd Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr). The 63 percent reduction 
comes from comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines above 175 hp for Tier 2 (0.1.5 g/bhp-hr) und 
Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-hr). In addition to the Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level3 VDECSs are required and would reduce 
PM by an additioni:ll 85 percent. Therefore, the mitigation m<~nsure would result in between an 89 percent (0.0675 
g/bhp-hr) <)nd 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp-hr) reduction in PM ernissions, as compared to equipment with Tier 1 (0.60 
g/bhp-hr) or Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp-hr). 
California Environmental Protr;~ction Agen-.:y. 2015. Shiff Report: Multimedia Evaluaiion of Renewable Diesel. May 2015. 

Accessed October 23, 2015. Available al https://ca!epa.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2016/10/CEPC-2015yr­
RenDiese!Rpt.pdf. 
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be sufficiently separated from residential uses, and therefore the project's design will meet the 
requirements of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Sd. 

Project Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1 and !vf-AQ-2 (implementing Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures 
M-AQ-6a and M-AQ-5a, respectively) would apply to the proposed project and would reduce health risk 
impacts from the proposed project to less-th<m-significant levels. 

Cumulative Analysis 
As discussed above, criteria air pollutant impacts are cumulative impacts because no single project is 
sufficient in size, by itself, to result in non-attainment of air quality standards. As demonstrated above, the 
project would not result in cumulatively considerable criteria air pollutant emissions. 

With respect to localized health risks, the Fifth Street Improvement Project, Brannan Street Safety Project, 
and the Townsend Corridor Improvement Project are similar in nature to the streetscape improvement 
projects analyzed in the Central SoMa PEIR. All of these projects would be subject to the Clean Construction 
Ordinance, which requires construction equipment to meet similar standards as those required for the 
project through Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, thereby reducing construction period emissions and 
associated health. risks. For these reasons,. curnu1ative health risks v.rould J.l.ot hP n1ore spvere th_an disclosed 
in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not result in signilicant project-level or 
cumulative air quality impacts that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR, nor would the project 
result in significant project-level or cumulative air quality impacts that are more severe than those 
identified in the Cenh·al SoMa PEIR or that are peculiar to the project site. 

E.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PElR concluded that adoption of the Central SoMa Plan would not directly result in 
operational greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions; however, implementation of development projects in the 
plan area, including the proposed project, would result in GHG emissions. The Central SoMa Plan includes 
goals and policies that would apply to the proposed project, and these policies are consistent with the city's 
Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions.so 111e Oo:ntral SoMa PEIR concluded that GHG emissions 
resulting from development under the Central SoMa Plr,m would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures were required. 

The air district has issued guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of 
significant hnpacts from a proposed project's GHG emissions, and allow for projects that are consistent with 
an adopted GHG reduction strategy to conclude that the project's GHG impact is less than significant. San 
Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse) Gas Emissions"1 presents a comprehensive assessment of 

5D 

51 

San Francisco Planning Department. Sh·afegics to Address Greenhouse G11v Emissions ill San Fmncisco. July 2017. This 
document is available on!L.1e at,: http://sf-plannillg;.org/strategies-address-greenhouse-gas-emissions. 
San Francisco Planning Depa(tment, Stmle8ies to Addm% Grewiluuse Gas Emissi011o in Sa11 Fm11cisco, November 2010. 
Available athttp://sfmea.sfpla!lning.or[!)GHG_Reduction_Stmtegy.pdf, accessed Morch 3, 2016. 
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policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent the city's GHG reduction strategy in 
compliance with the air district and CEQA Guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 36 
percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2017 compared to 1990 levels,"2 exceeding the year 2020 reduction 
goals outlined in the air district's 2017 Clean Air Plan,5' Executive Order S-3-05,"4 and Assembly Bill32 (also 
known as the Global Warming Solutions Act).""·56 In addition, the city's GHG reduction goals are consistent 
with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under Executive Orders S-3-0557 and B-30-
155B,59 and Senate Bill 32.60.61 Therefore, projects that are consistent with the city's GHG reduction strategy 
would not result in GHG emissions that would have a significant effect on the environment, and would not 
conflict with state, regional, or local GHG reduction plans and regulations. 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

SH 

59 

60 

61 
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San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco's Carbon Footprirtl (2019), April 2019. Available at 
https://sfenvironment.org!carbon-footprint, accessed April22, 2019. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Clean Air Pla11, September 2017. Available at http:llwww.baaqmd.gov/plrms-nnd­
cliullllelair-quality-planslcurrent-plaus, accessed July 13, 2018. 

Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available at http://www.dimatestrategies.us/library/library/ 
view/294, accessed April22, 2019. 

Calliornia Legislative Infom1ation, Assembly Bill 32, September 27, 2006. Available at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/ 
pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/ab_32_bill._20060927 _chaptered.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016. 

Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan set a target of reducing GHG emissions 
to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 

Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be 
progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce Gt-IG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric 
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MI' C02e)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million 
MT C02e); and by 2050 reduce emissiom; to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MT C02e). 
Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in 
"carbon dioxide-equiv,1lents," which present a weighted average based on each gas's heat absorption (or "global 
warming·") potential. 
Office of the Governor, Executive Order H--30-15, April 29, 2015. Accessed March 3, 2016. 
https://www.gov,ca.gov/news.php?id=18938. Executivc> Order B-30-15 sets a state GHG emissions reduction 
goal of 40 percent below 199C levels by 2030. 
San Francisco's GHG reduction goals are codific>d in section 902 of the Environrnent Code and include (i) by 2.008, determine 
city GHG emissions for 1990; (ii) by 2017, redqce GliG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) by 202'i, reduce GHG 
emissions by 40 percent below 1990 level5; and by 2050, reduce CHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels. 
Senate Bill 32 ;;unends California Health and Safety Co~i.e Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global 
Wam1ing Solutions Act of' 2006) by add:lng section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions 
to be reduced by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 
Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill197, which would modliy the structure of the State Air Resources 
Board; institute requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air 
contaminants; and establish requirements for the review and <o1doption of rules, regulations, and measures for the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

The proposed project would increase the intensity of use of the site. Therefore, the proposed project would 
contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and 
residential and corrunercial operations that would result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater 
treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in 
GHG emissions. 

The proposed project would meet LEED Silvet standards and would be subject to adopted regulations that 
would reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance 
with the applicable regulations would reduce the project's GHG emissions related to transportation, energy, 
waste disposat wood burning, and use of rdrigerants. 111e project sponsor submitted a checklist 
demonstrating compliance with the GHG reduction strategy.62 

Compliance with the city's Commuter Benefits Program, Emergency Ride Home Program, transportation 
demand management programs, Transportation Sustainability Fee, Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, bicycle 
parking requirements, low-emission car parking requirements, and car-sharing requirements would reduce 
the proposed project's transportation-related emissions. These regulations would reduce GHG emissions 
from single-occupancy vehicles by promoting the use of transportation r.nodes with zero or lower GHG 
emissions on a per-capita basis. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the city's 
Green Building Code, Stormwater Management Ordinance, Water Efficient Ordinance, Water 
Conservation and Irrigation Ordinance, and Energy Conservation Ordinance.. which would promote 
energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project's energy-related GHG emissions.63 The 
proposed project would be required to meet the renewable energy criteria of the Green Building Code and 
comply with the commercial buildings energy performance ordinance. Reaching this compliance will mean 
the project, like other large buildings in the Central SoMa area, will be 100 percent free of building energy 
GHG emissions. 

The proposed project's waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the city's 
Recycling and Composting Ordimmce and Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance and 

62 

63 

San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analy~;is: Compliance Checklist for 655 liourth Street 
November 9, 2018. 
Compliance with wah~r conservation measures rc<;!uce the em~rgy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump, 
and treat water required for the project. 
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Green Building Code requirements. These regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, 
reducing GHGs emitted by landfill operations. These regulations also promote reuse of materials, 
conserving their embodied energy64 and reducing the energy required to produce new materials. 

Therefore, the proposed project's GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, or local GHG 
reduction plans and regulations. Furthermore, th.e proposed project would not result in impacts associated 
with GHG emissions beyond those disclosed in the Central SoMa PEJR. For the above reasons, the proposed 
project wovld not result in sig11ificant GHG emissions that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Cumulative Analysis 
Similar to criteria air pollutants, GHG emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. 
GHG emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate 
change. l\To single project could generate enough GHC emissions to noticeably change the global average 
temperature; instead/ the combination of GHG emissions from past; present, and future projects have 
contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental 
impacts. Therefore, the analysis above addresses the project's contribution to cumulatively significant GHG 
ernis~ions and no separate curr~.ulativt-: analysis 1s required. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not result in new significant or more severe 
GHC impacts that were not identified in the Central. SoMa PE!R or that are peculiar to the project site. 

f.9 Wind 

Central SoMa PE!R Analysis 
Wind is analyzed as part of CEQA review in the city with respect to potential pedestrian hazards, based 
on the criteria in planning code section 148, Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Use Districts. 
Although the project site is outside the C-3 (Downtown Commercial) Use Dish'icts1 section 148 was the 
city's first codification of wind standards, and its criteria remain the foundation of wind analysis in the 
city. For wind hazards, section 148 requires that buildings do not cause an equivalent wind speed of 26 mph 
as averaged for a single fulll1our of the yern.ils,r;r; Although section 148 applies only within the C-3 Use 
Districts, the hazard criterion of section 148 is used by the planning department as a CEQA significance 

65 

h6 
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Em)Jodied energy is thl" total energy required for the extraction, prol::essing, manufacture, and delivery of building 
materials to the building site. 
The wind ordinance comfort criteria are defined in term.s of equivalent wind speed, which is an average wind 
speed (mean velocity), adjusted to include the level of gustiness and turbulence. Equivalent wind speed is defined 
as the mean wind velocity, multiplied by the quantity (one pl1,ts three times the turbulence intensity) divided by 
1.45. This calcul4tion magnifies the reported wind speed when hl!:bulence intensity is greater than 15 percent. 
Unless otherwise stat{1cl, use of the term "wind speed" in connection with the wind-tunnel tests refers to equivalent 
wind speeds that are exceeded 10 percent of the time. 
The wind hazard criterion is derived from the 26 rnph hourly average wind speed that would generate R 3-second 
gust of wind at 20 meters per second, a commonly used guideline for wind sRfety. Because the original federal 
building wind data was collected at 1--minute averages, Hw 26mph hourly average is converted to a 1-minute 
average o£36 mph, which is used to determine compliRJtcewJtl, the 26m ph 1-hour hazard criterion in the planning 
code (Arens, g., et aL 1989. "Dev<J!oping the San Fran;:bcn Vvind Ordinance and ils Cnidelines for Compliance," 
Building and ErwinmllteJ!t, VoL 24, No.4, p. 297-303). 
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threshold for the determination of whether a project would create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use. 

The Central SoMa PEIR wind analysis found that the average wind speed for 1 hour per year would 
decrease by 1 mph, from 26 mph under existing conditions to 25 mph, with Cenh·al SoMa Plan 
implementation, which represents an :incremental improvement. However, the number of locations that 
would exceed the hazard criteria would increase from three to five, and the hours per year during which 
the 1-hour wind hazard criterion would be exceeded would increase from 4 hours to 81 hours per year, 
resulting in a significant plan-level wind impact. Because the wind environment around a building is 
highly dependent on design details beyond the S(:ope of the Central SoMa PEIR's programmatic analysis 
(e.g., setbacks, podiums, street wall heights), the results indicate only generally how new, taller buildings 
could affect pedestrian-level winds. Central SoMa PEIH Mitigation Measure M-WI-1, Wind Hazard 
Cri.terion. for the .Plan Area, was identified to reduce wind impacts from subsequent development within 
the plan area., and requires project-specific evaluation by a wind expert for projects taller than 85 feet and, 
if deemed necessary, wind-ttmnel testing and implementation of feasible measures to meet the 1-hour 
26 mph wind hazard criterion. Should wind tunnel testing reveal that a project would exceed the hazard 
criteria, then the project would need to be shaped to minimize the overall number of hours of the 
exceedancc. Hov"tc'",.rcr, because the Central Sol\1a PE!R could not deb?rmin~ w·ith certainty that each 
subsequent development project would be able to meet the 1-·hour, 26 mph wind hazard criterion, the 
Central SoMa PEIR determined that plan-level wind impacts would remain significant and unavoidable 
with mitigation, Cumulative wind impacts (implementation of the plan in addition to other cumulative 
projects) were determined to be less than significant. 

In the Central SoMa Special Use District, which includes the project site, wind conditions with respect to project 
approval are goven1ed by planning code section 249.78(d)(9). Section 249.78(d)(9) incorporates the section 148 
hazard criterion of 26 mph for 1 hour per year, but pem1lts the planning commission to grant exceptions for 
projects that result in an exceedance of the hazard criterion up to a maximum of 9 homs per year per wind­
tunnel test location, if the "project has undertaken all feasible measures to reduce hazardous wind speeds, such 
as building sculpting and appt.lrtenances, permanent wind baffling measures, and landscaping," ;md 
compliance with the 1-hour haza.rd criterion "would detract from the building design or unduly reshict the 
potential square footage of the project." Exceptions ;.xre not pem1itted for projects that would result in an 
exceedance of the 26 mph h.1.zard criterion for more than 9 hours per year at any wind-tunnel test location. 
Section 249.78(d)(9) also includes ·yy'ind comfort criteria that incorporate section 148's 7 mph and 11 mph wind 
speeds, which can be exceeded 10 percent of the time. However, section 249.78( d)(9) requires that buildings not 
cause a "substantial increase"·-defined as 6 mph~·i:n the wind speed more than 15 percent of the time, where 
the resulting wind speed exceeds the applicable comfort criterion. Exceptions may be granted based on the same 
findings as for granting exceptions to the 1-hour wind hazard criterion. 
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The analysis in the Central SoMa PEIR reveals no new exceedances of the hazard criterion in the f-ive sensors 
located on or :imm.ediately adjacent to the project site; however, the analysis in the Central SoMa PEIR reveals that 
the corner of Fourth Street and Townsend Street would experience an increase in average wind speed of more than 
3 miles per hour. A qualified wind consultant prepared a vvind technical analysis for the proposed project and 
conducted wind tunnel testing.67 The criteria used for this analysis relates to pedestrian comfort such that wind 
speeds will not exceed, more than 15 percent of the time, 11 mph h1 substantial pedestrian use areas, and 7 mph in 
public seating areas. The 1-hour hazard cri.terion of the code requires that buildings not cause equivalent wind 
speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 mph as averaged {-rom a single full hour of the year, except as 
allowed by the planning commission. Test configurations included the following five different scenarios: 

.. existing conditions 

.. existing-plus-project conditions 

• existing plus project plus wind reduction features 

.. cumulative conditions with the project (including wind reduction features) 

.. cumulative conditions (without the project) 

Table 7, below, provides the results of the wind hnmel testing with respect to the 1-hour wind hazard 
criterion for each of the five scenarios above because this is the criterion used in CEQA review for 
determining whether a significant wind impact wm,lld occur. The wind technical analysis contains detailed 
tables of compliance with the planning code's wind comfort criteria and the 9,}l0ur wind hazard criterion. 

67 RWDI. 2019. 655 Fourth Street, Pedestrian Wind Study. April4 .. 2019. 
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Wind testing of existing conditions revealed one location that exceeds the 1-hour wind hazard criterion at 
the comer of Fourth artd King streets and no locations that exceed the 9-hour wind hazard criterion. Wind 
speeds at 18 of 50 locations tested exceeded the 11 mph pedestrian comfort criterion (see Figure 16, 
Pedestrian Wind Hazard Conditions- Existing). 

Existing Conditions Plus Proposed Project 
The existing plus proposed project condition revealed 23 exceedances of the 1-hour wind hazard criterion with 
the proposed project and 12locations that exceed the 9-hom wind hazard criterion. 

Existing Conditions Plus Proposed Project Plus Wind Reduction Features 

Pursuant to the requirements of planning code section 249.78(d)(9), the project is required to implement 
feasible measures to reduce hazardous wind speeds. Therefore, the project tmderwent iterative testing that 
included various wind reduction features. The results of that testing yielded the following wind reduction 
features, which have been incorporated into the proposed project, as discussed in the Project Description 
section of this initial study: 

'" Tower 1B has been modified to include a design that would ;idd more porosity to the fat,;ade, 
referred to as a Voided Terrace, 

0 Canopies would be installed on Towers lA, lB, 2A, and 2B to improve wind speeds within the 
655 Fourth Street Project's Central Plaza. 

0 A combination of shrubs (5 feet tall) and porous vines attached to a 10-foot tall artificial barrier 
would be installed on site within the alleyways between Towers lA and lB, between Towers 1B 
and 2A, and between Towers 1A and 2B to improw wind speeds in the alleyway. 

• Deciduous trees would be plan.ted within the Fourth Street Plaza and the Central Plaza to reduce 
wind speeds in each respective area. 

" A 6-foot-wide and 10-foot-tall wind screen would be installed perpendicular to Townsend Street 
and 2 feet from the curb near the Lusk Street and Townsend Street bus stop to reduce wind speeds 
on Townsend Street (see Figure 15). 

With these on- and off-site wind reduction elements, the project would result in a total of four locations that 
would exceed the 1-hour wind hazard criterion, which woulo a net addition of three hazard locations from 
the existing condition. Because the proposed project would incorporate all feasible wind reduction measures in 
compliance with the planning code and the project would still exc~~d the 1-hour hazard criterion, the proposed 
project would result in a significant and unavoidable wind impact, consistent with the findings of the Central 
SoMa PEIR (see Figure 17, Pedestrian Wind H.;!zard Conditions- Existing+ Project+ Wind Reduction Features). 

With the wind reduction features, all locations tested would comply with the planning code's 9-hour wind 
hazard criterion. Nonetheless, Central SoMa Plan Mitigation Measure M-WI-1 shall remain applicable to 
the project as Project Mitigation Measure M-WI-1, Wind Hazard Evaluation for Building Design 
Modifications, in the event the project sponsor proposes modifications to the current project design that 
may, as determined by the planning department, necessitate further wind analysis. The addition of the 
proposed project would result in 52 locations that exceed the wind comfort criterion. Wind reduction 
measures would eliminate eight of these exceedances, l(~aving 44 locations where the 11-mph pedestrian 
comfort criterion would be exceeded. 

97 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

Cumulative Analysis 

Cumulative Conditions Plus Proposed Project Plus Wind Reduction Features 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

A cumulative scenario, including the proposed project, the project's wind reduction features, and 
cumulative projects in the area, was also C~nalyzed. The cumulative scenario did not identify any new 
cumulative development projects not aJready included in the Central SoMa PEIR plan-lev!~l or cumulative 
analysis. With cumulative development added to the with-project scen3rio, the total number of locations 
exceeding the l··hour wind hazard criterion 'vould be reduced to on.e, similar to existing conditions without 
the project or curnulative development (although the location of the 1-hour wind hazard would shift from 
King and Fourth streets north to Fourth Street between Bluxome and Brarma:n streets). This location would 
also exceed the 9-honr wind hazard criterion \'\lith the addition of the cumulative projects (see Figure 18, 
Pedestrian Wind Hazard Conditions- Project+ Cumulative+ Wind Reduction Feah1res). It should be noted 
that the 9-hour wind hazard at this location also exists under the cumulative conditions without the project 
scenario (see discussion below) and therefore cannot be attributed solely to the project. Although the 
proposed project would eliminate one wind hazard location under cumulative conditions, one exceedance 
of the 1-hour wind hazard criterion would occur, similar to existing conditions. 

Curnulative Conditions Without the Proposed Project 
The analysis of cu:mulative development without the proposed project in the project area shows wind 
speeds are expected to exceed the 1-hour wind hazard criterion at two test locations due to the addition of 
the future buildings. Winds wcJuld exceed the 9--hour wind hazan1 criterion at one location. These two wind 
hazards are due to the addition of the cumulative buildings and do not include the proposed project. 
Therefore, as shown here, with the proposed project, including wind reduction features, and cumulative 
development, the number of locations exceeding the 1-hour wind hazard criterion would be reduced from 
two to one. Wind comfort conditions for the cunl.ulative configuration without tl1e project are anticipated 
to exceed the 11-mph pedestrian comfort criterion at 20 locations around the project area. 

Conclusion 
The proposed project wovld result in a significant wind hazard impact, consistent with the finding in the 
Central SoMa PEIR. 111e proposed project has implemented all feasible measures to reduce hazardous wind 
speeds in compliance with Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-WH and the planning code.6B 

Therefore, consistent with the Central SoMa PEIR, the proposed project would result in significant and 
unavoidable wind impacts. For this reason, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe 
project-level or cumulative wind impacts than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 
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Although the proposed project has included various design measures to reduce wind hazards, project mitigation 
measure M-WI-1 (implementing Central SoMa PElR Mitigation Measure M·Wl-1) will remain in effect to require 
additional wind analysis should the project's desig11 change such that there is potential for anew hazard not 
analyzed in this community plan ev<>luation inittal study. 
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Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
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Planning code section 295 regulates new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional 
shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission 
between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sun sect, at any time of the year. A project that adds new 
shadow to sidewalks or a public open space or exceeds the absolute cumulative limit69 on a section 295 park 
does not necessarily result in a significant impact under CEQA; the city's significance criteria used in CEQA 
review i,isks whether a project would "create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces." 

The Central SoMa PEIR analyzed the change in shadow on existing area parks and open spaces under the 
Central SoMa Plan and considered how the shadows would affect the use of those spaces. The Central 
SoMa PEIR determined that the shadow impacts of development under the plan would not substantially 
affect the use of existing public outdoor recreation facilities and would have a less-than-significant impact 
with respect to shadow. 

Topics 

10. SHADOW -Would t,he project: 

SigflifiCdrit 
Impact Peculiw 
to Project or 
Pro~f}!!_t Si!!!___ 

a) Create new shadow that substantially and 0 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 
publicly accessible open spaces? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
In Central 
So{lllaPC:/R 

0 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

The proposed 425-foot-tall (including rooftop appurtenances 25 feet above the highest occupied floor) 
buildings would cast shadow on publicly accessible open spaces; therefore, a shadow analysis was 
prepared for the proposed project, the results of which are summarized below.7° The shadow analysis was 
conducted for an existing plus project scenario and a cumulative scenario. The cumulative scenario did not 
identify any new cumulative development projects not already included in the Central SoMa PEIR plan­
level or cumulative analysis. The proposed project would result in net new shadow on the following open 
spaces: Willie Mays Plaza, Giants Promenade, South Beach Park, Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza, and China 
Basin Park. As part of the shadow analysis, two 30-minute open space observation site visits were made 
(one on a weekday and one on a weekend) to identify the uses and activities of each affected open space. 
Please refer to Figure 19, Publicly Accessible Open Spaces, for the location of these areas relative to the 
project site. The proposed projed's shadow impact on each affected open space is summarized below. 

6Y The absolute cumulative limit represents the nu1ximum percentage of new shadow, expressed as a percentage of 
theoretical annual available stmlight. 'I11eoretical annual available sunlight is the amount of sunlight, measured in 
square-foot-hours, that would fall on a given park during the hours covered by planning code section 295. It is 
computed by multiplying the area of the park by 3,721.4, which is the number of hours in the year subject to 
planning code section 295. Thus, this quantity is not affected by shadow cast by existing buildings, but instead 
represents the amount of sunlight that would be available with no buildings in place. Theoretical annual available 
sw1light calculations for ~ach downtown p;;~rk were used by the Planning and Recrea.tion and Park Commissions 
in establishing the allowable al:>solute cumulative limit for downtown parks in 1989. 

70 PreVision Design. 2019. Shar,iow Analysis Report for !he Proposed 655 Four\11 Street Per SF Planning and CEQA Standards. 
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During the two 30-minute use observation visits, the number of users in Willie Mays Plaza ranged from 
about 90 to 145 individuals. Most open space users passed through the plaza, with about 15-20 users 
stopping for more than a few minutes to take pictures or congregate. Observed use was substantially higher 
during the weekend visit when compared to the weekday, and intensity of use is characterized as moderate 
for the weekday visit and high for the weekend visit. 111e predominant observed use of the plaza was 
transitory in nature for both site visits, with about 85 percent of plaza users passing through the park rather 
than remaining for longer than a few minutes. 

Neither of the observation visits occurred on a date when a San Francisco Giants game was held at the 
Oracle Park, when it would be expected that open space use would be higher due to the adjacent main 
entry and exit gate to the ballpark. However, most people attending baseball games would be anticipated 
to use the plaza in a similar transitory nature to either enter or exit the ballpark. 

Under existing shadow conditions, the Willie Mays Plaza receives a moderate amount of early morning 
and late afternoon/evening shadow year-round, if.l largely unshaded during midday hours from spring 
through fall, and during winter months approximately 30~100 percent of the plaza area is cast in shadow 
thruughuul the day. 

Net new shadow from the proposed project would be present during two periods, from approximately 
early August through late September and again from mid-iviarch through early May. New shadow would 
occur in the late afternoon/early evening and would be present for up to approximately 60 minutes within 
the daily analysis period (one hour after sumise through one hour before sunset). On affected dates, new 
shadow would occur between approximately 5:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. During the affected period, net new 
shadow d.ue to the proposed project would fall at various times on all portions of the plaza (though never 
on the entire plaza at any one moment). At the moment of maximum net new shadow from the proposed 
project, net new shadow would cover approximately 60 percent of the plaza area. 

Under cumulative conditions, the project <1t 636 Fourth Streetn and the SeCJ.wall Lot 337n Project would also 
cast net new shadow on Willie Mays Plaza. The propos{id project at 636 Fourth Sh·eet would cast a small 
amount of late aftemoon shadow for up to 30 minutes between late September nnd late October and again 
from mid-February through mid-March. The proposed Seawall Lot 337 project would also shade a portion of 
the plaza for up to about 25 minutes during early morning hours from early December through mid-January. 
Shadow from these cumulative projects wonld not result in shadow that overlaps with shadow from the 
proposed project, but would increase the mnount and duration of shadow on the plaza throughout the year. 

The proposed project would shade portions of Willie Mays Plaza in the late afternoon throughout the late 
summer/early fall and springtime months. Based on the observed uses, such shading may be noticeable to 
users of the plaza; however, given the transitory nature of the uses observed, it would be unlikely that the 
new shadow would substantially impair the use and enjoyment of the plaza. 11lerefore, the proposed project 
would result in less-than-significant individual and cumulative shadow impacts on the Willie Mays Plaza. 
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During the observation period, the vast majority of Giants Promenade users were observed walking along 
the promenade, with 5-10 users stopping for several minutes to congregate or take photos and two users 
observed to be using the promenade's benches. Overall, observed use was higher during the weekend, but 
both weekend and weekday use could be characterized as low to moderate and predominantly transitory 
in nature, as about 85 percent of Giants Promenade users passed through the promenade without stopping. 

Under existing shadow conditions, Giants Promenade receives no moming or midday shadow year-round. 
The promenade is largely unshaded during midday hours and is incrementally shaded starting in mid-to­
late afternoon when 30-100 percent of the promenade is event·ually shaded by the adjacent Oracle Park 

Net new shadow from the proposed project would be present during two periods, from approximately late 
July through late August and again from late April through late May. New shadow would be present for 
up to 30 minutes within the daily analysis period and on the affected dat~~s of net new shadow. During the 
affected period, net new shadow due to the proposed project would fall only on the southwestern end of 
the promenade near the Third Street Bridge and at the moment of maximum net new shadow from the 
proposed project, net ne"v shadow would cover less than 10 percent of the promenade. 

Cumulative projects would also cast net new shadow on the Giants Promenade. The proposed Seawall Lot 
337 Project would shade portions of the promenade intermittently over the course of about two hours 
during morning hours from late November through late January. Shadow cast by the Seawall Lot 337 
project would not interact or overlap with shndpw cast by 655 Fourth Street, but would increase the amount 
of shadow on the promenade throughout the year. 

"The proposed project would cast net new shadow over a small portion of the Giants Promenade in the late 
afternoon/early evenings during the late spring and late summer. Shading may be noticeable to users of 
the promenad6, in particular those using the fixed benches. However, given the predominantly transitory 
uses observed, it would be unlikely that the new shadow would substantially impair the use and enjoyment 
of the open space for most users. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant 
individual and cumulative shadow impacts on the Gi.ants Promenade. 

South Beach Park (Port Property) 
South Beach Park is 2.78 acres (121,113 square feet). During the observation period, the majority of South 
Beach Park users passed through the park via the waterfront promenade, with another 10-15 users using 
the grassy areas; approximately 20 users reading, resting, or eating on fixed benches; and between 2-6 
children using the playground area. Overall, observed use was higher during the weekend. Park use is 
characterized as moderate to high, but predominantly transitory in nature; about 80-85 percent of park 
users passed through the park rather than remaining for longer than o few minutes. 

The park is largely tmshaded during morning and afternoon periods, with shadow encroaching from the 
west during late afternoon to early evening hours year round, accounting fpr up to approximately 40-90 
percent shactow coverage on the park within the daily analysis period. All features within the park are 
currently affected by existing shadow at some time throughout the year. 

The proposed project would result in net new shadm.v falling on the park during two periods: from 
approximately early September through late November and again from late January through early April. 
New shadow would be present in the late afternoon for up to around 45 minutes within the daily analysis 
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period over these dates. At the moment of JTwximum net new shadow from the proposed project, net new 
shadow would cover approximately 30 percent of the park area. 

The days of maximum net new shadow on the park due to the proposed project would occur around 
February 15 and October 25, when the proposed project would shade larger portions of the green, the 
children's play area, pedestrian pathways, and several fixed seating areas in the late afternoon for 
approximately 20 minutes. No cumulative projects would cast net new shadow on South Beach Park under 
the cumulative scenario. 

The proposed project would cast net new shadow over portions of South Beach Park in the late 
afternoon/early evenings throughout fall, winter, and spring. Net new shadow may be noticeable to certain 
users of the park, in particular to users occupying fixed benches and grassy areas and using the children's 
play area. For the predominantly transitory uses observed, it would be unlikely that the net new shadow 
would substantially impair the use and enjoyment of the open space. New shadow on the grassy areas, 
fixed benches, and playground would likely be more noticeable; however, the relatively short duration of 
new shadow effects on any single feature or area (under 20 minutes) would make it unlikely for the use 
and enjoyment of the park to be substantially impaired. Therefore, the proposed project would result in 
less-than-significant individual and cumulative shadow impacts on South Beach Park. 

Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza 
During the two 30-minute use observation visits, the number of users in the Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza 
ranged from about 23 to 30 individuals. '11le majority of open space users passed through the plaza on the 
paved walkways, with 3--5 users occupying th.c plaza's fixed benches to read or rest. Overall, observed use 
was slightly higher during the week.end visit, but both periods could be characterized as low to moderate 
and predominantly transitory in nature. During both sHe visits, about 80~-85 percent of open space users 
passed through the plaza rather than remaining for longer than a few minuteu. 

Under existing shadow conditions, the Townsend·· Embarcadero Plaza receives vel"; low levels of morning 
and afternoon shadow year"rotmd <md is incrernentally shaded starting in the mid-afternoon until the plaza 
is completely shaded by the late afternoon or early evening hours. 

Net new shadow from the proposed project would be present only during the winter months, from 
approximately late November through mid-January during the afternoon hours. New shadow would be 
present for up to 15 minutes withirl the daily analysis period and on the affected dates new shadow would 
shade the plaza no earlier than 3:30 pm. During the affected period, net new shadow due to the proposed 
project would fall across the western portion of the plaza, shading the grassy areas, the circular planter at 
the intersection of Townsend Street and The Embarcadero, and, potentially £or a few minutes, one of the 
two fixed benches on the western edge of the space (the other bend< would be unaffected by net new 
shadow). At the moment of maximum net new shadow from the proposed project, net new shadow would 
cover approximately 40 percent of the plaza. No cumulative projects would cast net new shadow on the 
Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza under the cumulative scenario. 

The proposed project would cast net new shadow over portions of the Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza in the late 
afternoon/early evenings throughout the summer months. Based on observed uses, such shading may be 
noticeable to users of the plaza, in pmiicular those using the fixed benches. However, given the short duration 
(15 minutes or less) of net new shadow, the limited time period of new shadow throughout the year, and the 
predon:rina:ntly transitory uses observed, it would be unlikely that the new shadow would substantially impair 
the use and enjoyment of the open space for most users. '11wrefore, the proposed project would result in less-· 
than-significant individual and cumulative shadow impacts on the Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza. 
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China Basin Park is 2.58 acres (112,283 square feet). During the two 30-minute use observation visits, the 
number of users in China Basin Park ranged from about 85 to 94. The majority of park users were observed 
along the northern walkway running and walking, 1vith a smaller number of users observed sitting on the 
seating wall. Overall, observed use was slightly higher during the weekend visit and is characterized as 
moderate to high but predominantly transitory in nature; on both site visits about 70-80 percent of park 
users were observed passing through the park rather than remaining for more than a few minutes. 

China Basin Park is entirely unshaded during morning and afternoon periods of the summer months, with 
small amounts of shadow reaching the park in the very late afternoon to early evening hours. From fall 
through spring, some early morning shadows are mst by the adjacent Pier 48 sh11cture. Features affected by 
existing shadow include western portions of the northern concrete walkway, seating wall, and green; these 
are also affected during some late afternoons. The Junior Giant's field is shaded during some mornings, 

The proposed project would result in net new shadow falling on the park in the late afternoon though early 
evening annually between April 20 and August 22; the new sh<Jdow would be present for up to about 40 
minutes per day within the daily analysis period on affected dates. At the moment of maximum net new 
shaduvv from t:h.e proposed project, net nevv shadovv ,,vou!d cover approximr~tP1y 4.S pPrcent of the park area. 

Cumulative projects would also cast net new shadow on the China Basin Park The proposed Seawall337 
Project would shade portions of the park for up to 10 hours (throughout the day) from mid-August through 
late April. As discussed below, the Seawall 337 Project would ahnost double the size of China Basin Park 
Shadow from the Seawall 337 Project would not interact or overlap with shadow cast by the proposed 
project, but would increase the amount of shadow on the park throughout the year. 

The proposed project would cast net new shadow over portions of China Basin Park in the late 
afternoon/early evening throughout the summer months. Based on the observed use of the park, this 
shadow may be noticeable to some users of the parl<. However, given the predominantly transitory nature 
of the uses observed, it would be unlikely that new shadow resulting from the project would impact the 
use and enjoyrnent of the park for most users. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than­
significant individual and cunmlative shadow impc.1ch> on the 0.1ina Basin Park. 

Proposed Expanded China Basin Park (Cumulative Condition) 
The expansion and renovation of China Basin Park as proposed by the S.eawall Lot 337 Project would create 
a 4.86-acre (211,867 square-foot) p0rk. Accordingly, for the proposed expanded China Basin Park's analysis, 
the Seawall Lot 337 Project is considered part of the "existing" conditions, rather than a cumulative project. 
As the future expanded China Basin Park is not yet in existence, the nature and patterns of park use cannot 
be observed, but it is likely to be similar in nature to the existing China Basin Park use. 

During sununer months, the future park would be largely unshaded, as shadow would be limited to the 
southern edge of the park, affecting the park promenade and southern portions o£ the play areas and the 
great lawn. In the fall and spring, shadows would be longer and cast further northward, shading the 
southern half of the park in September/ April up to the full park in October/lVIarch. Areas shaded would be 
similar to those affected during summer months, with later fall/early spring shadow extending to the 
waterfront promenade 0nd rain gardens. Ov~r winter, shu dow would be cast over the majority of the park 
and beyond onto China Basin, sweeping from west to east from rnorning through evening. Portions of all 
park features would, at different tirnes, receive w.1nter shadow throughout the day. 
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The proposed project would result in net new shadow am1ually cast for up to approximately 45 minutes in 
the late afternoon/early evening between April20 and August 22. 

The days of maximum net new shadow on the park due to the proposed project would occur on 
approximately May 17 and July 26, when the proposed project would incrementally shade portions of 
all park features over the course of about 25 minutes in the early evening, covering up to 60 percent of 
the park area. No cumulative projects would cast net new shadow on the proposed expanded China 
Basin Park under the cumulative condition. 

Other Public Open Spaces 
The proposed project would also shade portions of nearby sh·eets, sidewalks, and private properties in the 
project vicinity at different times of day throughout the year. Shadows on streets and sidewalks would be 
transitory in nature and would not exceed kvels commonly expected in urban areas and would be 
considered a less-than-significant impact under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties may 
regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase irt shading of private properties as a 
result of the proposed project would be considered a less-than-significant impact tmder CEQA. 

There are no cumulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR cumulative shadow analysis. 'The project is within the scope of development projected under the 
Central SoMa Plan and would not result in new or more severe cumulative shadow impacts than were 
previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
The proposed project would have no shadow impact on section 295 properties, but would increase shadow 
on surrounding outdoor public areas. However, given the short duration of the net new shadow and the 
observed transitory use of these areas, the net new shadow would not substantially impair the use and 
enjoyment of these open spaces. For the reasons explained above, shadow impacts from the proposed 
project, both individually and cumulatively, would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would not result in new or more severe shadow impacts, or any significant project or 
ctmmlative shadow im.pacts that are peculiar to the site, beyond those analyzed in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.11 Recreation 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR found that implementation of the Central SoMa Plan would result in an increase 
in the use of existing neighborhood parks and recreational facilities, but not to a degree that would lead 
to or accelerate their physical deterioration or require the construction of new recreational facilities. 
Although the Central SoMa Plan would increase the population of the area, one of the primary objectives 
of the Central SoMa Plan is to expand the network of open space and recreational uses to serve the 
existing and future population. Because the growth forecasts for the pian area anticipate a considerable 
amount of employment growth, the Central SoMa PEIR found it is likely that much of the new 
recreational use resulting from plan area development would likely be passive use, since employees are 
less likely than residents to make active use of parks and open spaces. The Central SoMa PEIR concluded 
that new publicly available open spaces and a comprehensive pedestrian-friendly network to increase 
access to existing, new, and improved spaces would help to alleviate the demand for recreational 
facilities that would be generated by the increase in population. 
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Given the Central SoMa Plan's proposed network of new open spaces, including a potential new neighborhood 
park, several new and expanded linear open spaces and plazas, new mid-block pedestrian/bicycle connections, 
and POPOS, and continued planning code requirements for new residential open space, the Central SoMa PEIR 
determined that implementation of the Cen\Tal SoMa Plan would have a less-thart-significant impact on 
recreation and public open space, and no mitigation measures were reqt.tired. 

Topics 

11. RECREATION-Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
to Project <!r 
£t?}e(:t~~ 

D 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the D 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that 
might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa PE/R. 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Significant Impact not 
Impact due to Previously 
Substantial Identified in Central 
New Information SoMaPEIR --------

D 181 

D 

The nearest open spaces to the project site are Victoria Manalo Draves Park (on Sherman Street just west of 
I-80 and northwest of the project site), South Park Children's Play Center, and Gene Friend Recreation 
Center (at 6th and Folsom streets); each of these parks is a Recreation and Parks Department property. 
Mission Creek Park (on the edge of Mission Creek at Fifth Street) and South Beach Park (north of Oracle 
Park) are under the jurisdiction of the Office of Commtu;tity Investment and Infrastructure. There are other 
privately owned, publicly accessible plazas, gardens, and open spaces nearby, including areas associated 
with Oracle Park 

The project would provide approximately 59,595 square feet of open space, including 35,100 square 
feet of private and commonly accessible open spaces for building residents and 2,484 square feet of 
exterior grom1cl-floor POPOS. The proposed project would include a ground-level plaza that would 
serve as part of the project's POPOS. In addition, the project site frontage at the corner of Fourth and 
Townsend streets would accommodate a pedestrian plcJ:lfl. These POPOS would be accessible from 
Townsend and Fourth streets and from Bryant Street via Morris Street. 

Although new workers, hotel guests, and residents at the project site would increase the use of nearby public 
and private open spaces, the project's provisirm of new open space resources, both publicly accessible and 
private, including the new pedeshian connections, would satisfy at least some of the increased demand. 
Consistent with the CentTal SoMa PEIR, existing recreational resources would not experience overuse or 
accelerated physical deterioration. Other than construction of the project's proposed open spaces, which are 
evaluated in this initial study, the project would not require the construction of other recreational facilities. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant recreation impacts. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in ll1e Central SoMa PEIR 
cumulative recreation analysis. TI1e pmject is within the scope of development projected under the Cenh·al SoMa 
Plan and would not result in more severe recreation impacts tl1m1 previously identified in the Cenixal SoMa PEIR. 
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Conclusion 
The proposed project would not result in new or more severe physical environmental impacts on 
recreational resources or any significant project or cmnulative impacts peculiar to the site beyond those 
analyzed in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.12 Utilities and Service Systems 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR found that implementa.tion of the Central SoMa Plan would result in less-than­
significant impacts to utilities and service systems, and no mitigation measures were identified. 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that development under the area plan would not require expansion of the 
city's water supply system and would not adversely affect the city's water supply. This determination was based 
on the best available water supply and demand projections available at the time, which were contained in the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Corrunission (SFPUC) 2010 Urban Water Management Plan and a 2013 Water 
Availability Study prepared by the SFPUC to l1pdate demand projections for San Francisco.73,74 

Under the 2013 VVater Availability Study, the SfPUC detcrn'1incd it \vould be able to rrteet the demand 
of projected growth, including growth that would result from development under the Central SoMa 
Plan, in years of average precipitation as well as in a single dry year and a multiple dry year event, for 
each five-year period beginning in 2020 through 2035.75 The study projected a small deficit (0.25 percent 
of demand) for a normal year and single dry year, and a deficit of two percent of demand during a 
multiple-year drought, as a result of development and occupancy of new projects in advance of 
improvements planned in the SFPUC's water supply. The SFPUC noted in the 2013 Water Availability 
Study that a two-percent shortfall in water supplies "can be easily managed through voluntary 
conservation measures or rationing." Further, it stated that "retail" demand (water the SFPUC provides 
to individual customers within San Francisco), as opposed to "wholesale" demand (water the SFPUC 
provides to other water agencies supplying other jurisdictions), has declined by more than 10 percent in 

the last 10 years.76 For the SFPUC's regional system as a whole, which includes retail and wholesale 
demand, in a single dry year and multiple dry years, it is possible that the SFPUC would not be able to 
meet 100 percent of demand and would therefore have to impose reductions on its deliveries. Under the 
SFPUC's Water Shortage Allocation Pbn, retail cu~1tomers would experience no reduction in regional 
water system deliveries within a 10-percent systern-wide shortage. During a 20-percent system-wide 
shortage, retail customers would experience a J .9-petcent reduction in deliveries. Retail allocations 
would be reduced to 79,5 million gallons per day (mgd) (98.1 percent of normal year supply), and 

wholesale allocations would be reduced to 132.5 mgd (72 percent of normal year supply).77 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 
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SFPUC, 2013 Water Availnbilily Study for the City and County of San Francisco, May 2013. Available at: 
htt}•://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?docurnentid=4168. TI1e 2013 Water Availability Study was 
prepared as an update to the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan to evaluate water demand based on updated 
growth projections completed by the planning department in 20J 2 in response to the Association of Bay Area 
Governments Sustainable Comrmmity Strategy Jobs-Housing Connections scenario. 
The current 2015 Urban Water Management Plan update adopted in 2016 contains updated demand projections 
and supersedes the 2010 Urban Water Mam•gement Plan and 2013 Water Availability Study. 
SFPUC, 2013 Water Availabilihj Study for the City and County of San Frnncisco, May 2013. 
Ibid. 
Ibid. 

SMI FRANCISCO 
~L.A~f*liii!Ol DEI?AI'Il:Tl'lllf:~'i' 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

The Central SoMa PEIR therefore concluded that with the ongoing development of additional local 
supplies through implementation of the SFPUC's Water System Irnprovement Program and rationing 
contemplated under the Water Shortage Allocation Plan, the impacts of development under the area plan 
on the city's water supply would be less than significal1t. 

The SFPUC is in the process of implementing the sewer system improvement program, which is a 20-year, 
rnulti-bBlion-dollar citywide upgrade to the city's sewer and stonnwater infrastructure to ensure a reliable 
and seismically safe system. The program includes planned improvements that will serve development in 
the plan area, including at the Southeast Treatment Plant vvhich is located in the Bayview District and 
treats the majority of flows in the plan area, and the North Point Plant, which is locatecl on the northeast 
waterfront and provides additional wet-weather treahnent capacity. The Central SoMa PEIR found that 
sufficient dry-weather capacity exists at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, and that development 
under the Central SoMa Plan would cause a reduction in stormwater flows that is expected to offset 
estimated increases in wastewater flows during wet weather. The Central SoMa PEIR concluded that 
development under the Central SoMa Plan, which included the proposed project, would not exceed 
wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board and would not require 
constmction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities. 

Regarding solid waste, the Central SoMa PEIR found that impacts would be less than significant because, 
given the existing and anticipated increase in solid waste recycling and the existing and potential future 
landfill capacities, the Cenl-ral SoMa Plan would not result in either landfill exceeding its permitted capacity 
or non-compliance with federal, state, or local statutes or regulations related to solid waste. 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
to Project or 

!!!_ofect Sit_e _ 

12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new D 
or expanded, water, wastewater treatment, or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, tile construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

b) Hav(l sufficient water supplies available tq serve the D 
project and reasonably foreseeable future developm('lnt 
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater traatment D 
provider which serves or may serve tho project Umi it 
has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projecteq 
demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local D 
standllrds, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastruc\IJre, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and [] 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

D 

D 

D 

D 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PEIR~---

[gJ 
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The project site is located in an urban area a.'1d would connect to existing utilities including water and 
wastewater connections, electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications systems. The proposed project 
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would represent a small fraction of the overall demaml for utilities and service systems analyzed in the 
Central SoMa PEIR and, consistent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEIR, utilities and service 
providers have accounted for the growth in demand, including that of the proposed project, individually 
and cumulatively. 111e consh1.tction impacts associated with connecting to these systems are accounted for 
in the constntction equipment and operating assumptions that provide the basis for determining the 
environmental effects on various environmental resources, including construction noise and air quality. 
Therefore, this initial study accounts for any environmental effects associated with providing connections 
to these utilities. 

Water Supply 

The following analysis evaluates whether (1) sufficient water supplies are available to serve the 
proposed project and reasonably foreseeable fL1ture development in normal, dry, and multiple 
dry years and (2) the proposed project would require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded water supply facilities, the construction or relocation of which would have 
significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. To support 
this analysis, the SFPUC prepared a project-specific water supply assessment based on updated 
water snpply and demand projections. Background on the city's water system and the updated 
projections are described in the sections below. 

Background on Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System 
San Francisco's Hetch Hetchy regional water systern, operated by the SFPUC, supplies water to 
approximately 2.7 rn.illion people. The system supplies both retail customers-primarily in San Francisco­
and 27 wholesale customers in Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo counties. The system supplies an 
average of 85 percent of its wuter from the Tuolumne River watershed, stored in Retch Hetchy Reservoir 
in Yosemite National Park, and the remaining 15 percent from local surface waters in the Alameda and 
Peninsula wntersheds. The split between these resources varies from year to year depending on 
hydrological conditions and operational circun1stances. Separate from the regional water system, the 
SFPUC owns and operates an in-city distribution system that serves retail customers in San Francisco. 
Approximately 97 percent of the San Francisco retail water supply is from the regional system; the 
remainder is comprised of local groundwater and recycled water. 

Water Supply Reliability and Drought Planning 
b<2008, the SFPUC adopted the Phased Water System lmproven>ent Program (WSIP) to ensure the ability of 
t.he regional water system to meet certain level of service goals for water qualify, seismic reliability, delivery 
reliability, and water supply through 2018.711 The SFPUC's level of nervice goals for regional water supply are 
to meet cu.stomer water needs in non-drought and d.rought periods and to meet dry-year delivery needs while 
limiting rationing to a maximum of 20 percent system-wide. In approving the WSIP, the SFPUC established 
a supply limitation of up to 265 mgd to be deliver<.~d from its vvater supply resources in the Tuolumne, 
Alameda, and Peninsula watersheds in years with normal (avetage) precipitation.79 TI1e SFPUCs water 
supply agreernent with its wholesale customers provides that approxiroately two-thirds of this total (up to 
184 mgd) is available to wholesale purchasers nnd the remaining one··thixd (up to 81 mgd) is available to retail 
customers. The total amount of water the SFPUC can r,:leliver lo retail and wholesale customers in any one 
year depends on several factors, including the amount of water that is available from natural runoff, the 

79 
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On December 11, 2018, the SFPUC Commission '~xtended the timing of the WSIP water supply decision thrm,gh 
2028 in its Resoluli011 No. 18-0212. 
SFPUC Resolution No. 08-200, Adoption (Jflhe Wafer SyRIC//1 Intprovcment Program P!Jnsed WSIP Varin nit October 30,2008. 
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amount of water in reservoir storage, and the amount of that water that must be released from the system for 
purposes other than customer deliveries (e.g., required instream flow releases below reservoirs). A "normal 
year" is based on historical hydrological conditions that allow the reservoirs to be filled by rainfall and 
snowmelt, allowing full deliveries to customers; similarly, a "wet year" and a "dry year" is based on historical 
hydrological conditions with above and below "normal" rainfall and snowmelt, respectively. 

For planning purposes, the SFPUC uses a hypothetical drought that is more severe than what has 
historically been experienced. This drought sequence is referred to as the "design drought" and serves as 
the basis for plmming and modeling of future scenarios. The design drought sequence used by the SFPUC 
for water supply reliability planning is an 8.5-year period that combines the following elements to represent 
a drought sequence more severe than historical conditions: 

<!l Historical Hydrology- a six-year sequence of hydrology from the historical drought that occurred 

from July 1986 to June 1992 

., Prospective Drought- a 2.5-year period which includes the hydrology from the 1976-1977 drought 

<i) System Recovery Period- The last six months of the design drought are the beginning of the system 
recovery period. The precipitation begins in fhE' fRil, and by approximately the month of December, 

inflow to reservoirs exceeds customer demands and SFPUC system storage begins to recover. 

While the most recent drought (2012 through 2016) included some of the driest years on record for the 
SFPUC s watersheds, the design drought still represents a more severe drought in duration and overall water 
supply deficit. 

Based on historical records of hydrology and reservoir inflow from 1920 to 2017, current delivery and flow 
obligations, and fully-implemented infrastructure under the WSIP, normal or wet years occurred 85 out of 
97 years. This tra11slates into roughly nine normal or wet years out of every 10 years. Conversely, system­
wide rationing is required roughly one out of every 10 years. The frequency of dry years is expected to 
increase as climate change intensifies. 

2015 Urban Water Management Plan 
The California Urbm1 Water Management Plann~ng Act80 requires urban water supply agencies to prepare 
urban water management plans to plan for the long-tern\ reliability, conservation, and efficient use of 
California's water supplies to meet existing and future demands. The act requires water suppliers to update 
their plans every five years based on projected growth for at least the next 20 years. 

Accordingly, the current urban water management plan for the City and County of San Francisco is the 
2015 Urban Water Management Plan update.~1 11te 2015 plan is an update to the 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan a11d the 2013 Water Availability Study thai; were the basis for analysis contained in the 
Central SoMa PElR, as discusse(i above. The 2015 plan update presents information on the SFPUC's retail 
and wholesale service areas, the regional water supply system and other water supply systems operated 
by the SFPUC, system supplies and demands, water supply reliability, Water Conservation Act of 2009 
complim1ce, water shortage contingency planning, and water demand management. 

80 

Rl 

California Water Code, division 6, part 2.6, sections 10610 through 10656, nS last amended in 2015. 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urbrm Water Management Plan for the City rmd Counh; of San 
Francisco, June 2016. This document is available <Jt https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=7S 
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The water demand projections in the 2015 plan reflect anticipated population and employment growth, 
socioeconomic factors, and the latest conservation forecasts. For San Francisco, housing and employment 
growth projections are based on the San Francisco Planning Department's Land Use Allocation 2012 (see 
2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Appendix E, Table 5, p. 2.1), which in tum is based on the Association 
of Bay Area Governments growth projections through 2040.82 The 2015 plan presents water demand 
projections in five-year increments over a 25-ye;;~r planning horizon through 2040. 

The 2015 plan compares anticipated water supplies to proj(:cted demand through 2040 for normal, single­
dry, and multiple-dry water years. Retail water supplies are comprised of regional water system supply, 
grom1dwater, recycled water, and non-potable water. Under normal hydrologic conditions, the total retail 
supply is projected to increase from 70.1 mgd in 2015 to 89.9 mgd in 2040. According to the plan, available 
and anticipated future water supplies would fully meet projected demand in San Francisco through 2040 
dming normal years. 

On December 11, 2018, by Resolution No. 18-0212, the SF PUC amended its 2009 Water Supply Agreement 
between the SFPUC and its wholesale customers. That amendment revised the Tier 1 allocation in the Water 
Supply Allocation Plan to require a minimum reduction of 5 percent of the regional water system supply 
for San Francisco retail customers whl?neve~r system-wide reductions are required due to dry-year supply 
shortages.H3 When accounting for the requirements of this recently amended agreement, existing and 
plmmed supplies would n<eet projected retail water system demands in all years except for an 
approximately 3.6 to 6.1 rngd or 5 to 6.8 percent shortfall during dry years through the year 2040. This 
relatively small shortfall is primarily due to implementation of the amended 2009 water supply agreement. 
In such an event, the SFPUC would implement the SFPUC's Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan and 
could manage this relatively small shortfall by prohibiting certain discretionary outdoor water uses and/or 
calling for voluntary rationing among all retail customers. Based on experience in past droughts, retail 
customers could reduce water use to meet this projected level of shortfall. The required level of rationing 
is well below the SFPUC's regional water supply level of service goal of limiting rationing to no more than 
20 percent on a system-wide basis. 

Based on the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, as modified by the 2018 amendment to the 2009 Water 
Supply Agreement, sufficient retail water supplies would be available to serve projected growth in San 
Francisco through 2040. While concluding supply is sufficient, the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan 
also identifies projects that are underway or planned to augment local supply. Projects that are undenvay 
or recently completed include the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project and the Westside Recycled 
Water Project. A more current list of potential regional and local water supply projects that the SFPUC is 
considering is provided below under Additional Water Supplies. 

In addition, the plan describes the SFPUC's ongoing efforts to. improve dry-year water supplies, including 
participation in Bay Area regional efforts to improve v..rater supply reliability through projects such as 
interagency interties, groundwater management and recharge/ potable reuse, desalination, and water 
transfers. While no specific capacity or supply hns been identified, this program may result in future 
supplies that would benefit SFPUC customers. 

-------------
R2 

R3 
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2018 Bay-Delta Plan Amendment 
In December 2018, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water Quality 
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, which establishes water 
quality objectives to maintain the health of the rivers and the Bay-Delta ecosystem.t'4 Among the goals of 
the adopted Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is to increase salmonid populali.ons in the San Joaquin River, its 
tTibutaries (including the Tuolumne River), and the Bay-Delta. Specifically, the plan amendment requires 
increasing flows in the Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced rivers to 40 percent of unimpaired flow8' from 
February through }lme every year, whether it is wet or dry. During dry years, tlus would result in a 
substantial reduction in the SFPUC's water supplies from the Tuolumne River watershed. 

If this plan amendment is implemented, the SilPUC would be able to meet the projected retail water 
demands presented in the 2015 Urban Water Jv.Lmagement Plan in normal years but would experience 
supply shortages in single dry years and multiple dry years. Implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment would result in substantial dry-year water supply shortfalls throughout the SFPUC' s regional 
water system service a,rea, including San Francisco. The 2015 Urban Water Management Plan assumes 
limited rationing for retail customers may be needed in mulliple dry years to address an anticipated supply 
shortage by 2040; the 2018 mrtendment to the 2009 Water Supply Agreement with wholesale customers 
would sliglttly irLCrease ra.tiorJ.ng levels indicated i11 u~~e 2015 pl~n. By C0111parison, i.mplem.entatinn (}f l:he 

Bay-Delta Pla11 Amendment would result in supply shortfalls in all single dry years and multiple dry years 
and rationing to a greater degree than previously anticipated to address supply shortages not accounted 
for in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan or as a result of the 2018 amendment to the Water Supply 
Agreement. 

The state water board has stated that it intends to implement the plan amendment by the year 2022, assuming 
all required approvals are obtained by that time. However, at tlus time, the implementation of the Bay-Delta 
Plan Amendment is uncertain for several reasons, as the SFPUC explained in the Water Supply Assessment 
prepared for th:is project. First, under the federal Clean Water Act, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
must approve the water quality standards identified in the plan amendment within 90 days from the date the 
approval request is received. It is uncertain what determination the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
will make, and its decision could result in litigation. 

Second, since adoption of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, over a dozen lawsuits have been filed in state 
and federal court, challenging the water board's adoption of the plan amendment, including legal 
challenges filed by the federal government at the request of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. That litigation 
is in the early stages, and there have been no dispositive court rulings as of thls date. 

Third, the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is not self-executing <Uld does not allocate responsibility for meeting 
its new flow requirements to the SFPUC or any other water rights holders. l~ather, the plan arnendment 
merely provides a regulatory framework for flow allocation, which must be accomplished by other 
regulatory and/or adjudkatory proceedillgs, such as a comprehensive water rights adjudication or, in the 
case of the Tuolumne River, the Clean Wnter Act, section 401, certification process in the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission's relicensing Pl'Oceeding for Don Pedro Dam. The license amendment process is 

84 

BS 

State Water Resources Control Board Resolut-ion No. 2018-0059, Adoption of Amendments to lhe Water Quality Control 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay!Sacrmnento-San Joaquin Della Estuary and Finnl Substitute Environmental Document, 
December 12, 2018, available at https://wv;w.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/docs/2018wqcp.pdf. 
"Unimpaired flow" represents the water produclion of a river basin, wmltered by upstream diversions, storage, 
or by export or import of water to or from other wa.tersheds. 
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currently expected to be completed in the 2022-2023 timeframe. This process and other regulatory and/or 
adjudicatory proceeding would likely face legal challenges and have lengthy timelines, and quite possibly 
could result in a different assignment of flow responsibility for the Tuolumne River than currently exists 
(and therefore a different water supply effect on the SFPUC). 

Fourth, in recognition of th~~ obstacles to implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan l-l~mendment, the water 
board directed its staff to help complete a "Delta watershed-wide agreement, including potential flow 
measures for the Tuolumne River" by Mar.ch 1, 2019, and to incorporate such agreements as an 
"alternative" for a future amendment to the Bay-Delta Plan to be presented to the [water board] as early as 
possible after December 1, 2019." In accordance with the water board's inshvction, on March 1, 2019, the 
SFPUC, in partnership with other key stakeholders, submitted a proposed project description for the 
Tuolumne River that could be the basis for a voluntary agreement with the state water board that would 
serve as an alternative path to implementing the Bay-Delta Plan's objectives. On March 26, 2019, the SFPUC 
adopted Resolution No. 19-0057 to support its participation in the voluntary agreement negotiation 
process. To date, those negotiations are ongoing. 

For these reasons, whether, when, and the form in which the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment will be 
implemented, and hovi those amendrnents will aff<"ct the SFPUC's water supply, is currently unknown. 

Additional Water Supplies 
In light of the adoption of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and the resulting potential limitation to the 
SFPUC' s regional water system supply during d1y years, the SFPUC is expanding and accelerating its 
efforts to develop additional water supplies and explore other projects that would improve overall water 
supply resilience. Developing these suppl\es would reduce water supply shortfalls and reduce rationing 
associated with such shortfalls. The SFPUC has taken action to fund the shtdy of additional water supply 
projects, which are described in the water StJpply assessment for the proposed project and listed below: 

il Daly City Recycled Water Expansion 

" Alameda County Water District Transfer Partnership 

(ll Brackish Water Desalination in Contra Costa County 

" Alameda County Water District-Union Sanitary District Purified Water Partnership 

" Crystal Springs Purified Water 

" Eastside Purified Water 

" San Francisco Eastside Satellite Recycled Water Facility 

" Additional Storage Capacity in Los Vaqueros Reservoir from, Expansion 

'" Calaveras Reservoir Expansion 

The capital projects that arc under consideration would be costly and are still in the early feasibility or 
conceptual planrting stages. rl11ese projects wrmld take 10 to 30 or mon~ years to implement and would require 
environmental pennitting negotiations, which may reduce the amount of water that can be developed. The 
yield from these projeds is 1,mknown and not currently incorporated into SFPlJC's supply projections. 
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In addition to capit<Jl projects, the SFPUC is also considering developing related water demand 
management policies and ordinances, such as funding for innovative water supply and efficiency 
technologies and requiring potable water offsets for new developments. 

Water Supply Assessment 
Under sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water suppliers like the SFPUC must 
prepare water supply assessments for certain large projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15155.~6 
Water supply assessments rely on infonnation contained in the water supplier's urban water management 
plan and on the estimated water demand of both the proposed project and projected growth within the 
relevant portion of the water supplier's service area. Because the proposed project is a mixed-use residential 
development containing approximately 960 dwelling units, it meets the definition of a water demand project 
under CEQA. Accordingly, the SF PUC adopted a water supply assessment for the proposed project on May 
28,2019.87 

The water supply assessment for the proposed project identifies the project's total water demand, including 
a breakdown of potable and non-potable water demands. The proposed project is subject to San Francisco's 
Non-potable Water Ordinance (article 12C of the San Francisco Health Code). The Non-potable Water 
Ordinance requires new commercial, mixed-.use, and 111tt11i-f<~mily n~sidential development projects with 
250,000 square feet or more of gross floor area to install and operate an on-site non-potable water system. 
Such projects must meet their toilet and urinal flushing and irrigation dem.ands thxough the collection, 
treahnent, and use of available graywater, rainwater, and foundation drainage. While not required, projects 
may use treated blackwater or storm water if desired. Furthemwre, projects may choose to apply non-potable 
water to other non-potable water uses, such as cooling tower blow down and industrial processes, but are not 
required to do so under the ordinance. The proposed project would exceed the requirements of the Non­
potable Water Ordinance by using graywater and rainwater for toilet and urinal flushing and irrigation. 

Both potable and non-potable demands for the project were estimated using the SFPUC's Non-potable 
Water Calculator and supplemented with additional calculations for the swimming pool and commercial 
laundry demands. According to the demand estimates, the project's total water demand would be 0.102 
mgd, which would be comprised of 0.082 mgd of potable water and 0.020 mgd of 1,1on-potable water. 
Accordingly, 19.6 percent of the project's total water demand would be met by non-potable water. 

The water supply assessment estimates future retail (dtywidl~) water demand through 2040 based on the 
population and employment growth projections contained ln the planning department's Land Use 

H7 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), "a water-demand project" means: 
(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 
(B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having more thim500,000 

square feet of floor space. 
(C) A commercial office building employing more thim 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of 

floor area. 
(D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more !han 500 rooms, (e) an industri<\1, wanufacturing, or processing plant, 

or industrial park planned to house mort~ than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having 
more thim 650,000 square feet of floor i\fCa. 

(F) a mixed-use project that includes one or more of H1e projects specified in subdivisions (a)(J)(A), (a)(l)(B), 
(a)(l)(C), (a)(l)(D), (a)(l)(E), and (a)(l)(G) of this secUon. 

(G) A project that would denwnd an anwunt of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of w(lter required 
by a 500 dwelling unit project. 

SFPUC, Water Supply Assessment for tlw 655 Fourth Street Project (Case No. 2014-000203ENV), May 28, 2019 
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Allocation 2012. The department has determined that the proposed project represents a portion of the 
planned growth accow1ted for in Land Use Allocation 2012. Therefore, the project's demand is incorporated 
in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The water supply assesmnent deterrn1ned that l11e project's potablf.~ water demand of 0.082 mgd would 
contribute 0.09 percent to the projected total retaH demand of 89.9 mgd in 2040. The project's total water demand 
of 0.102 mgd, which does not account for the 0.020 mgd savings anticipated through compliance with the non­
potable water ordinance, would represent 0.11 percent of 2040 total retail demand. 11ms, the proposed project 
represents a small fraction of the total projected water demand in San Francisco through 2040. 

Due to the recent 2018 Bay Delta Plan Amendment, the water supply assessment considers these demand 
estimates tmder three water supply scenarios. To evaluate the ability of the water supply system to meet 
the demand of the proposed project in combination with both existing development and projected growth 
in San Francisco, the water supply assessment describes each of the following water supply scenarios: 

" Scenario 1- Current Water Supply 

" Scenario 2- Bay-Delta Plan Voluntary Agreement 

"' Scenario 3 ·-· 2018 Bay-Delta Plan Amendment 

As discussed below, the water supply assessment concludes that water supplies would be available to meet 
the demand of the proposed project in combination with both e)(isting development and projected growth 
in San Francisco through 2040 under each of these water supply scenarios with varying levels of rationing 
during dry years. The following is a tmmmary of lhe analysis and conclusions presented in the SFPUC's 
water supply assessment for the pwject under each of the three water supply scenarios considered. 

Scenario 1·- Current Water Supply 
Scenario 1 assumes no change i:o the way in which water is supplied, and that neither the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment nor a Bay-Delta Plan Voluntary Agreement would be implemented. Thus, the water supply 
and demand assumptions contained in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan and the 2009 Water Supply 
Agreement as amended would remain applicable for the project's water supply assessment. As stated 
above, the project is accounted for in the demand projections in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. 

Under Scenario 1, the water supply assessment determined that water supplies would be available to meet 
the demand of the project in combination with existing development and projected growth in all years, 
except for an approximately 3.6 to 6.1 mgd or 5-· to 6.8-percent shortfall during dry years through the year 
2040. This relatively small shortfall is primarily due to implementation of the amended 2009 Water Supply 
Agreement. To manage a small shortfall such flS this, the SFPUC may prohibit certain discretionary outdoor 
water uses and/or call for voluntary rationing by its retail customers. During a prolonged drought at the 
end of the 20-year planning horizon, the project could be subject to voluntary rationing in response to a 
6.8-percent supply shortfall, when l:he 20'18 amendmenhl to the 2009 Water Supply Agreement are taken 
into account. This level of rationing is well within !he SFPUC' s regional water system supply level of service 
goal of limiting rationing to no more than 20 percent on a system-wide basis (i.e., an average throughout 
the regional water system). 

Scenario 2 - Bay-Delta l]lan Voluntary Agre!fment 
Under Scenurio 2, a voluntary agreement would bto implemented as an alternative to the adopted Bay-Delta 
Plan Amendment. The March 1, 2019, proposed voluntary agreement submitted to the state water board 
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has yet to be accepted, and the shortages that would occur with its implementation are not known. The 
voluntary agreement proposal contains a combination of flow and non-flow measures that are designed to 
benefit fisheries at a lower water cost, particularly during multiple dry years, than would occur under the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. The resulting regional water system supply shortfalls during dry years would 
be less than those under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and would require rationing of a lesser degree 
and closer in alignment to the SFPUC's adopted level of service goal for the regional water system of 
rationing of no more than 20 percent system-wide during dry years. SFPUC Resolution No. 19-0057, which 
authorized the SFPUC staff to participate in vohmtary agreement negotiations, stated its intention that any 
final voluntary agreement allow the SFPUC to maintain both the water supply and sustainability level of 
service goals and objectives adopted by the SFPUC when it approved the WSIP. Accordingly, it is 
reasonable to conclude that if the SFPUC enters into a vohmtary agreement, the supply shortfall under 
such an agreement would be of a similar magnitude to those that would occur under Scenario 1. In any 
event, the rationing that would be required under Scenario 2 would be of a lesser degree than under the 
Bay--Delta Plan Amendment as adopted. 

Scenario 3- Bay-Delta Plan Amendlnent 
Under Scenario 3, the 2018 Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would be impletnented as it was adopted by the 
state "\Vater boa~d without ntudlflca.Lion. ;.\s discussed above~ there is cor .. siderable uncertaLnJy '"thether, 
when, and in what form the plan amendment will be implenwntecl. However, because implementation of 
the plan amendment carmot be ruled out at this tirne, an analysis of the cumulative impact of projected 
growth on water supply resources under this sct;:nario is included in this document to provide a worst-case 
impact analysis. 

Under this scenario, which is assumed to be irnplemenb;d after 2.022, water supplies would be available to 
meet projected demands through 20t10 in wet and normal years with no shortfalls. However, under 
Scenario 3 the entire regional water system -including both the wholesale and retail service areas- would 
experience significant shortfalls in single dry and multiple dry years, which over the past 97 years occur 
on average just over once every 10 years. Significant dry-year shortfalls would occur in San Francisco, 
regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed. Except for the currently anticipated shortfall to 
retail customers of about 6.1 mgd (6.8 percent) that is expected to occur under Scenario 1 during years 
seven and eight of the 8.5-year design drought based on 2040 demand levels, these shortfalls to retail 
customers would exclusively result from supply reductions resulting from implementation of the Bay­
Delta Plan Amendment. The retail supply shortfalls u11der Scenario 3 would not be attributed to the 
incremental demand associated with the proposed project, because the project's demand is incorporated 
already in the growth and water demand/supply projections contained in the 2015 Urban Water 
Management Plar1. 

Under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, existing and planned dry-year supplies would be insufficient for 
the SFPUC to satisfy its regional water syt:tem supply level of service goal of no more than 20 percent 
rationing system-wide. The Water Shortage Allocation Plan do<~S not specify allocations to retail supply 
dming system-wide shortages above 20 percent. However, the plan indicates that if a system-wide shortage 
greater than 20 percent were to occur, regional water system supply would be allocated between retail and 
wholesale customers per the rules corresponding to a 16,. to 20-percent system-wide reduction, subject to 
consultation ar1d negotiation between the SPPUC and its wholesale customers to modify the allocation 
rules. The allocation rules corresponding to the 16- to 20-percent system-wide reduction are reflected in the 
project's vvater supply assessment. These allocation rules resn!t in shortfalls of 15,6 to 49.8 percent across 
the retail service area as 'l whole under Scemu·io 3. As shown in Table 5 of the water supply assessment, 
total shortfalls under Scenario 3 would range frQm 12 .. 0 mgd (15.6 percent) in a single dry year to 36.1 mgd 
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(45.7 percent) in years seven and eight of the 8.5-year design drought based on 2025 demand levels and 
from 21 mgd (23.4 percent) in a single dry year to 44.8 mgd (49.8 percent) in years seven and eight of the 
8.5-year design drought based on 2040 demand. 

Impact Analysis 
As described above, the supply capacity of the Hctch Hetchy regional water system that provides the 
majority of the city's drinking water far exceeds the potential demand of any single development project 
in San Francisco. No single development project alone in San Francisco would require the development of 
new or expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take other actions, such as imposing a 
higher level of rationing across the city in the event of a supply shortage in dry years. Therefore, a separate 
project-only analysis is not provided for this topic. The following analysis instead considers whether the 
proposed project in combination with both existing development and projected growth through 2040 

would require new or expanded water supply facilities, the construction or relocation of which could have 
significant cumulative impacts on the environment that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. It 
also considers whether a high level of rationing would be required that could have significant cumulative 
impacts. It is only under this cumulative context that development in San Francisco could have the potential 
to require new or expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take other actions, which in 
iurn could resull itt slgnlficant pltysical er1vironn1cntal irr .. pacts related to \~~.rater supply. If si.gnific11nt 

cumulative impacts could result, then the analysis considers whether the project would make a 
considerable contribution to the cumulative impact. 

Impacts related to New o.r Expanded Wate1· Supply Facilities 
The SFPUC's adopted water supply level of service goal for the regional water system is to meet customer 
water needs in non-drought and drought periods. The system performance objective for drought periods 
is to meet dry-year delivery needs while limiting ratiorung to a maximum of 20 percent system-wide 
reduction in regional water service during extended droughts. As the SFPUC has designed its system to 
meet this goal, it is reasonable to assume that to the extent the SF PUC can achieve its service goals, sufficient 
supplies would be available to serve existing development and planned growth accounted for in the 2015 
Urban Water Management Plan (which includes the proposed project) and that new or expanded water 
supply facilities are not needed to meet system-wide demand. While the focus of this analysis is on the 
SFPUC' s retail service area and not the regional water system as a whole, this cumulative analysis con.siders 
the SFPUC's regional water supply level of service goal o£ rationing of not more than 20 percent in 
evaluating whether new or expanded water supply facilities would be required to meet the demands of 
existing development and projected growth in the retail area through 2040. If a shortfall would require 
rationing more than 20 percent to meet system-wide dry-year demand, the analysis evaluates whether as a 
result, the SFPUC would develop new or expanded water supply facilities that result in significant physical 
environmental impacts. It also considers whether such a shortfall would result in a level of rationing that 
could cause significant physical environmental impacts. If the analysis determines that there would be a 
significant cumulative impact then per CEQA Guidelines section 15130, the analysis considers whether the 
project's incremental contribution to any such effect is "cumulatively considerable." 

As discussed above, existing and planned dry-year supplies would meet projected retail demands 
through 2040 under Scenario 1 within the SFPUC's regional water system adopted water supply 
reliability level of service goal. Therefore, the SF PUC could meet the water supply needs for the proposed 
project in combination with existing development and projected growth in San Francisco through 2040 

from the SFPUC's existing system. The Sl'PUC would not be expected to develop new or expanded water 
supply facilities for retail ctlfJtOrnf~rs under Sccn21rio 1 and there would be no significant cumulative 
environmental impact. 
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The effect of Scenario 2 cannot be quantified at this time but as explained previously, if it can be designed 
to achieve the SFPUC's level of service goals and is adopted, it would be expected to have effects similar to 
Scenario 1. Given the SFPUC's stated goal of maintaining its level of service goals under Scenario 2, it is 
expected that Scenario 2 effects would be more similar to Scenario 1 than to Scenario 3. In any event, any 
shortfall effects under Scenario 2 that exceed the SFPUC's service goals would be expected to be less than 
those under Scenario 3. Therefore, the analysis of Scenario 3 would encompass any effects that would occur 
under Scenario 2 if it were to trigger the need for increased water supply or rationing in excess of the 
SFPUC's regional water system level of servi.ce goals. 

Under Scenario 3, the SFPUC's existing and anticipated water supplies would be sufficient to meet the 
demands of existing development and projected growth in San F'randsco, including the proposed project, 
through 2040 in wet and normal years, which have historically occurred in approximately nine out of 10 
years on average. During single dry and multiple dry years, retail supply shortfalls of 15.6 to 49.8 percent 
could occur. 

The SFPUC has indicated in its water supply asst~ssment that as a result of the adoption of the Bay-Delta 
Plan Amendment and the resulting potential limitations on supply to the regional water system during dry 
years, the SDP1JC is irlcreasing and accelerating its efforts to de-velop additionAl ·wate1· supplies and explore 
other projects that would increase overall water supply resilience. It lists possible projects that it will study. 
The SFPUC is beginrung to study water supply options, but it has not determined the feasibility of the 
possible projects, has not made any decision to pursue any particular supply projects, and has determined 
th.:ott the identified potential projects would tnke anywhere from 10 to 30 years or more to implement. 

There is also a substantial degree of uncertainty associated with the implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment and its ultimate outcome, and therefore, there is substantial uncertainty in the amount of 
additional water supply that may be needed, if any. Moreover, there is uncertainty and lack of knowledge 
as to the feasibility and parameters of the possible water supply projects the SF PUC is beginning to explore. 
Consequently, the physical envirOJUllental impacts that could result from future supply projects is quite 
speculative at this time and would not be expected to be reasonably determined for a period of time ranging 
from 10 to 30 years. Although it is not possible at this time to identify the specific environmental impacts 
that could result, this analysis a.ssumes that H new or expanded water supply facilities, such as those listed 
above under Additional Water Supplies, were developed, the construction and/or operation of such 
facilities could result in significant adverse envirorunental impacts, and this would be a significant 
cumulative impact. 

As discussed above, the proposed proj~ct would represent 0.11 percent of total demand and 0.09 percent 
of potable water demand in San Francisco in 20110, whereas implementation of the Bay Delta Plan 
Amendment would result in a retail supply shortfall of up to 49.8 percent. Thus, new or expanded dry­
year water supplies would be needed under Scenario 3 regardless of whether the proposed project is 
constructed. As such, any physical environmental impacts related to the construction and/or operation of 
new or expanded water supplies would occur with or without the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not have a considerable contribution to any significant cumulative impacts that 
could result from the construction or operation of new or expanded water supply facilities developed in 
response to the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 

Impacts Related to Rationing 
Given the long lead times associated with developing additional water supplies, in the event the Bay-Delta 
Plan Amendment were to take effect somethne after 2022 and result in a dry-year shortfall, the expected 
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action of the SFPUC for the next 10 to 30 years (or more) would be limited to requiring increased rationing. 
The remaining analysis therefore focuses on whether rationing at the levels that might be required under 
the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment could resqlt in any cumulative impacts, and if so, whether the project 
would make a considerable contribution to these impacts. 

111e SFPUC has established a process thmugh its Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan for actions it would 
take under circumstances requiring rationing. Fationing at the level that might be required under the Bay­
Delta Plan Amendment would require changes to how businesses operate, changes to water use behaviors 
(e.g., shorter and/or less-frequent showers), and restrictions on irrigation and other outdoor water uses 
(e.g., car washing), all of which could lead to undesirable socioeconomic effects. Any such effects would 
not constitute physical environmental impacts under CEQA. 

High levels of rationing could, however, lead to adverse physical environmental effects, such as the loss of 
vegetation cover resulting from prolonged restrictions on inigation. Prolonged high levels of rationing within 
the city could al::;o make San Francisco a less desirable location for residential and commercial development 
compared to other areas of the state not subject to such substantial levels of rationing, which, depending on 
location, could lead in turn to increased urban sprawl. Sprawl development is associated with numerous 
enviroiUYtl2rLtal i1Ylpacts, including, for cxarnplc, hicrcascd GHG e1rtissions and air pollt1tion from longPr 
commutes and lower density development, higher energy use, loss of farmland, and increased water use from 
less water-efficient suburban development.ss In contrast, as discussed in the transportation section, the 
proposed project is located in an area where VMT per capita is well below the regional average; projects in 
San Francisco are required to comply with numerous regulations that would reduce GHG emissions, as 
discussed in the GHG section of this initial study, and San Francisco's per capita water use is among the 
lowest in the state. Thus, the higher levels of rationing on a citywide basis that could be required under the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment could lead directly or indirectly to significant Cl,tmulative impacts. The question, 
then, is whether the project would make a considerable contdbution to impacts that may be expected to occur 
in the event of high levels o£ rationing. 

While the levels of rationing described ab0ve apply to the retail service area as a whole (i.e., 5 to 6.8 percent 
under Scenario 1, 15.6 to 49.8 percent under Scenario 3), the SFPUC may allocate different levels of rationing 
to individual retail customers based on cur;tomer type (e.g., dedicated irrigation, single-family residential, 
multi-family residential, commercial, etc.) to achieve the required level of retail (citywide) rationing. 
Allocation methods and processes that have been considered in the past and may be used in future 
droughts are described in the SFPUC's current Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan.89 However, 
additional aliocation methods that reflect existing drought"related rules and regulations adopted by the 
SFPUC during the recent drought are more pertinent to current and foreseeable development and water 
use in San Francisco and may be included in the SFPUC's update to its Retail Water Shortage Allocation 
Plan.9o The Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan will be updated as part of the 2020 Urban Water 
Management Plan update in 2021. Tite SFPUC anticipates that the updated Retail Water Shortage 
Allocation Plan would ii<clude a tiered allocation approach that imposes lower levels of rationing on 
customers who use less water than other customers in the same customer class and would require higher 

89 

90 
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Pursuant to the SFPUC 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, San Francisco's per capita water use is among the 
lowest in the state. 
San Francisco Pu.blic Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Waler Mmwgemcnt Plcmfor the City and County of 
San Francisco, Appendix I. Retail Water Shori11ge A/lomtion Plan, June 2016. This document is available at 
https:/ /sfwater.org/ index.aspx?page=7.5 
SFPUC, 2015-2016 Drought Program, adopted by Resolution 15-0119, May 26, 2015. 
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levels of rationing by customers who use more water. This approach aligns with the state water board's 
statewide emergency conservation mandate imposed during the recent drought, in which urban water 
suppliers who used less water were subject to lower reductions than those who used more water. Imposing 
lower rationing requirements on customers who already conserve more water is also consistent with the 
implementation of prior rationing programs based em past water use in which more efficient customers 
were allocated more water. 

The SFPUC anticipates that, as a worst-case scenar.io under Scenario 3, a mixed-used residential project 
could be subject to up to 38-percent rationing during a severe drought. 91 In accordance with the Retail 
Water Shortage Allocation Plan, the level of rationing that would be imposed on the proposed project 
would be determined at the time of a drought or other water shortage and cannot be established with 
certainty prior to the shortage event. However, newly-constructed buildings, such as the proposed 
project, have water-efficient fixtures and non-potable water systems that comply with the latest 
regulations. Thus, if these buildings can demonstrate below-average water use, they would likely be 
subject to a lower level of rationing than other retail customers that meet or exceed the average water use 
for the same customer class. 

'V·Vtdle any s11bstailtial redt1ction in '.Vater use in a new,- watPr flfficient buildi11g likely would require 
behavioral changes by building occupants that are inconvenient, temporary rationing during a drought is 
expected to be achievable through actions that would not cause or contribute to significant environmental 
effects. The effect of such temporary rationing would likely cause occupants to change behaviors but would 
not cause the substantial loss of vegetation because vegetation on this urban infill site would be limited to 
omamentallandscaping, and non-potable water supplies would remain available for landscape irrigation 
in dry years. The project would not include uses that would be forced to relocate because of temporary 
water restrictions, such as a business that: relies on significant volumes of water for its operations. While 
high levels of rationing that would occur under Scem11'io 3 could result in future development locating 
elsewhere, existing residents, office workers, and businesses occupying the proposed project would be 
expected to tolerate rationing for the temporary duration of a drought. 

As discussed above, implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in substantial system­
wide water supply shortfalls in dry years. These shortfalls wm,1ld occur with or without the proposed 
project, and the project's incremental increase in potable water demand (0.010 percent of total retail 
demand) would have a negligible effect on the; levels of rationing that would be required throughout San 
Francisco under Scenario 3 in dry years. 

91 This worst-case rationing level for San Francisco multi-family residential was estimated for the purpose of 
preparing comments on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco on the SWRCB's Draft Substitute 
Environmental Docmnent in Support of Potential Changes to the Bay- Delta Plan, dated March 16, 2017. See 
comment letter Attachment 1, Appendix 3, Page 5, Table 3. The comment letter and attachments are available on 
the SWRCB website: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/public_notices/comments/2016_baydelta_plan_amendment/docs/dennis_herrer 
a.pdf The rationing estimates prepared for the comment letter apply to the fir.5t 6 years of the SFPUC's 8.5-year 
design drought as they reflect the 1987-92 drought. For the last 2.5 years of the design drought, a corresponding 
worst-case rationing level for San Francisco multi-family residential customers was not estimated. While the level 
of rationing imposed on the retail system will be higher for the outer years of the design drought compared to the 
first 6 years, it is reasonable to assume thai; multi-family residential customers such as the proposed project would 
not have to conserve more than 38 percent, 
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As such, temporary rationing that could be imposed on the project would not cause or contribute to 
significant environmental effects associated with the high levels of rationing that may be required on a city­
wide basis under Scenario 3. Thus, the project would not make a considerable contribution to any 
significant cumulative impacts that may result from increased rationing that may be required with 
implementation of the B<w-Delta Plan Amendment, were it to occur. 

Conclusion 
As stated above, there is considerable uncertainty as to whether the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment will be 
implemented. If the plan amendment is implemented, the SFPUC will need to impose higher levels of 
rationing than its regional water system level of service goal of no more than 20 percent rationing during 
drought years by 2025 and for the next several decades. Implementation of the plan amendment would 
result in a shortfall beginning in years two and three of multiple dry-years in 202.5 of 33.2 percent, and dry 
year shortfalls by 2040 ranging from 23.4 percent in a single dry year and year one of multiple dry years to 
up to 49.8 percent in years seven and eight of the 8.5-year design drought. While the SFPUC may seek new 
or expa,nded water supply facilities, it has not made any definitive decision to pursue particular actions 
and there is too much uncertainty associated vvith this potential future decision to identify environmental 
effects that would result. Such effects are therefore speculative at this tilne. In any case, the need to develop 
new ur expa.nded V\tcl.tei supplies irl response to th.c Bay JJelta Plan. i\.n:.endn1ent and ::1.ny related 
environmental impacts would occur irrespective of the water demand associated with the proposed 
project. Given the long lead times associated with developing additional supplies1 the SFPUC's expected 
response to implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would be to ration in accordance with 
procedures in its Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan. 

Both direct and indirect environmental impacts could result from high levels of rationing. However, the 
project is a mixed-use urban infill development that would be expected to tolerate the level of rationing 
imposed on it for the duration of the drought, and thus would not contribute to sprawl development caused 
by rationing under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. The project itself would not be expected to contribute 
to a loss of vegetation because project-generated non-potable supplies would remain available for irrigation 
in dry years. Nor would the small increase in potable water demand attributable to the project compared 
to citywide demand substantially affect the levels of dry-year rationing that would otherwise be required 
throughout the cily. Thus, the proposed project would not make a considerable conh·ibution to a 
cumulative environmental impact caused by implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 
Therefore, for the reasons described above, under all three scenarios, this impact would be considered less 
than sigJ,Lificant. 

Stormwater, Wastewater, and Solid Waste 
The project site is covered by impervious surfaces and would, be required to comply with the city's 
Stonnwater Management Ordinance. 11ds ordinance requires the proposed project to decrease the amount 
of impervious area on site and reduce peak l>tormwater runoff compared to existing conditions. Therefore, 
with implementation of the proposed project, stonnwater runoff from the project site to the Southeast 
Water Treatment Plant would be reduced compared to existing conditions. Further, wastewater volumes 
generated by the project would be minimal in comparison to storrnwater flows. Thus, the proposed project 
would not require new or expanded stonnwater or wastewater facilities. 
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The proposed project would comply with solid waste regulations and would not be expected to generate solid 
waste in amounts that would exceed the permitted landfill capacity analyzed in the Central SoMa PEIR. The 
proposed project would adhere to the city's plumbing, water conservation, and waste diversion requirement.o:;. ~z 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby that ·were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR curnLtlative utilities and service systems analytds. The project is within the scope of development 
projected under the Central SoMa Plan and would not result in more severe utilities and service systems 
impacts than previously identified in the Central SoMa PEW .. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant 
impacts that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to utilities and service systems or impacts 
that are peculiar to the project site, nor would the proposed project result in more severe project or 
cumulative impacts than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E. 13 Public Senfices 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR found that implementation of the Central SoMa Plan and the anticipated increase 
in population would not result in significant impacts related to the provision of new or physically altered 
public services, including police, fire, schools, and park services. Further, the Cenh·al SoMa PEIR found 
that if new or expanded facilities would be needed, the environmental effects of construction and operation 
of these facilities would be similar to that of subsequent development projects anticipated in the Central 
SoMa PEIR. That is" construction of a new fire station, police station, or other comparable government 
facility would not result in new significant impacts not already analyzed; thus, the effects have already 
been addressed in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Topics 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES-Would tht:) project: 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
to Project or 

. Projed Si!~---

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts D 
associated with the, provision of new or physically altered 
govemrnental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which COllld 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response limes, or 
other performance objectives for any of the public 
services such as fire protection, police protection, 
schools, pa;ks, or other public facilities? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoP.IIaPF.!IR 

ll 

:Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New lnfonnation 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PEI.:.:R __ _ 

The increased employees, visitors, and residents resulting from the proposed project would increase 
demand for police and fire protection services, schools, and parks. The proposed project would account for 
a fraction of the increased demand for thesl:' services that vyere analyzed in the Central SoMa PEIR, and the 
project falls within the development density assumpti0ns for the site that were analyzed in the Central 

92 San Francisco Water Power Sewer. 2019. Wnter Supply Assessment for the 655 4th Street Project. May 28, 2019. 
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SoMa PEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a more substantial increase in the demand 
for police or fire protection services than was previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. As described 
under the Recreation section, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe physical 
environmental impacts to parks or recreational facilities, 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulutive development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR cumulative public services analysis. The project is within the scope of development projected under 
the Central SoMa Plan and would not result in more severe public services impacts than were previously 
identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts 
that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to public services or impacts that are peculiar to the 
project site, nor would the proposed project result in more severe project or cumulative impacts than were 
identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.14 Bioiogicai Resources 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR found that the Central SoMa Plan would be implemented in a developed urban 
area with no natural vegetation communities remaining; therefore, development under the Central 
SoMa Plan would not affect any special-status plants. There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, 
marshes, or wetlands in the plan area that could be affected by the development anticipated under the 
Central SoMa Plan. 

In addition, development envisioned under the Cenh·zJ SoMa Plan would not substantially interfere with the 
movement of any resident or migratory wildlife species. However, Central SoMa PEIR Improvement Measure 
I-BI-2, Night Lighting Minimization, was identified to further reduce potential effects on birds from nighttime 
lighting at individual project sites. 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that construction in the plan area would not have a significant impact 
on special-status species, apart from bats. The Central SoMa PEIR concluded that impacts to bats would be 
reduced to less than significant with implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-BI-1, 
Pre-Construction Bat Surveys, requiring pre-construction surveys for bats. This mitigation measure 
applies to all projects removing trees at leas~ 6 inches at diameter at breast height or where buildings that 
are proposed for demolition have been vacant for at least six months. 
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Topics 

14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-Would the project: 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
lo Project or 
Projoct Siic 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 0 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status specie~; in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 0 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local qr 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 0 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any naiive 0 
iesident or migiatory flsh or wildlife cpock~e or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting D 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 0 
conservation plan, natural community consetvation plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

0 

0 

D 

0 

0 

0 
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Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

0 

0 

D 

D 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

As the project is located within the Central SoMa Plan area, the proposed project would not affect any natural 
vegetation communities, special-status plants, lipadan conidors, estuades, marshes, or wetlands. The proposed 
project would remove at least one tree over 6 inches in diameter and it is likely buildings will be vacant or 
undemtilized at the time of demolition; therefore, Project Mitigation Measure M·BI·1, Pre··Construction Bat 
Surveys (implementing Cenh·al SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-BI-1) would be applicable. hnplementation 
of Project Mitigation Jv1easure M-BI-1 would reduce the project's impact to any special-status bats to a less-than­
significant level by requiring that pre-construction surveys be conducted to identify bats and avoid impacts to 
roosting bats. 

Also, the proposed project would require the removal of five street trees, including two London plane trees 
on Townsend Street and three purple leaf plum trees on Fourth Street. The proposed project would plant 
up to approximately 26 street trees. 

During tree removal activities, the proposed project could disturb nesting birds and those protected by the 
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code. Nesting birds may be present in 
the existing street trees and foliage surrounding the project site. As such, if tree removal would occur during 
the nesting season (January 15 through August 15) or during the breeding season (March through August), 
nesting birds could be disturbed. This would be considered a potentially significant impact. However, the 
project sponsor is required to comply with California Fish and Game Code section 3500 et al., including 
sections 3503, 3503.5, 3511, and 3513, which provide that it is unlawful lo take or possess any migratory 
nongame bird or needlessly destroy nests of birds except as otherwise outlined in the code. The California 
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Deparhnent of Fish and Wildlife enforces the code by requiring that projects incorporate measures to avoid 
and minimize impacts to nesting birds if any tree removal would occur during the nesting or breeding season. 
For example, a qualified biologist would conduct a tree survey within 15 days before the start of construction 
occuning in March through May, or 30 days before the start of construction occurring in June through August. 
These surveys would help establish the presence of any nesting birds that would need to be protected through 
avoidance and minimization measures. Additionally, California Department of Fish and Wildlife staff may 
require notification if any active nests are identified, including consultation with the California Department 
of Fish ;md Wildlife and establishment of construction-free buffer zones. Compliance with these existing 
state regulations would ensure that project impacts relating to nesting birds would be less than significant. 

Plam1ing code section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, establishes building design standards to 
reduce avian mortality rates associated with bird strikes.93 The proposed project would be required to 
comply with the building feature--related hazards standards of section 139 by using bird-safe glazing 
treatment on 100 percent of any building feature-related hazards such as free-standing glass walls, wind 
barriers, and balconies. The project would be subject to and would be required to comply with the city's 
regulations for bird-safe buildings and federal and state migratory bird regulations. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife species or with 
establit:dted nallve resident or r11igratory vvildlifc corridors and \Vould not result in a significartt irnpact to 
native resident or wildlife species. 

Although the project would not result in signifkont impacts to native resident and migratory birds, impacts to 
birds resulting from the proposed project would be further reduced through the inlplementation of Project 
Improvement Measure I-BI-1 (implementation of Central SoMa Irnprovement Measure I-BI-2, Night Lighting 
Minimization). I-BI-1 includes voluntary compliance with the San Francisco Lights Out Program, which 
encourages project sponsors of buildings developed pursuant to the Central SoMa Plan to implement bird-safe 
building operations to prevent and minimi;,;e bird strike impacts, and generally keep lighting to a nlinimum, as 
birds can become disoriented from building lighting. Implementation of this improvement measure would 
further reduce the project's less-than-significant impact to birds. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby th;;1t were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR cumulative biological resources analysit:. The street improvement projects along Townsend, Brannan, 
and Fifth streets are substantially similar in scope to the street network changes already analyzed in the 
Central SoMa PEIR. Therefore, the project would not result in more severe biological resource impacts than 
previously identified in the Central SoMa P!3IR 

Conclusion 
The proposed project would not result in significant project-level or cumulative impacts on biological resources 
that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR nor would the project result in significant project-level or 
um1ulative impacts on biological resources that are more severe than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR 
or that are peculiar to the project site. Impacts to native resident and migratory birds would further be reduced 
with the implementation of Project Jmprovemen! Measure I-Bl-1. 

93 
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The Central SoMa PEIR found that impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant, 
including impacts related to earthqu<rke faults, seismic' ground shaking, seismically induced ground 
failure, and landslides. The Central SoMa PEIR found that the plan area is generally flat and that 
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan would have no impact on altering the topography of the plan 
area. Most of the plan area is located within a potential liquefaction hazard zone identified by the California 
Geological Survey. Compliance with applicable state and local codes and recommendations made in 
project-specific geotechnical analyses would reduce the geologic hazards of subsequent development 
projects to a less-than-significant level. Additionally, the Central SoMa PEIR found that development 
enabled by the Central SoMa Plan could induce ground settlement as a result of excavation for construction 
of subsurface parking or basement levels, constructjon dewatering, heave during installation of piles, and 
long-term dewatering. 

In addition, proposed buildings over 160 feet tall, such as the proposed project's buildings, could be subject 
to compliance with the building d.epartment's Administrative Bulletin 083, Requirements and Guidelines 
for the Seismic Design qf l~ew Tall Buildings using No11-Prescriptive Seismic-Design Procedu.res.94 This 
bulletin specifies the requirements and guidelines for the non-prescriptive design of new tall buildings that 
are higher than 160 feet to ensure that the design meets the standards of the building code.95 Also, the 
building department's Administrative Bulletin 082, Guidelines and Procedures for Struchtral Design 
Review, specifies the guidelines and procedures for structural design review during the application review 
process for a building permit. In addition to req1.1irements for a site-specific geotechnical report as 
articulated in San Francisco Building Code section 1803 and building department Information Sheet S-05, 
Geotechnical Report Requirernents, structmal design review may result in review by an independent 
stluctural design reviewer. Administrative Bulletin 082 describes what types of projects may require this 
review, the qualifications of the structural design reviewer, the scope of the struchtral design review, and 
how the director of the building deparh11ent as the building official would resolve any disputes between 
the stmctura1 design reviewer and the project's engineer of record. A building department Structural 
Infonnation Sheet S-18 will also be required. It provides Interim Guidelines and Procedures for Struchual, 
Geotechnical, and Seismic Hazard Engineering Design Review for New Tall Buildings and supplements 
and clarifies the requirements and procedures in Administrative Bulletins 082 and 083. It applies to 
buildings 240 feet or tnller and is thus relevant to subsequt>nt development projects in the Plan area. With 
implementation of the recommendations provit~ed in project-specific detailed geotechnical studies for 
subsequent development projects, subject to review and approval by the building department, impacts 
related to the potential for settlement and subsidence due to constru.;;tion on soil that is unstable, or could 
become tmstable as a result of such construction, would be less than significant. Thus, the Central SoMa 
PEIR concluded that implementation of the Central Sofvia Plan would not result in significant impacts with 
regard to geology and soils, and no mitigation measures were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

The Central SoMa PEIH. found that there is low potential to uncover unique or significant fossils within the 
plan area or vicinity. Construction excavations could enconnter undishubed dune sands, the Colma 
Formation, or artificial fills associated with previous development (e.g., road bases, foundations, and 

94 

95 

Non-prescriptive seismic design deviates from one or more of the specific standards contained in the San Francisco 
Building Code. 
Building Department Administrative Bulletins and Information Sheets are available at http://sfdbi.org/ 
administrative-bulletins and http://sfdbi.org/information-sheets, respectively. 
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previous backfills for underground utilities). Due to their age and origin, these geological materials have 
little to no likelihood of containing unique or significant fossils. 

15. GEOLOGY AND SOILs-Would the project: 

Significant 
Impact Peculiilr 
to Project or 
_f'!oject Silo __ 

a) Directly or indirecUy cause potential substantial [J 
adverse roJffects, including the risl< of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known e)arthquake fault, as [I 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zonin~l Map issued by tM 
State Geologi[<t for the area or banet) on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer 
(o Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 0 
iii) SHismic-related ground failure, Including 0 

iiquefaciion? 

iv) Landslides? 0 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the los~ of 0 

topsoil? 

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 0 
or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table [] 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to iiie or 
property? 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 0 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 0 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

Project Anaiy:e;is 

Significant 
Impact not 
ld<mtified 
In Central 
SoMa PEIR 

D 

0 

[] 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

[J 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

D 

D 

D 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
ld(mtified in Central 
So/VIa PEIR 

As discussed. in this initial study cheddist, wastewater would flow into the city's combined sewer system 
and would not require a septic system. Therefore .. initial study checklist question 15e is not applicable to 
the proposed project. 

Soil, Seismic, and Geologica! Hazards 
A geotechnical uwestigation was prepared for the proposed project.%/'7 Given that the project is in a seismic 
hazard zone1 the building department is required to make sure the recommendations that address seismic 
hazards1 including liquefaction hazards, in the geotechnical report are adhered to. Project design and the 
geotechnical report must comply with the guidelines and procedures for design review of tall buildings 

96 

97 
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established by the building deparh11ent; the final project design will undergo review by the city's 
engineering design review team, which includes geotechnical and civil engineers. 

The geotechnical investigation found that the project site is underlain by 16 feet of fill material composed 
of sand, silt, clay, brick, gravet concrete, and other debris. Below the fill is a 2- to 5.5-foot-thick layer of 
marine deposits consisting of soft to stiff day and sandy clay. Below the fill and marine deposits the site is 
underlain by a layer of medium dense to very dense sand, clayey sand, and sandy clay referred to as the 
Colma Formation, which extends to bedrock. The bedrock consists of Franciscan Complex Melange, which 
includes layers of shale and sandstone and, to a lesser extent, layers of greywacke, serpentinite, siltstone, 
chert, and greenstone. The geotechnical investigation estimated that groundwater is at a depth of 8 to 11 
feet below grade. 

The geotechnical investigation concluded that the proposed buildings are feasible to construct and 
identified specific design features for the building foundation to adequately support the proposed 
buildings. The final building design is reqtlired to implement the report recommendations for site 
preparation and grading, including a reinforced-concrete mat foundation, basement floor waterproofing 
and groundwater level accommodations, basernent wall lateral pressure requirements, tiedown anchors, 
soil cement shoring walls and concrete diaphragm walls, slant drilled underpinning piers, dewatering, 
construction monitoring, drainage and infiltration, and seismic design. The following summarizes the 
preliminary geotechnical recommendations. As discussed above, because the project site is located 
within a seismic hazard zone, the building department would ensure conformance of the proposed 
project's construction plans with recommendations in the geotechnical investigation during the permit 
review process. 

Reinforced-Concrete Mat Foundation. The geotechnical report recommends that the proposed building 
be supported on a reinforced-concrete mat foundation. The geotechnical report anticipates that bedrock 
will be exposed :in the northeast corner of the bllilding footprint. Where encountered, 3 feet of bedrock 
should be removed below the planned bottom of the mat and replaced with engineered fill. As designed, 
the loads from the mat will bear directly on a combination of Colma Formation soil and engineered fill 
replacing the bedrock where exposed at subgrade. This would create a relatively homogenous subgrade 
for uniform support of the structure. Groundwater depths range from approximately 8 to 11 feet below the 
ground surface, which would be accmmted for in the stmctural and basement design. 

Basement Walls. Basement walls would be designed to resist lateral pressures created by the soil and 
adjacent surcharges. In addition, because the site is in·~ seismically active area, all below-grade walls would 
be designed to resist pressures associated vvith seismic forces. 

Tiedown Anchors. Tiedown anchors would be used to provide uplift resistance across portions of the mat 
where the uplift pressure will exceed the anticipated building loads.98 

Shoring and Underpinning. The excavation would extend below the groundwater level. Therefore, the 
shoring scheme will need to consist ()fa system which acts (iS a water cutoff (barrh:cr). Soil cement shoring 
walls and concrete diaphragm walls are recommended, as they require the least amount of dewatering, are 

98 Tiedovvn anchors typically consist of relatively small-diameter, drilled, concrete- or grout-filled shafts with high strength 
bars v-.rith a minimum stressing length of 15 feel and minimum of 10 feet below lhe mat acting as tensile reinforcement in 

the anchors. 
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relatively rigid, and substantially limit lateral deflections and excavation-related ground subsidence. The 
shoring system would be tied back or internally braced. 

Dewatering. The groundwater level within the site should be lowered to a depth of at least 3 feet below 
the bottom of the planned excavation and maintained at that level until sufficient weight and/or uplift 
capacity of the structure is available to resist the hydrostatic uplift forces on the bottom of the structure. 
The project structural engineer should determine when the dewatering can be terminated. 

Construction Monitoring. Adjacent buildings such as 601 Fourth Street, 38 Lusk Street, and 260 Townsend 
Street and utilities border the site. These and critical ulilities would be documented as part of a baseline 
crack and photographic survey before construclion begi11s. A licensed surveyor would monitor ground 
movements and the movements of adjacent structures and improvements (both vertical and horizontal) 
during construction activities to evaluate the effects of construction on the surro1mding improvements 
(building, streets, utilities, etc,). Prior to starting consh·uction, the contractor would establish survey points 
on adjacent improvements within 50 feet of the jobsite perimeter and the buildings across the street sides. 
During construction, the project geotechnical and shoring engineers would continuously evaluate the soil 
conditions and compare them to the monitoring results so modifications in the shori.'lg system can be made 

The proposed project would conform to state and local building codes and the building department's 
implementing procedures, which ensures the safety of all new construction in the city. The building 
department would review the project-specific geotechnical report during its review of the building permit for 
the proposed project, and may require additional site-specific soils reports through the building permit 
application process. The state Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 requires that, due to the location of the 
site '.vithin a liquefaction hazard zone, the measures identified in the geotechnical report that address 
liquefaction hazard (primarily focused on susceptible fill removal) be made conditions of the building permit. 

The building department requirement for a geoteclulical report and review of the building permit 
application pursuant to the building department's implementation of state and local codes, including 
compliance with requirements specified in npplicable administrative bulletins and information sheets, 
would ensure that the proposed project would have no significant impacts related to soils, seismicity, or 
other geological hazards. 

Paleontological Resources 

The project site is located within the Central SoMa Plan area and the Central SoMa PEIR evaluated the 
potential for subsequent development projects to result in impacts to paleontological resources based on the 
underlying geology and soils in the plan area, concluding that subsequent development projects would not 
likely result in significant impacts to unique paleontological resources. Based on the project-specific 
geotechnical study, the project would not involve excavation or other soil dish1rbance within any geological 
formations that are likely to contain lmique or significant fossils. TI1erefore, the proposed project is not 
anticipated to result in significant impacts to paleontolot,rical resources. No mitigation is required. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby that wet;e not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR cumulative geology and soils analysis. The project is within the scope of development projected under 
the Central SoMa Plan and would not result in more :;;evere cumulative geology and soils impacts than 
were previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 
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Consistent with the findings in the Cenh'al SoMa PEIR, the proposed project would not result in a significant effect 
related to geology and soils. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new or more severe project or 
cumulative significant impacts related to geology and soils than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.16 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not result in a 
significant impact on hydrology and water quality, including the combined sewer system and future 
flooding hazards, taking into account future sea level rise. TI1e Central SoMa PEIR noted that portions of 
the plan area would be exposed to an increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea level rise, although 
Central SoMa Plan development would not exacerbate this risk and, therefore, would not result in a 
significant impact. Moreover, the Central SoMa Plan include.s objectives, policies, and implementation 
measures intended to maximize flood resilience. All hydrology and water quality impacts of the Central 
SoMa Plan were determined to be less than significant 1:1nd no mitigation measures were identified in the 
Central SoMa PEIR. 

Topics 

Significant 
Impact Poculiat' 
to Project or 
Project Site 

16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY-Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge D 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or groundwater quality? 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere D 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the D 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course 

d) 

e) 

of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner that would: 

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or offsite; 

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount 
of sun'ace runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on or offsite; 

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which 
wo1.1id exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stom1water drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources ot 
polluted runofi; or 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

v) Substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner whiGil w<;>qld 
result in flooding on or offsite; 

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seir.:he zones, risk release of 
pollutants due a project inundation? 

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a w<~ter 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

D 

D 

[] 

LJ 
D 

0 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

D 

0 

D 

LJ 

D 

D 

D 
D 

D 

0 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

[] 

0 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMaPEIR 
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The proposed project would involve excavation to a rnaximtm1 depth of 55 feet below grade for construction of 
the building foundation and belowground parking garage. Excavation would require dewatering, given that 
the depth to grmmdwater is estimated at 8 to 11 feet below grade.99 Any groundwater encountered during 
construction of the proposed project would be subject to the requirements of article 4.1 of the San Francisco 
Public Works Code (Industrial Waste), requiring that gmundwater meet specified water quality standards 
before it may be discharged into the sewer system. The SFPUC must be notified of projects necessitating 
dewatering and may require water analysis before discharge. 

During construction, and pursuant to Public Works Code sections 146 and 147, the proposed project would 
be required to implement and maintain best managerrtent practices to minimize surface runoff erosion and 
to comply with a storrnwater control plan. As a result, the proposed project would not increase stormwater 
runoff, alter the existing drainage, or violate water quality or wastewater discharge standards. 
Conshuction stormwater discharges to the city's combined sewer system would be subject to the 
requirements of Public Works Code article 4J (supplemented by San Francisco Department of Public 
Works Order No. 158170), which incorporates and implP!Tlf:'nts thP city's National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System pem1it and the federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy. Stormwater 
drainage during construction would flow to the city's combined sewer system, where it would receive 
treatment at the Southeast Plant or other wet-weather facilities and would be discharged through an 
existing outfall or overflow sh'ttcture in compliance with the existing pollutant discharge permit. Therefore, 
the city's compliance with applicable permits would reduce water quality impacts and the proposed project 
would not result in new or more severe impacts than identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to 
violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of consn·uction­
related stormwater runoff. 

Operational Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff 
The project site currently contains structures and paved areas, resulting in a primarily impervious surface 
area. The proposed project would redevelop the entire site, but would also include the addition of street 
trees and landscaped open space areas. Therefore, the proposed project would decrease the amount of 
impervious area on site and reduce peak stormwater runoff compared to existing conditions and would 
not contribute nmof£ that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems. 

Stormwater flows and drainage fmm the proposed project would be controlled consistent with San 
Francisco's Stormwater Management Ordinance, contained in Public Works Code article 4.2, and the city's 
Storm water Design Guidelines. The project sponsor would be required to submit a storm water control plan 
for approval by SFPUC that complies with the Stormwater Design Guidelines, using best management 
practices, thereby ensuring that the proposed project meets performance measures set by SF PUC related to 
stormwater runoff rate and volume. Compliance with San Francisco's Stormwater Design Guidelines 
would reduce the quantity and rate of storm water runoff to the city's combined sewer system and improve 
the water quality of those discharges. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with 
Health Code article 12C, which requires the on-site reuse of rainwater, graywAter, and foundation drainage 
to reduce potable water use, which would also reduce stormwater nmoff rate and volume. 

99 
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In light of the above, the proposed project's construction and operational activities would not result in 
significant water quality impacts or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan. Further, the 
proposed project would not increase runoff that would exceed the capacity of storm water drainage systems 
or release substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Groundwater 
Regarding groundwater supplies, the proposed project would use potable water from the SFPUC and non­
potable water from two on-site sources: greywater from the building recycled on site and rainwater 
collected in an on-site catchment system. Groundwater from the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater 
Basin, where the project site is located, is not used as drinking water, and the proposed project would not 
result in additional impervious surfaces that would affect groundwater recl1arge, because the site is fully 
occupied by existing buildings and impervious surfaces. Therefore the proposed project would not 
substantially decrease groundwater supplies, interfere with groundwater recharge, or conflict with a 
groundwater management plan. 

Flood Hazards 
The project site is within the portion of the plan area tlmt would be exposed to increased future flood risk 
due to sea level rise. The proposed project wouid. not exacerbate the risk of flooding due to sea level ribe 

because it would not impede or redirect flood flows and because it would not increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff iil a manner that would result in flooding on or off site. Implementation of policies 
addressing flood resilience, such as the Storm water Management Ordinance and Storm water Management 
Requirements and Design Guidelines, would ensure that the project would be resilient to future flooding 
due to sea level rise. 

The project site is located in the South of Market Ji1ood Zone identified by SFPUC as an area with existing 
flooding hazards related to the depth of sewer lines relahve to properties they serve. The project site is also 
located within an area that is prone to flooding during storms, especially where ground floors are located 
below an elevation of 0.0 city datum or, more importantly, below the hydraulic grade line or water level of 
the sewer. Pursuant to Plamung Director Bulletin Number 4,100 lhe project sponsor submitted the project 
proposal for preliminary review to the Public Works Hydraulics Division. The purpose of tlus review is to 
avoid flooding problems caused by the relative elevation of a proposed structure to the hydraulic grade 
line in the sewers. Public Works staff reviewed the proposed project and found that since the project site is 
in a low-lying area, its sewers will be surcharged often, making it an area of potential concern for plumbing 
drainage purposes. Public Works staff recommended that the finished ground floor elevation be at or 
higher than the official grade elevation to minimize the potential reverse flow through the sewer pipes and 
that the ground floor and the basement levels be discharged through a dedicated sewer line separate from 
the upper tloors of the development, to reduce the probability that surcharging occurs during certain storm 
conditions.m As required, the project sponsor is continuing coordination with Public Works regarding 
conc,eptual sewer design. These requirements would ensure that the proposed project would not exacerbate 
an existing flood hazard in the project area. 

100 San Fr;mcisco Planning Department. Planning D[r<Oclor B11lletin No. 4, Hev1evv of Projects in Identified Areas Prone 
to Flooding. October 2009. Available at: http://deJault.sfplanning.mg/publications_rcports/DB __ 04Jlood._Zones.pdf 

li1l Wong, Cliff. "Re: SOMA Flood Zone: Fourth & Towns~nd, Message to Ryan Beaton (KPFF Consulting Engineers). 
December 18, 2017. E-mail. 
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Because the project site is not located near a water course or within a tsunami hazard zone, the proposed 
project would not result in significant hnpacts involving the release of pollutants from inundation by seiche 
or tsunarni.102 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR cumulative hydrology and water quality analysis. The project is within the scope of development 
projected under the Central SoMa Plan and would not result in more severe hydrology and water quality 
impacts than previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
Consistent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEIR, the proposed project would not result in any new 
or more severe project or cumulative significant ixnpacts related to hydrology and water quality, or any 
significant impacts peculiar to the project site other than those that were identified in the Central SoMa 
PEIR. 

E.17 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
TI1e Central SoMa PEIR found that implementation of the Cenh·al SoMa Plan would not result in any 
significant impacts with respect to hazards or hazardous materials that could not be mitigated to a less-than­
significant level. The Central SoMa PEIR determined that compli<mce with San Francisco Health Code article 
22A (also known as the Maher Ordinance), which incorporates state and federal requirements regulating the 
handling, h·eahnent, cleanup, and disposal of hazardous materials in soils and groundwater, would minimize 
potential exposure of site personnel and the public to any accidental releases of hazardous materials or waste 
and would also protect against potential environmental contamination. In addition, the transportation of 
hazardous materials is regulated by the California Highway Patrol and the Califomia Department of 
Transportation. Therefore, potential impacts related to the routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous 
materials associated with Cenh·aJ SoMa Plan implementation would be less than significant. 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that compliance of subsequent development projects with the San 
Francisco Fire and Building Codes, which are implemented through the city's ongoing permit review process, 
would ensure that potential fire hazaxds related to development activities would be minimized to less-than­
significant levels. The plan area is not within 2 miles of an airport land use plan or an airport or p1ivate 
airstrip, and therefore would not interfere with air traffic or create safety hazards in the vicinity of an airport. 
111e Central SoMa PEIR did not identify any cumulative impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials. 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that demolition and renovation of buildings in the plan area could 
expose workers and the public to hazardous building materials or release those materials into the 
environment. Such materials includE~ asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs), di (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, and mercury. Central SoMa PE!R Mitigation. Measure M­
HZ-3, Hazardous Building Materials Abi!tement, which requires abatement of certait1 hazardous building 
materials in accordance with existing laws, was identified to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

102 San Francisco Planning Department. 2012. San Francisco General Phm Conummity Safety Element; Map 05, 
Tsunami Hazard Zones, page Hi, October 2012. Accessed December 1, 2017. http://www.sf-planning.org/ 
ftp/General_Plan/Community_Safety_Elcment_2012.pdf. 
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However, this mitigation measure is not necessmy because regulations have been enacted to address these 
common hazardous building materials. 

Topics 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
to Project or 
Project Site 

17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALs-Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 0 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the D 
environment lhrougll reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or D 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-qt1arter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a liat of D 
hazardous materials S!tes compiied pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a fEiStlit, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or tilE? 
environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, D 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 0 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, D 
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires? 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the D 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Hazardous Building Materials 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

0 

D 

D 

0 

[J 

0 

D 

0 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

D 

D 

D 

0 

D 

0 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PE1R 

The proposed project would demolish all exi-3\ing structures on the project site. Some building materials 
commonly used in older buildings could pref>(;'nt a public health risk lf disturbed during an accident or 
during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials addressed in the 
Central SoMa PEIR include asbestos, electrical e9uipment (such as transfom1ers and fluorescent light 
ballasts that contain PCBs or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate), fluorescent lights containing mercury vapors, and 
lead-based paints, Asbestos and lead-based paint may also preser;t a health risk lo existing building 
occupants if they are in a deteriorate;.:! condition. If remoyed during demolition of a building, these 
materials would also require special dbp()sal procedures. Regulations ;1.re in place to address the proper 
removal and disposal of asbestos-containing building materials, lea(H1ased paint, and other hazardous 
building materials. Therefore, as discussed above, Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3, 
addressing the proper removal and disposal of other hazardous building materials, is not necessary to 
reduce impacts related to hazardous building materials. Compliance with these regulations would ensure 
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the proposed project would not result in significant impacts from the potential release of hazardous 
building materials. 

The California Department of Toxic Substance Control considers asbestos ha,zardous, and removal is 
required. Asbestos-containing materials must be removed in accordance with local and state regulations as 
well as the air district, the Ca.Hfornia Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and California 
Department of Health Services requirements. This includes materials that could be disturbed by the 
proposed demolition and construction activities. 

The proposed project would demolish the existing bulidings located on the project site. Buildings on lots 26 and 
28 were built in 1947 and the building on lots 16?..-164 was built in 1996. Lead paint may be found in the buildings 
on lots 26 and 28 as these buildings were constmcted prior to 1978. Lead may cause a range of health effects, 
from behavioral problems and learning disabilities to seizures and death. Children 6 years old and under are 
most at risk Demolition must be conducted in compliance with section 3425 of the San Francisco Building Code, 
Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Structures. Where there is any work that 
may disturb or remove interior or exterior lead-based paint on pre-1979 buildings, work practices must be used 
that minimize or elimi11.ate the ri.sk of lead contamination on !:he environment. 

111e proposed project would be subject lo and would com.ply with the above regulations, therefore, impacts 
from lead-based paint would be less than significant. 

Soil and Groundwater Contamination 

Health Code article 22A includes properlies throughout the city where there is potential to encounter 
hazardous materials, primarily industrial zoning districts, sites with industrial uses or underground 
storage tanks, sites with historic bay fill, and sites in proximity to freeways or underground storage tanks. 
The overarching goal of the Maher Ordinance is to protect public health and safety by requiring appropriate 
handling, treatment, disposal, and, when necessary, remediation of contaminated soils that are 
encountered in the building construction process. 

The project site is located within the Maher area and subject to the provisions of the Maher Ordinance. 
Accordingly, the project sponsor submitted a Maher Application to the Department of Public Health and a 
phase I environmental site assessment was completed to evaluate the potential presence of hazardous 
materials in the soils or groundwater underlying the project site based on prior land uses and available 
records.m3,104 The assessment found that there were no recognized environmental conditions11l5 within the 
project site but that there may be areas of concern. TI1e sile was first developed by the Southern Pacific Rail 
Road Company in 1887 and was later used for warehousing and possibly light industrial operations. 
However, there is no indication of any widespread hazardous waste contamination. The site is not listed 
on any enviromnental databases indicative of a release or generation of hazardous materials. Given that 
the buildings on site were constructed before current regulations regarding the use of asbestos-containing 
materials and lead-based paint, it is possible that these matelials may be present on site. However, neither 
were detected in initial limited observations. The phase I site assessment found no evidence of leaking 
underground storage tanks. 

1°3 Mjther Application fpr 655 llomth Strt';et, submitted March l, 2018. 
104 Phase 1 Enviwnmental Site Asse~sment, 655-c;95 Fomt-h Si:rect/292-296 Townst;nd Street, San Francisco, California, 

ENVIRON International Corpuration, March 11, 2014·. 
105 f\.ecognized Environmental Conditions are defined as !:he prest'nce or likely presence of any hazardous substances 

or petrpleum products in, on, or at a property. 

!42 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

Despite the results of the phase I site assessment, there remains potential to encounter soil and 
groundwater contamination during construction. Therefore, the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health may require further subsurface investigation, including soil and groundwater sampling. If concerns 
are identified during the sampling, a site mitigation plan would be required. The proposed project would 
be required to remediate potential soil and groundwater contamination in accordance with Health Code 
article 22A, and removal of underground storage tanks would be required in accordance with Health Code 
article 21. Upon successf-ul implementation of a site mitigation plan, the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health would provide notification of compliance with article 22A. Approval by the San Francisco 
Department of Public Hee1Hh is required prior to issuance of approval from the building department to 
commence work on the project. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR hazards and hazardous materials analysis. The project is within the scope of development projected 
under the Central SoMa Plan and woulJ not result in more severe cumulative hazards and hazardous 
materials impacts than were previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conciusi011 

The proposed project would not result in new or more severe significant project-level or cumulative 

impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials, or <my significant impacts peculiar to the project site, 

than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.18 Mineral Resources 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
All land in San Francisco, including in the plan area, is desig11ated by the California Geological Survey 
as Mineral Resource Zone 4 under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975. The Mineral 
Resource Zone 4 designation indicates that adequate information does not exist to assign the area to any 
other Mineral Resource Zone; thus, the area is not one designated to have significant mineral deposits. 
The Central SoMa PEIR determined that the plan area has been designated as having no known mirteral 
deposits, and it would not deplete any nonrenewable natural resources; therefore, the Central SoMa Plan 
would have no effect on mineral resources. 

18. MINERAL RESOURCES-Would the project: 

a) Result in the lo~s of availability of a 1\nown 
mineral resource \hat would be of value to the 
region and \he residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 

Significant 
lnipact Peculiar 
to Ptoject or 
Project~!!!:__ 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 
/denlificu:J 
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SoMa PEIR 

D 

[J 

Significant 
/mp~ct due to 
Substantial 
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D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
lclenlified in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

181 

181 

143 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

Project-Specific and Cumulative Analysis 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

The project site is not a mineral resource recovery site, it would not require quarrying, mining, dredging, or 
extracting locally important mineral resources on the project site, and it would not deplete non-renewable 
natural resources. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources either 
individually or cumulatively. 

Conclusion 
Consistent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEIR, the proposed project would have no impact related 
to mineral resources, and, therefore, it would not result in any new or more severe significant project or 
cumulative impacts than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.19 Energy Resources 

Several federal, state, and citywide policies and measures promote energy efficiency and reduce demands 
on nonrenewable resources. The city's Green Building Code is codified in Chapter 13C of the San Francisco 
Building Code. Chapter 13C which is to be used in conjunction with the 2013 California Green Building 
Standards Code, places more sh·ingent energy, materials, and construction debris management 
requirements on new residential and commercial buildings. Further, the Central SoMa Plan initial study 
states that future development projects in the plan area would be subject to the most current energy 
efficiency standards in effect at the time the project is proposed and would be subject to the established 
performance metrics set forth in the plan's Eco-District guidelines. Therefore, the implementation of the 
plan would not result in wasteful consumption of energy and this impact would be less than sig.nificant. 

Topics 

19. ENERGY RESOURCEs-Would the project: 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
ii'J Proj.:wt or 
ProJect~ 

0 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 0 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa PIE/FI ------

0 

0 

No Significant 
Significant Impact not 
Impact due to Previously 
Substantial Identified in Central 
New Information SoMaPEIR -------

0 J2g 

0 

Development of the proposed project would not result in unusually large amounts of fuel, water, or energy 
in the context of energy use throughout the city or region. The project is required, as discussed above, to 
comply with the transportation demand management ordinance, and because the site is located in an area 
that exhibits low levels of VMT per capita, it would not result in a wasteful use of fuel. 

As stated in the project description, the proposed project would achieve LEED Silver certification, with a 
goal of achieving LEED Gold standards. Energy demand from the proposed project would be typical for a 
building of the size and nature proposed, and the project would meet or exceed the current state and local 
codes and standards concerning energy consumption, including California Code of Regulations Title 24 
and the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. Documentation showing compliance with these 
standards has been submitted to the city in the form of the "Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse 
Gas Analysis: Private Developrnent Projects/' described above. Title 24- and the Green Building Ordinance 
are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection. 
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In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy and would not conflict with any state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

Cumulative Analysis 
All cumulative projects in the city are required to comply with the transportation demand management 
ordinance and the same energy efficiency standards set forth in the California Code of Regulations Title 24 
and the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. Therefore, cumulative impacts on energy resources 
would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 
Consistent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEm., the proposed project would have a less-than­
significant impact related to energy resources, and, therefore, it would not result in any new or more severe 
significant project or cumulative impacts than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E. 20 Agriculture and Forest Resources 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoNia PEIR determined that th~ plan tlrea Ztnd the sulTOUlLd:htg areas do not contain agriculttrral or 
forest uses, and are not zoned for such uses; therefore, implementation of the Cenh·al SoMa Plan would not convert 
any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. In addition, 
the Cenh·al SoMa Plan would not conflict with existing zoning for agriculh1ral land use or a Williamson Act 
contract, nor would it involve any r.hanges to the environment that could result in the conversion of fam1land. The 
Central SoMa Plan would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. 

Topics 

S(qnificant 
ltnPilct Peculi~r 
to Project or 

!roject Site_ 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in C;mtr>'l 
$oMaPEIR 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

20. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES--Would the project: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
signilicant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Department oi Conservatiqn as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resowrcos, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 

agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest 
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adtJpted by the California Air Resources Board. 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or D D D 181 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a D 
Williamson Act contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of. D 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zonecl 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest [l 
land to non-forest use? 

e) Involve other changes in the e>dsting envircnnwnt [] 
which, due to their location or nature, coui<:J restJit in 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or forest 
land to non-forest t1s0? 

D 0 

D 0 

D D 

D D 
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The proposed project is located in the Central SoMa Plan area, which does not contain agricultural or forest 
resources, and therefore would have no impact on these resources either individually or cumulatively. 

Conclusion 
Consistent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEIR, the proposed project would have no impact related 
to agriculture and forest resources, and, therefore, it would not result in any new or more severe project or 
cumulative impacts than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E..21 Wildfire 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR did not explicitly analyze impacts of the plan on wildfire risk, but the plan area is not 
located in or near state responsibility areas. Therefore, this topic is not applicable to the Cenh·al SoMa Plan or 
any subsequent development projects embled by the plan. 

Significant No Significant 
Significant Impact not Significant Impact not 
Impact Pecuii~r identified ;,,pdGt due tv Previously 
io Project or in Central Substantial Identified in Central 

Topics _Project Slta SoMa PEIR New Information SoMa PEIR 

21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility area:;~ or lands classlli!ld as very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 0 
plan or emergency evacuation plans? 

b) Oue to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 0 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose pmject 
oc,cupants to, pollutant conc;entrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

G) Require the installation or maintenance of associatild 0 
infrastruc\IJre (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines ot· other utilities) th,~t may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

d) Expose people or structure to significant risks including 0 
downslope or downstream flooding or londslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency respons1;1 [] 
plan or emergency evacuation plans? 

Project-Specific and Cumulative Analysi$ 

0 D 

0 0 

0 0 [8] 

0 0 

0 0 

As discussed above, the project site is not located in or near state responsibility areas and therefore would 
have no impact either individually or cumulatively with respect to wildfire risk. 

Conclusion 
The proposed project would not result in any new or more severe project or cumulative impacts related to 
wildfires than were identified in the Central SoMa PEfR. 

F. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on November 1, 2018, to adjacent 
occupants and owners of properties within 300 ket of the project site and citywide neighborhood group 
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lists. Six responses were received. Two individuals requested that they be sent the completed 
environmental document when published. Three commenters expressed concern over the construction of 
high-rise buildings in the area, with two commenters opining that the proposed project would negatively 
affect the character of the area. One commenter expressed concerns regarding the transportation impacts 
of the proposed project, specifically the amount of foot traffic at the corner of Fourth and Townsend streets 
and the potential impacts of Lyfts and Ubers in the area with the additional new residential units. Two 
commenters requested that the department evaluate the proposed project's wind impacts to the 
surrounding area. Finally, one commenter inquired about the potential air quality and noise impacts from 
the project's construction activities and operations. Overall, concerns and issues raised by the public in 
response to the notice were taken into consideration and incorporated in the environmental review as 
appropriate for CEQA analysis. The proposed project would not result in significant adverse 
environmental impacts associated with the issues identified by the public beyond those identified in the 
Central SoMa PEIR. 

G. COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION PREPARERS 
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147 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

Wind CommHant 
RWDI 
600 Southgate Drive 
Guelph, ON NlG 4P6 Canada 

Frank Kriksic 
Priya Patel 

Shadow Consultant 
Prevision Design 
995 Market Street, 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Adam Phillips 

Project Sponsor 
Tishman Speyer 
One Bush Strcet1 Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Jeremy Bachrach 
Sarah Dennis Phillips 

Project Attorney 
Reuben. Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Melinda Sarjapur 

148 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-0011203ENV 





Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Jv.ne 10, 2019 
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Project Mitigation 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR I\1itigation Measure ln-\..r'""±<!. 

Based on a reasonable presl.ll1ption that archeological resources may be 
present vv-ih'li.,< the project site, the following measures shall be 
undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources and on 
hmnan remains and associated or unassociated funerfuy objects. 'Ihe 
project sponsor shall retili1 the S€lvice.? of an archaeological consvltant 
from the rotational Depa.rtrr1.ent QJalified _A.rcl-taeologic-::J Consultmts 
List (QACL) ma:intained by the Planning Department archaeologist 
After the first project approval action or as directed by the ERO, the 
project sponsor shall contact the Deparb:nent ardceologist to obtain the 
names and contact information for the next three archedogical 
consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant shall lli'ldertake 
<m archeological testing program. as specified herein. Jn addition, the 
consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological mordtoring 
and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The 
archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordarlce vvith 
this rneasure at the direction of the Environmental Re'lliew Officer (ERO}. 
PJl plailS and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall 
be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and coiiLment, a_nd 
shall be cor>.sidered draft reports subject to revision until final approval 
by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery prograil'.s 
required by t:P.is measure could suspend construction of the project for up 
to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of fr,e ERO, the 
suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks or>ly if 
such a suspension is the only feasible meartS to reduce to a less than 
significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as 
defined in CEOA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a) and 
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Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an 

archeological site 1 associated >~lith descendant Native Americans, t..l-te 
Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group 

an appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO 
shall be contacted. The representative of the descenda..'lt group shall 
be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field 
investigations of the site atJ.d to offer recommendations to the ERO 
regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of 
recovered data fron1 t."te site, &J.d, if applicable, any interpretative 
treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final 
Ardcaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 

655 Fourth Street 
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Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall 
prepare and submit to the ERO for review and approval an 
archeological testing plan (ATP). Tite archeological tesflng program 
shall be conducted in accordance vvith the approved ATP. '111e ATP 
shall identify the property types of the e.,xpected archeological 
resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, the testing method to be used/ and the locations 
recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or 
absence of archeological resources a:n.d to identify and to evaluate 
·whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
an historical resource under I I 

1 By the term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burizJ, or evidence of burial. 
2 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact 

List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese 
Historical Society of America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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At the completion of the archeological testing program, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings 
to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the 
archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources 
may be present, Lhe ERO in consultation -vvith the archeological 
consulta..11t shaH determi.11e if additional measures are warranted. 
/'tdd:itional measures "hlmt may be undertak~1 :hcclude additional 
archedogiml testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an 
archeological data recovery program. No ardteologicru data recovery 
shall be undertaken v1ithout the prior approval of the ERO or the 
Planning Deparr..:nent archeologist. If the ERO determines that a 
significant archeological resource is present cmd that the resource 
could be adversely affeci:ed by the proposed project, at the discretion 
of the project sponsor either: 

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

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

Archeological Monifoting Program. If the ERO in consultation vvith the 
archeological consultant determines that an archeological mopitoring 
program shall be implemented the archeological monitoring program 
shall minimally include the following provisions: 

"' The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior 
to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. 
The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
shall determine what oroiect activities shall be 
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ATTAC:HJVIENT B: MffiGATION MONITORING Al'ID REPORTING PROGRAM 

archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing 
activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, 
grading. utilities installation, foundation work, site remediation,. 
etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk 
these activities pose to pote..rttial archaedogical resources and tD 

their depositional context 
T..11e archeological consultant shall undertake a worker traLrting 
progra1n for soil-disturbing workers that will ilcclude an 
overvie>.v of expected resource(s), hmv to identify the evidence 
of the expected resource{s), and the appropriate protocol in the 
event of apparent di-.;;covery o£ an archeological resource; 
TI1.e archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site 
according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological 
consultant and the ERO until i:he ERO has, in consultation "Ni'.:h 

project aru.~eological consultant, determined that project 
construction activities could have no effects on significant 
archeological deposits; 
The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to 
collect soil samples and artifactual}ecofactual material as 
warranted for analysis; 
If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils­
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. 
The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily 
redirect demolition/excavation/construction activities and 
equipment tmtil the deposit is evaluated. TI1.e archeological 
consultant shall :i.nu-nediately notify i:he ERO of the 
encountered archeological deposit Tne archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess i:he identity, 
integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological 
deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

655 Fourth Street 
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ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTJ[NG PROGRAM 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a V."ritten report of fhe Hndi..1gs of 
the mor>Jtoring program to the ERO. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The arc,.l-reological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord v,'ith e>.n archeological data 
recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultartt, project sponsor, 
and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to 
preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeologimJ consultant sho11 
submit a dral-!: ADRP to the ERO. "The ADP.J' shall identify hmv the 
proposed data recovery progr-am vvHl preserve the significant 
information the archeological resource is expected to contain. Th?.t is, 
the ADRP w'Jl identify what scientific/histmical research questions are 
applicable to the expected resource, 'What data classes the resource is 
ex-pected to possess, a...'Yld how the expected data classes would address 
th.e applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be 
limited to the portion.s of the historical property that could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project Destructive data recovery 
methods shall not be applied to portions d the archeological resources 
if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 
•• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field 

strategies, procedures, and operations. 
" Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected 

cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 
" Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale 

for field and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 
" Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site 

public interpretive program during the course of the 
data rPcnvPrv 
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,. Security Measures. Recommended security measures to 
protect the archeological resource from vandalism, looting, 
and non-intentionally damaging ac'J.vities. 

"' Final Rv?ort. Description of proposed report form.at a11d 

distribution of results. 
.. Curation. Description of the procedures and recomm.endations 

for the curation of any recovered data having potential research 
value, iderri:ifix:ation of appropriate cu.ralion facilities.. and a 
:mmma-.:y ofthe accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Rcm,;:;ins, Associated or Unassociated Funen!ry Objects. If 
hwuan remail<s and associated or unassocia.ted funerary objects aTe 

discovered during any soils disturbing activity, all apphcable State 
and Federal Laws shall be follmved, including immediate 
n£}tification of the Coroner of the City and County o£ San Francisco 
and in the event of the Coroner's .::letermination that the humat< 
remains are Native A.merican remains, notification of the California 
State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) >vho shall 
appoint a Most Likely Descenda.rtt (l\1LD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 
5097.98). The ERO shall also be immediately notified upon 
discovery of human remains. The an:heological consultant, project 
sponsor, ERO, and IVILD shall make all reasonable efforts to 
develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains and 
associated or unassociated fur.era.ry objects with appropriate 
dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)) witJ:..in six days of the 
discovery of t'le human remains. This proposed timing shall not 
preclude the PRC 509'7.98 requirement that descendants make 
recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of 
being granted access to the site. The agreement should take into 
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, 

of the human 
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remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothi.n.g 
in existing State regulations or in tills mitigation measure compels 
!:he project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an 
J\1LD. Ti1e archeologic2J consultant shall retain possession of any 
Native American human remains and associated or unassociated 
burial objects until completion of any ·scientific analyses of the 
human remains or objects as specified in the treahn.en± agreement if 
such as agreement has been made or,. othen~Tise, as determined 
the archeological consultant and the EH.O. If no agreem.ent is 
readted Sta±e regulations shall be follov,red including the 
reinl:eiTLment cf the human remains and .associated burial objects 
vvitli. appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 
further subsurface disturbance (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). 

Final Arclzeclogical R.esources Repc'l't. The archeological consultant shall 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (F J\FR) to the ERO 

that evaluates the historical "ignific&'lce o£ any discovered archeological 
resource and describes the arc..lteological and hi.stork_al research methods 
empioyed in the archeological testing!monitoris,g/data recovery 
pragram(s) undertaken. The Draft FARR shall include a curation and 
deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. The Draft F ARR 
shall also include an Interpretation Plan for public interpretation of all 
significant archeological features. 

Copies of the Draft F _A.Rl"'( shall be sent to the ERO for review and 
approval. Once approved by the ERO, the consultant shall also prepare 
a public distribution version of the FARR. Copies of the FARR shall be 
distributed as follows: Califomia Archaeological Site Survey Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive Dne (1) copy and the ERO 

shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the F ARR to the NWIC. The 
Environmental Planninl! division of the Planning Department shall 
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receive one bOlmd and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of 
the F ARR 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 public h"'lterest in or the high interpretive value of the 
resource, the ERO may require a different or additional final report 
content, format, at<d distribution than that presented above. 

T:rte project sponsor shall ensure that recurring vehicular turning 
movements into tl:-,e 655 4rl' Street Project driveway or vehicle queues do 
not substantially affect pUblic transit operations on the public right-of-way 
along Townsend Street near tb.e off-street vehicular parking facility. A 
vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles ( desJ:i'l.ed to the parking 
facility) blocking any portion of the street (including the sidewalk) for a 
consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

If a recurring queue occurs, rhe owner/operator of the parking facility 
shall employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. 
Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the 
following: redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or 
onsite queue capacity; employment of additional parking attendants; 
installation of LOT FULL signs INith active management by parking 
attendants; use of off-site parking facilities or shared parking >·vith 
nearby uses; transportation demand management strategies such as 
those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM Program. 
If the Planning Director, or his or her designee! suspects that a remrring 
queue is present, the Department shall notify the property owner in 
'Writing. Upon request, the m-vner/operator shall hire a qualified 

consultat<t to evaluate the conditions at the site for no 
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less than seven days. The consultant shall prepare a monitoring report 
to be submitted to the Department for review. If fue Department 
determines that a recuxring queue does exist, the facility 
owner/operator shall have 90 days from frte date of the written 
detennination to abate the 
M-TR-2: Consi:ruction Iv'..anagement Plan and Construction j Project spomor 
Coordination (Implementation o£ Central SoMa PEIR M-TR-9) 
The project sponsor shall develop and, upon review and approval by 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and 
Public Works, implement a Construction Management Plan, 
addressing trari.Sportation-re1ated circulation, access, staging and 
hours of delivery. The Construction Management Plan would 
disseminate appropriate inforrnation to contractors and a.Cfected 
age11cies with respect to coordinating construction activities to 
minimize overall disruption <.md ensure that ove:raJl circulation in l:t'le 
project area is maintan<ed .to the extent possible, with pm:ticular focus 
on ensuring transit, pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity. The 
Construction Management Plan -vvould supplement and expand, 
rather than modify or supersede, any manual, regulations, or 
provisions set for.h by the SHATA, Public Works, or other Cit-y 
departments and agencies, and the California Department of 
Transportation. 
If construction of the proposed project is deterrrtined to overlap with 
nearby adjacent project(s) to result in transportation-related impacts, 
the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall consult 'vvith various City 
departments such as the SFMTA and Public Works, and other 
interdepartmental meetings as deemed necessary by the SF:tvrr A, 
Public Works, and the Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated 
Construction Management Plan. TI<e Coordinated Construction 
Management Plan, to be prepared by the contractor, would be 
reviewed bv the SFMT A and would address issues of circulation 
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(traffic, pedestrians, and bicycle), safety, parking and other project 
construction he the area. Based on revi.ew of the construction logistics 
plan, the project may be required to consult >Vith SFMTA Muni 
Operations prior to construdion to re\•iew potential effects to nearby 
l:railsit operations. 
The Construction I\-1anagement Plan and, if required, the 
Coordinated Construction Management Plan_, shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

"' 

.. 

w• 

.. 

10 

Restricted Construction Truck A.ccess Hours-Limit construction 
truck movements during the hours betv.'een 7:00 .and 9:00 a.m. 
and between .4:00 and 7:00 p.m., artd other times if required by 
the SFMTA, to minimize clli."Y!lptiun to vehicular h·a.ffic, 
including transit dming the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. 
Construction Truck Routing PLrms-Identify optimal truck routes 
betvveen the regional facilities and the project sitef taking into 
consideration truck routes o£ other development projects and 
any co:nstnxlion activities affecting the roadway netvmrk. 
Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidcu)alk Closures-The 
project sponsor shall coordinate travel lane closures 'With other 
projects requesting concurrent la..1.e and sidewalk clm;ures 
through interdepartmental meetings, to n'lli!imize the extent 
and duration of requested lane and sidewalk closures. Travel 
lane closures shall be minimized especially along transit and 
bicycle routes, so as to limit the impacts to iTansit 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, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations 
and other Gty agencies to coordinate feasible measures to 
include in the Coordinated Construction Management Plan to 
maintain access for trartSit vehicles, bicvcles and 
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This shall include an assessment of the need for temporary 
transit stop relocations or othe-.c measures to reduce potential 
traffic, bicycle, and transit dismption and pedestrian 
drculation effects during constmction of the project. 

" Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Acc...»ss faT Construction Workers­
The construction contractor shall include methods to encourage 
carpooling, bicycling. walk and transit access to the project site by 
constmdion \Vorkers (suCh as providing transit subsidies to 
construction workers, providing secure bicycle parki.'1g spaces, 
pa.rf:icipating in free-to-employee ride matching program from 
>vvvvv.Sll.org, participating in emergency ride home prograr.r; 
Lhrough the City of San Francisco (wvvvv.sferb.org), and 
providing transit infmntation to cor.struction 1vorkers). 

"' Consicruction Worker Parking Plan-The location of mnstmction 
worker parking ehall be identified as well as t.ll.e person(s) 
responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed 
parking pla:rL 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 v1rould 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 ~vorkers would travel between t.lce off-site facility and 
project site shall be required. 

" Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents-

SA!! fllANGtSCC 

To millimize construction impacts on access for nearby 
institutions and businesses, the project sponsor shall provide 

residences and adiacent businesses with 

P~W\I'liiN.G l:ll~EN.T 
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updated information regarding project construction, including 
constr.1ction activities, peak con...ctruction vehicle activities (e.g., 
concrete pours), travel lane closures, and lane closures. At regular 
intervals to be defrned in i:lte Construction M_anageme..Tlt Plan 
and. i£ necessary, i11 tt're Coordinated Constn1ction Management 
Plan, a regtt1ar email notice shall be distributed by the project 
sponsor that shall provide cuJTent construction irJormafion of 
interest to neighbors, as Vleli as contact irJo:rmation fo:r specific 
construction · 

Project J'vfitigalicm Meat>u:r~ r,~i-N0-1: Siting of Noise-Generating 
Uses {Implemental:icn of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure 
M-N0-1b) 

The project sponsor shall undertake the following: 

If outdoor sour1d systems are installed for the outdoor terrace of the 
event space, prior to a certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor 
shall submit documentation to the Plafutillg Department 
demonst-rating that the speake:;- system has been tested <md acr.ieves 
the noise limit of no greater than 69 dBA at the property plane. The 
results of this test shall be submitted to the PlanTling Deparl:ment for 
review and approval. H results of this testi.rtg indicate that noise 
limits --would exceed 69 dBA at the property plane, amplified sound 
emanating from the outdoor terrace of the event space shall be 
prohibited past 10 p.m., unless an applicable event permit is obtained 
from the Entertainment Commission. 

12 
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(Environmental 
Review Officer 
[ERO] and 
Planning's Noise 
Technical Team). 

Considered complete 
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approval of firtal plan 
set by Detartm.ent of 
Building mspection if 
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systems are installed 
for the outdoor terrace 
of !:he event space; or 
2) analysis of the 
speaker system 
indicates the system 
will not exceea 69 dB A 
at the property plane; 
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that amplified sound 
from the terrace would 
be prohibited past 10 
p.m., unless an 
applicable permit is 

. I obtained from the l 

I I Entert~uent J 

Comrmss10n 
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Project l\1itigaltion Measure M-N0-2: General Construction Noise 
Control Measures (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-N0-2a} 
The project sponsor shall undertake the follov,ri.'tg: 

"' Require the general contractor to ensure tb.at equipment and 
trucks used for project construction use the best available noise 
control techr.iques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment 
redesigt'1, use of intake silencers, duc+.s, engi.ne enclosures and 
acoustically· atte::lUating shields or shrouds)/ wherever feasible. 

" Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise 
sources (sud1 as compressors) as far from adjacent or 
nearby sensitive receptors along the northwest site 
boundary as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to 
co-nstruct barriers around such sources and/or the 
ccnstruction site. To further reduce noise, the contractor 
shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated 
areas, i£ feasible. 

"' Require t.he general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack 
hCL."Ttmers., pavement breakers, and roc..\ drills) that are 
hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to 
avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically pmvered tools. 'Where use of pneumatic tools is 
tmavoidable, ail exhaust muft1er on the compressed air ex}must 
shall be used/ along -vvith extemal noise jackets on the tools. 

<> 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 1vith effective mufflers; undertaking the most 
noisy activities during times of least disturbance to 

residents and occupants, as feasible; and 

SMHRANC\SCO 
f'l.Alll~!iNI\ll P~ENT 

Project sponsor 
and construction 
general contractor 

During 
construction 
period 

Planning 
Department1 

Department of 
Building Insl?ection 
(as requesteci and/or 
on complaint basis), 
PoliceDeparrrnent 
(on complaint basis) 
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selecting haul routes that avoid residential buildi..'Lgs to the 
extent that such routes are otherwise feasible. 

" Prior to the issua.."lce of each buildi.11.g permit, along vdth the 
submission of construction documents, submit to the Pla..'111illg 
Department a.."ld Department of Building Inspection (DBI) a list 
of measures that shall be implemented and that shall respond to 
and track complaints pertaining to construction noise. These 
measmes shall iudude (1) a procedure and phone numbers for 
notifying DBI and the Police Depa..rtrnent (during regular 
construction horu:s and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on site 
describing noi_qe complairrt procedure_s a..1.d a complaint hotline 
number that shall be answ·ered at all th'Ues during construction; 
(3) designation o£ an on-site construction complaint and 
enforcernent manager for the project; and (4) notification of 
neighboring residents and nonresidential building managers 
y,-,j_thffi 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, v\Thich is the standard in the 
Police Code) about the estirr1.ated duration of the activity. 

" Two-Vlay Radio Use - Dur&g concrete pours, the 
construction team shall use electronic means (such as walkie 
talkies) to communicate over distances of 15 feet or more to 
reduce the team's need to yell. These devices shouid be used 
to the extent feasible. 

" Back Up Alarms -Advanced back up alarms should be used 
on equipment to the extent feasible. Advanced back up 
alarms would either sense ambient noise levels and adjust 
the backup alarm level and/or would emit a broad band 

! noise instead of the more common tonal alarm sounds. 1 i 
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The project sponsor shall 
Minimization Plan (Plan) to the 
(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 P1an 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 
duralion of construction activities shall meet the following 
requirements: 
a) \/'!here access to alternative sources of power are 

available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited; 
b) All off-road equipment shall have: 

c) 

SA~fMivCISCO 

i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency or California Air 
Resources Board Tier 2 off-road emission standards, 
and 

ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS) 
(Tier 4 interim or final engines meet the requirement 
of a Tier 2 engine and ARB Level 3 VDECS), and 

iii. Engines shall be fueled with renewable diesel (at 
least 99 percent renewable diesel or R99). 

Exceptions: 
i. Exceptions to l(a) may be granted if the project 

has submitted information 

~lNG DEPA~NT 

Planning Department 
(Environmental 
Review Officer and 
Plarming' s Air 
Quality Technical 
Team)" 
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Considered complete 
upon Planning 
Department review 
and acceptance of 
Construction 
Emissions 
l\1inimization Plan, 
implementation of the 
plan, and completion 
of constn1ction 
activities pursuant to 
the plan -
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evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that an 
&lternative source of power is limited or infeasible at 
the project site and that the requirements of this 
exception provision apply. Under this circumstru""lce, 
the sponsor shall submit documentation of 
compliance 1vith l(b) for onsite power generation. 

ii. Exceptions to l(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) vwuld not produce desired emissions reductions 
due to expected operating modt:s, (3) installing the 
control device would create a safety hazard or 
impaired visibility for the operator, or (11) there is a 
compelli..-cg 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 l(b)(ii), the project sponsor shall comply 

iii. 
with the requirements of 1(c)(iii). 
If an exception is granted pursuant to l(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: 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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TABLEM-AQ-4B: 
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLL4NCE STEP DOWN 

SCHEDULE* 

Compliance ----rE;gine - Emission Emissions 
Alternative i Standard Control 

I 

1 i Tier 2 ARB Level2 
VDECS 

2 

* 

! Tier2 i ARB Levell 
1 VDECS 

Hmv to use the t.able. If the requireme..."lts of l(b) cannot 
be met,. then the project sponsor v1ould need to meet 
Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor 
not be able to supply off-:road equipment meeting 
Compliance .Alternative lr then Complia.Dce Alternative 
2 would need to be met. 

2. The project sponsor shall require the iclling time for off-road and on­
road equipment be limited to no more than two minutesr except as 
provided in exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding 
idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs 
shall be posted in multiple languages (English/ Spanish. Ch:in.ese) in 
designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind 
operators of the tvvo-minute idli.'lg limit: 

3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators 
properly mamtain a.nd tune equipment in accordance with 
manufacturer specifications. 

4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by 
phase 1-vith a description of each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment 

and information mav include, but is not limited 

SAfURAN(;ISCO 
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equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification 
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), 
horsepower, engine serial nu.-'nber, and expected fuel usage and 
hours of operation. For the VDECS installed: technology type, serial 
number, m.ake, model, manufacturer, i\RB verification number 
level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation 
date. For off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting 
shall indicate t.he type of alternative fuel being used. 
The Plan shal:t be kept on-site an.d available for review by any 
persons requesting it a:nd a legible sign shall be posted at tl:te 
perimeter of the construction site ilcdicating to the public the basic 
requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the Plan. 
The projed sponsor sru>Jl provide copies d 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 includn1g t.'te information 
req-11ired in Paragraph 4, above. In addition, for off-road equipment 
not using renewable diesel, reporting shall indicate the type of 
aitemative hH:l being used. 
Within £ix months of the completion of construction activities, the 

project sponsor shall subrrtit 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 Statemenl 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 Pla.n have been incorporated into contract 

6-55 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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Project IVlitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Best Available Control I Project sponsor 

Technolog;; for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps 
(Implementation of Ce11tral SoMa PEIR M-AQ-5a) All diesel 
generators and fire pumps shall have engines that (1) meet Tier 4 
Final or Tier -1 bterim emission standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 
emission standards a..nd are equipped vvith a California Air 
Resources Board Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control 
Strategy. PJl 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 L.'te 
project, inclu&\ng any associated generator pads, engine and filter 
specifications shall he submitted to the San Francisco Planning 
Department fs'r review and approval prior to issuance of a permit 
for the generator or fire pump from the San Francisco Department 
of B-uilding Inspection. Once operational, all diesel backup 
generators and Verified Diesel Emissions Cont:rol Strategy shall be 
maintained in good working order in perpetuity and any future 
.replacement of the diesel backup generator, fire pumps, and Level3 
Verified Diesel Emission..s Control Strategy filters shall be required 
to be consistent with tlcese emissions specifications. The operator of 
the facility shall maintain records of the testing schedule for each 
diesel backup generator and fire pu .. TTip for the life of that diesel 
backup generator a.."'l.d fire pump and provide this information for 
revie'v to the Pla.TJ.ning Department within three months of 
reoueslli"'l.g such information. 

::iE.fi .J-f\ANL-fb!.>.U 
PU>.NIIfli!>l(S OEP~ 

For generator 
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Project Mitigation 
for Building Design Modifications (Implementation of Central 
SoMa PEIR M-'11\'1~1) 

In the event that the proposed project's design is modified, the 
new design shall be evaluated by a qualified wind expert as to the 
potential to result in a new wind hazard exceedance or aggravate 
an existing pedestrian-level wind hazard exceedance (defi..-r;ed as 
the one~hour vvind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour 
equivalent ,,dnd speed). I£ t,~e qualified expert determines that 
wind-tunnel testing is required due to the potential for a new or 
v;rorsened vvi..rtd hazard -exceedance, the project shall adhere to the 
following standards for reduction oJ ground-level vvind speeds L>t 
areas of substantial pedesh·ian use: 

20 

" New buildings shall be shaped (e.g., include setbacks, or other 
building design tedh'liques), or other >"Jind baffling measures 
shall be implemented, so that the development would result in 

the following viTifh respect to the one-hour vvind hazard 
criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent '.vTI<d speed: 
o No net increase, compared to existing conditions, in 

the overall number of hours during which the wind 
ha;:c.ard criterion is exceeded (the number of 
exceedance locations may change, allo1iving for both 
ne111' 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 

0 Any increase in the overall number of hours during 
which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded shall be 

In the event 
that the 
project's 
design is 
modified 
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after approval of final 
construction plan set 
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evaluated in the context of the overall wind effects of 
anticipated development that is in accordance with tP.e 
Plan. Such an evaluation shall be undertaken if the 
project contribution to the wirl.d hazard exceedance at 
one or more locations relatively distant from the 
individual project site is minimal and if anticipated 
future Plan area development v\'ould substantively affect 
the \vind conditions at those locations. The project and 
foreseeable development shall ensure that there is no 
increase in the overall number of hours duri.~.cg which the 
wind hazard criterion is exceeded. 

o New buildings that carucot meet the one-hour wi.'ld 
hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent \Vind 
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. 

Pi.ANNlllNG DEPAmMIF.:!'Iii'T 
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Pmject Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: 
(Impl€mentation of Central SoMa 

As part of the construction contract, the project sponsor shall include 
a requirement for pre-construction special-status bat surveys when 
trees with a diameter at breast height equal to or greater than 6 
inches are to be removed or vacant buildings that have been vacac'l.t 
for six months or longer are to be demolished. If active day or night 
roosts .are roun£t a qualified biologist (i.e., a biologist holding a 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] collection permit 
and a ]\.femorandum of Understanchng with the CDFW allowing the 
biologist to handle and collect bats) shall ta.l<e actions to make such 
roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building 
dernolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created armmd active 
bat roosts being used for maternity or hibemation purposes at a 
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Project Improvement Measure I-BI-1: Night Lighting Minimization 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Improvement Measure I-BI-2) 

In complifu!.Ce with the vollmtary San Francisco Lights Out Program, 
the project sponsor will implement bird-safe building operations to 
prevent and minimize bird strike impacts, including but not limited 
to the following measures: 

" Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by: 
o MJnimizing the amount and visual impact of perimeter 

lighting and fa<;:ade up-lighting and avoid up-lighti_ng of 
rooftop anten.Tlae and other tail equipment, as well.as of 
<my decorative features; 

o Installing motion-sensor lightiJ1.g; 
o Using :minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required 

lighting levels. 
® Reduce building lighting from interior sources by: 

OAI{.r-.r;m~\_;.RiJ.;.u 

o Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas, 
and atria; 

o Turnin.g off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. 
through sunrise, especially during peak migration 
periods (rr>id-I:vfarch to early June and late August 
through late October); 

o Using 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 lighti..ng; 

o Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 
ll:OOp.m.; 

o Educating building users about the dangers of night 
to birds. 

li"~!lllF<IG D~E!IIT 
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