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SUMMARY

S.1 Project Synopsis

S.1.1 Project Description

The California Barrel Company LLC, the project sponsor, proposes to implement the Potrero
Power Station Mixed-Use Development project (proposed project), the redevelopment of an
approximately 29-acre site along San Francisco's central bayside waterfront with a variety of
residential, commercial, parking, community facilities, and open space land uses. The residential
uses would include both market-rate and affordable housing, and the commercial uses would
include office, research and development (R&D)/life science, retail, hotel, entertainment/
assembly, and production, distribution, and repair (PDR) uses. The proposed project would also
include public access areas and open space, playing fields and other active open space uses,
shoreline improvements, an internal grid of public streets, shared public ways, and utilities
infrastructure. Overall, the proposed project could consist of up to approximately 5.4 million
gross square feet (gsf) of development. The project site is located within the Central Waterfront
neighborhood, generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the San Francisco Bay to the east,
23rd Street to the south, and Illinois Street to the west. Figure 2-1, Project Location, (see
Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-2) shows the project location.

The proposed project would include amendments to the General Plan and Planning Code,
creating a new Potrero Power Station Special Use District (SUD). The SUD would establish land
use controls for the project site and incorporate design standards and guidelines in a new Potrero
Power Station Design for Development (D for D) document. The Zoning Maps would be
amended to change the current zoning to the proposed SUD zoning. These amendments would
also modify the existing height limits on the portions of the project site not owned by the Port of
San Francisco. The proposed rezoning would modify the existing height limits of 40 and 65 feet to
various heights ranging from 65 to 300 feet. The proposed project would also include
improvements to transportation and circulation, shoreline features, and utilities infrastructure.

The proposed sponsor has filed an application for the proposed project to be certified as an
environmental leadership development project by the Governor of California. The approval of
this application would make the project subject to streamlined judicial review under the Jobs and
Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (California Public
Resources Code section 21178 et seq.). Pursuant to the requirements of this act, the San Francisco
Planning Department has provided a record of proceedings for the proposed project that can be
accessed and downloaded from the following website: http://www.PPSmixeduse.com. The
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Summary

record of proceedings contain all reference documents and other materials submitted to, or relied
upon by, the lead agency in the preparation of this EIR.

The San Francisco Planning Department has determined that the proposed project is subject to
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and that an environmental
impact report (EIR) is required to inform the public and decision-makers about the potential
significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, to identify possible ways to
minimize the project’s significant adverse effects, and to describe and analyze possible
alternatives to the proposed project.

S.1.1.1 Background

The project site encompasses the location of the former Potrero Power Plant, which ceased
operation in 2011, and certain adjacent parcels. The approximately 29.0-acre site is comprised of five
sub-areas based on current ownership and control: the 21-acre Power Station sub-area, a 4.8-acre
PG&E sub-area, a 2.9-acre Port sub-area, a 0.2-acre Southern sub-area, and a triangularly shaped
City sub-area. These are shown in Figure 2-2, Project Site Sub-Areas and Ownership, (see Chapter 2,
Project Description, page 2-5). The project sponsor owns and has control over the development of
the Power Station sub-area and has received letters of authorization from the Port of San Francisco,
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and Harrigan Weidenmuller Company to study the
proposed project on their respective properties.

Existing structures at the project site consist primarily of vacant buildings and facilities. The project
site currently has little vegetation other than occasional ruderal weeds, unmaintained vegetation
and a row of street trees along Illinois Street at the western boundary of the site and on a short
segment of the north side of 23rd Street. Current uses on the Power Station sub-area include
warehouses, parking, vehicle storage, and office space. In the Power Station and PG&E sub-areas,
PG&E has completed or is currently completing hazardous materials remediation of the soils, soil
vapors, and groundwater that have been contaminated by historical activities; all remediation
efforts have been and are being conducted under the oversight of the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board. Twenty-four structures remain on the site associated with the former
power plant, including six historic structures associated with the historic Third Street Industrial
District: the Unit 3 Power Block, the Boiler Stack, Station A, the Meter House, the Gate House, and
the Compressor House.

Figure 2-3, Existing Zoning on Project Site, (see Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-7), shows
the existing zoning and height and bulk designations for the project site. The Power Station sub-
area is zoned M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and located in a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The portions
of the Port sub-area along the shoreline are zoned M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G
(Production, Distribution and Repair — General) and are located in a 40-X Height and Bulk
District. The PG&E sub-area is zoned M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and is located in the 40-X and 65-X
Height and Bulk districts. The City and Southern subareas and the portion of the Port sub-area on
23rd Street consist of rights-of-way and, consequently, are not within zoning or height and bulk
districts.
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S.1.1.2 Project Characteristics

The Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development project would rezone and establish
development controls for a multi-phased, mixed-use development at the project site. Table S-1,
Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Preferred Project Characteristics, summarizes
the proposed project’s characteristics, including a description of the types and amounts of
proposed land uses, details regarding proposed dwelling units, building heights, vehicle and
bicycle parking, and other features. As shown in Table S-1, the project would include
approximately 2.7 million gsf of residential uses (2,682 residential units), and approximately
1.6 million square feet of commercial uses. In addition, the project would provide approximately
922,000 gsf parking, approximately 100,000 gsf of community facilities, approximately 25,000 gsf
of entertainment/assembly uses, and approximately 6.2 acres of open space. As part of the proposed
project, approximately 20 existing structures on the project site would be demolished, including up
to five historic structures that are contributors to the historic Third Street Industrial District.

Figure 2-4, Proposed Land Use Plan, (see Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-9) presents the
conceptual project site plan, illustrating the proposed layout of the development blocks and street
network and location of proposed uses. As shown on this figure, the proposed project
incorporates a flexible land use program in which certain blocks on the project site are designated
for either residential or commercial uses (referred to as “flex blocks”), where future market
conditions would ultimately determine the type and amount of land uses to be developed on those
blocks. The project characteristics presented in Table S-1 reflects the project sponsor’s preferred
allocation of residential and commercial uses for the various flex blocks.

Transportation and circulation improvements under the proposed project would include: a
continuous street network, connection to the planned Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project directly
north of the project site; a new bus stop and shuttle service; and the installation of traffic signals at
the intersections of Illinois Street at 23rd and Humboldt streets. The roadway network would be
accessible for all modes of transportation and would include vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian
improvements. Proposed shoreline improvements would include the development of waterfront
parks, construction of a floating dock extending out and above the tidal zone to provide access from
the site to the bay for fishing and suitable recreational vessels, stormwater drainage outfalls, and
physical improvements to guard against potential flooding due to future sea level rise. The
proposed project would construct infrastructure and utilities improvements to serve the
proposed development, including potable, non-potable, and emergency water facilities;
wastewater and stormwater collection and conveyance; and natural gas and electricity
distribution. The project would pursue LEED v4 Gold certification for each proposed building.

As part of the project, the proposed sponsor has developed a draft Transportation Demand
Management Plan to support sustainable land use development, and would implement a final
approved plan as part of project operations. The plan would prioritize pedestrian and bicycle
access and implement measures to encourage alternative modes of transportation and to support
a dense, walkable, mixed-use, transit-oriented development that prioritizes safety, especially for
bicyclists and pedestrians.
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TABLE S-1
POTRERO POWER STATION MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PREFERRED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS?
Project Characteristic Metric
Project Site Size and Shape Dimensions
Area 29.0 acres
Maximum Length and Width Approximately 1,650 feet by 950 feet
Proposed Land Use Program® Area (gsf)
Residential 2,682,427
Commercial (Retail) 107,439
Commercial (Office) 597,723
Commercial (R&D/life science) 645,738
Commercial (Hotel) 241,574¢
Commercial (PDR) 45,040
Community Facilities 100,938
Entertainment/Assembly 25,000
Parking 921,981
Total Building Area 5,367,860 gsf
Proposed Dwelling Units Number Percentage (approximate)
Studio 388 14.5%
1-Bedroom 1,159 43.2%
2-Bedroom 867 32.3%
3-Bedroom 268 10.0%
Total Dwelling Units 2,682 100%
Proposed Parking Number
Vehicle Parking Spaces® 2,622
Car Share Spaces 38
Bicycle Parking®
Bicycle Parking Class 1 1,577
Bicycle Parking Class 2 373
Total Bicycle Parking 1,950
Open Space Area (gsf)
Publicly Accessible Open Space Approximately 6.2 acres
Private Open Space 36 square feet per unit if located on balcony, or 48 square feet per unit if
commonly accessible to residents
Building Characteristics Area (gsf)
Stories 5 to 30 stories
Height 65 to 180 feet; one building at 300 feet
Ground Floor All blocks would include ground floor active/retail/production space
Basements All development blocks would allow but not require one below-grade level of
vehicle parking spaces’

NOTES: gsf = gross square feet; R&D = research and development; PDR = production, distribution, and repair
a

b

o

f

All numbers in this table are approximate.

The proposed project includes a number of flex blocks, for which either residential or certain commercial uses may ultimately be selected. The

numbers shown in this table show the anticipated development of the flex blocks, assuming a targeted amount/type of residential and commercial

development at each flex block. The EIR addresses the potential for variation in the total amount of residential and amount and type of commercial

development on the flex blocks.

The hotel would have 220 hotel rooms.

Per the proposed Design for Development document, the number of vehicle parking spaces is based on 0.6 space per residential unit; one space

per 1,500 square feet of commercial office, R&D/life science, or PDR uses; three spaces per 1,000 square feet of grocery store use; and one space

per each 16 hotel guest rooms. Dedicated car share spaces would be as required by planning code section 166. The number of car share spaces is

based on one car share space per residential buildings with 50 to 200 dwelling units; for residential buildings with over 200 dwelling units, two car

share spaces plus one for every 200 dwelling units over 200; for non-residential buildings, providing between 25 and 49 parking spaces, one car

share space; for non-residential buildings providing 50 or more parking spaces, one car share space plus one for every 50 parking spaces over 50.

Per the proposed D for D, the number of bicycle parking spaces reflects Planning Code requirements, as follows.

* Residential: One Class 1 bicycle parking space for each dwelling unit up to 100 plus one space for every four units in excess of 100; one Class 2
bicycle parking space for every 20 dwelling units.

e Office: One Class 1 bicycle parking space for every 5,000 square feet of occupied floor area; two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces up to
5,000 square feet of OFA plus one for each 50,000 square feet of OFA in excess of 5,000 square feet.

e PDR, R&Dllife science: One Class 1 bicycle parking space for every 12,000 square feet of OFA; two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces up to
50,000 square feet of OFA, and an additional two for spaces in excess of 50,000 square feet of OFA.

e Retail: One Class 1 bicycle parking space per 7,500 square feet of OFA; minimum two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces with a rate of one per
2,500 square feet up to 50,000 square feet and an additional space for each additional 10,000 square feet.

o Hotel: One Class 1 space per 30 rooms; one Class 2 space per 30 rooms and one Class 1 space per 5,000 square feet of conference space.

Basement parking is accounted for in the above line item for parking.

SOURCE: California Barrel Company, EEA PPA Application Package, Potrero Power Station Mixed Use Development, October 2017
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One potential element of the proposed project is environmental remediation activities beyond
those currently being conducted by PG&E, if deemed necessary by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. As stated above, PG&E has conducted and is undertaking environmental
remediation activities as directed by the regional board. PG&E is required to complete
remediation activities to achieve a commercial/industrial land use standard. However, regulatory
requirements governing the portions of the site subject to remediation activities specify that
residential or other sensitive land uses are prohibited without prior approval from the regional
board. Therefore, in order to implement proposed residential or other sensitive land uses (such as
childcare uses), the project sponsor would be required to conduct further environmental
remediation activities as directed by the regional board, which could include additional human
health risk evaluation, additional media-specific mitigation, and/or additional institutional and
engineering controls, to ensure the health and safety of current and future site users.

S.1.1.3 Project Construction

Construction is estimated to occur over a 15-year period, beginning in 2020 and ending in 2034,
but the construction period could vary depending on market conditions and permitting
requirements. Project construction would likely occur in seven overlapping phases (Phase 0
through 6), with each phase lasting approximately three to five years. Following the initial
demolition, site preparation and rough grading for the entire site (Phase 0), Phase 1 of
construction is anticipated to start on the southeast portion of the site and Phase 6 of construction
would end in the northwest portion of the site. Each phase would construct a portion of the
transportation and circulation improvements, utilities infrastructure improvements, open space
improvements, and other aspects of the project (including the bike and automobile parking), in
conjunction with the construction of new buildings within each phase. Once a construction phase
is completed, occupancy and long-term operations of completed phases would commence,
concurrent with construction of subsequent phases. Construction phasing is shown in Figure 2-25,
Proposed Project Phasing Plan, (see Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-51). The project
characteristics presented above (including the total number of residential units, square footage of
commercial use, acres of open space, bicycle and automobile spaces) are totals based on full
buildout and completion of all phases of the proposed project. Construction activities would take
place up to seven days a week, between 7 am. and 8 p.m., consistent with the provisions of
section 2908 of the San Francisco Police Code. Nighttime construction activities would be limited
to certain areas of the project site during phase 1 only, prior to residential occupancy on the site.

S.2 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The initial study determined that the following topics would have either no significant impacts or
impacts that can be reduced to less than significant with mitigation: archeological resources,
human remains, and tribal cultural resources; greenhouse gas emissions; recreation; utilities and
services systems; public services; geology, soils and paleontological resources; mineral and
energy resources; and agricultural and forest resources. Discussion and analysis of impacts in
these resource areas are presented in Appendix B.
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Impacts related to aesthetics are not analyzed in the initial study or this EIR because under CEQA
(Public Resources Code section 21099), aesthetics impacts of a mixed-use or employment center
project on an infill site located within a transit priority area are not to be considered significant
impacts, and the proposed project meets the applicable criteria under this section.

Chapter 4 of the EIR presents detailed discussion and analysis of the following resources: land
use and land use planning; population and housing; historic architectural resources;
transportation and circulation; noise and vibration; air quality; wind and shadow; biological
resources; hydrology and water quality; and hazards and hazardous materials.

Table S-2 (at the end of this chapter) summarizes all of the impacts of the proposed project,
identifies the significance of each impact, and presents the full text of the recommended
mitigation measures and improvement measures. Mitigation measures are feasible measures that
would avoid, lessen, or reduce significant impacts, and would be required to be implemented if
the project is approved. Improvement measures would also lessen or reduce impacts, but unlike
mitigation measures, implementation of improvement measures is not required under CEQA
because they apply only to impacts determined to be less than significant. However, all
improvement measures identified in this EIR would be incorporated into conditions of approval
and therefore would also be required to be implemented if the project is approved. The summary
table includes all impacts and mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project, with the
EIR sections presented first, followed by the initial study sections.

As indicated on Table S-2, the EIR determined that the proposed project would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts in the following areas, even with implementation of feasible
mitigation measures:

e Historic architectural resources: impacts on individually significant buildings, and on the
integrity of a historic district at a project-specific and cumulative level (Impact CR-4, Impact
CR-5, and Impact C-CR-2)

e Transportation and circulation: transit capacity and transit operations, both at a project-
specific and cumulative level (Impact TR-4, Impact TR-5, Impact C-TR-4, and Impact C-TR-5)

e Noise: construction noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors, operational noise increases along
roadways, and cumulative traffic noise increases (Impact NO-2, Impact NO-8, Impact NO-1,
and Impact C-NO-2)

e Air quality: criteria air pollutant emissions during construction and overlapping operations,
criteria air pollutant emissions during operations, and cumulative regional air quality
impacts (Impact AQ-2, Impact AQ-3, and Impact C-AQ-1)

e Wind: potential for hazardous wind conditions during interim periods during phased
construction and/or due to changes in the building layout and/or massing. (Impact WS-2)
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S.3 Summary of Project Alternatives

CEQA requires that an EIR must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed project that would avoid or lessen significant impacts of the proposed project, would
meet most of the project objectives, and would be feasible. The following seven alternatives are
analyzed in this EIR:

e Alternative A: No Project/Code Compliant Alternative

e Alternative B: Full Preservation/Reduced Program Alternative
e Alternative C: Full Preservation/Similar Program Alternative
e Alternative D: Partial Preservation 1 Alternative

e Alternative E: Partial Preservation 2 Alternative

e Alternative F: Partial Preservation 3 Alternative

e Alternative G: Partial Preservation 4 Alternative

The San Francisco Planning Department determined that these seven alternatives are feasible and
adequately represent the range of alternatives required under CEQA for this project, although the
financial feasibility of all alternatives is unknown. These alternatives would lessen, and in some
cases avoid, significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to historic architectural
resources, transportation, air quality, noise, and wind that were identified for the proposed
project, as well as meet most of the project objectives. A "no project alternative” is included as
Alternative A, as required by CEQA, even though it would not meet the basic project objectives.
Schematics of all alternatives are included in Chapter 6 (pages 6-18 to 6-24).

S.3.1 Alternative A: No Project/Code Compliant Alternative

S.3.1.1 Description of Alternative

Alternative A assumes that the project sponsor would develop the Power Station sub-area in
compliance with the existing planning code and land use designations. In addition, the adjoining
Southern, City and eastern portions of the Port sub-areas of the project site would be developed
in conjunction with the Power Station sub-area to provide continuity and connectivity to the bay
and surrounding land uses; the 1.3 acre portion of the Port sub-area along 23rd Street would not
be developed. However, due to the limited development potential under the existing zoning code
and land use designations, this alternative assumes that the project sponsor would not seek to
partner with PG&E in the development of the adjacent PG&E sub-area and that the 4.8-acre
PG&E sub-area would remain in its current use as storage and housing for power transmission
equipment. Thus, Alternative A would consist of development of a total of 22.9 acres compared
to the 29 acres under the proposed project.

Overall development on the project site would be reduced to about 28 percent of that proposed
under the proposed project, consisting of commercial, PDR, and retail uses. There would be no
residential uses (including no childcare uses), and no commercial uses designated for R&D/life
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sciences uses, since these uses are not be allowed under the existing zoning. Open space would
be reduced to 4.4 acres, compared to 6.2 acres for the project. All buildings would be 40 feet in
height, consistent with the existing height limit, and there would be no recreational dock. This
alternative also assumes that Station A, the Compressor House, Gate House, Meter House, and
Unit 3 Power Block would be demolished, but that the Boiler Stack would be retained.

$.3.1.2 Summary of Impacts

Alternative A would avoid or reduce some—but not all—of the significant and unavoidable
impacts identified for the proposed project. This alternative would substantially lessen the
severity of the following impacts, reducing them from significant and unavoidable with
mitigation to less than significant or less than significant with mitigation: impacts on Muni
capacity, both at a project-specific and cumulative level; impacts on Muni operations, both at a
project-specific and cumulative level; impacts from construction-related increases in ambient
noise levels to future onsite receptors; impacts from construction--related plus overlapping
operational criteria air pollutant emissions; impacts from operations-related criteria air pollutant
emissions; impacts from cumulative regional air quality impacts; and impacts from interim wind
hazards.

However, significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the project (including some impacts
that would be lessened compared to the project but still significant and unavoidable) that would
not be substantially reduced under Alternative A and would still occur include impacts related
to: individually eligible historic resources; effects on the Third Street Industrial District, both at a
project-specific and cumulative level; construction-related increases in ambient noise levels to
future Pier 70 receptors; operational offsite traffic noise increases, both at a project-specific and
cumulative level; and cumulative construction-related noise increases.

S.3.2 Alternative B: Full Preservation/Reduced Program
Alternative

§$.3.2.1 Description of Alternative

Alternative B would retain and rehabilitate in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards all six on-site historic structures: Station A, the Meter House, the Compressor House,
the Gate House, the Unit 3 Power Block, and the Unit 3 Boiler Stack. Building floors would be
added to the open volume interior space of Station A. This alternative would incorporate these
structures into a development reduced in all aspects to about two thirds the size of the proposed
project, thereby reducing the magnitude of both construction and operational impacts, but still
retaining the diversity of land uses under the proposed project. The gross square footage of the
development would be reduced to two thirds that of the project, and building heights of
proposed towers would also be reduced to two thirds that of the project, but open space acreage
would remain the same as that of the project.
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$.3.2.2 Summary of Impacts

Alternative B would avoid or substantially lessen the severity of four of the significant and
unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project. This alternative would substantially lessen
the severity of the following impacts, reducing them from significant and unavoidable with
mitigation to less than significant or less than significant with mitigation: impacts on individually
eligible historic resources; impacts on the Third Street Industrial District, both at a project-specific
and cumulative level; and impacts on transit operations, both at a project-specific and cumulative
level.

Significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the project that would not be substantially
reduced under Alternative B and would still occur include the following: Muni capacity impacts,
both at a project-specific and cumulative level; construction-related increases in ambient noise
levels to future on-site and Pier 70 receptors; operational off-site traffic noise increases; cumulative
construction-related noise increases; impacts related to construction- and operations-related criteria

air pollutant emissions; cumulative regional air quality impacts, and interim wind hazards.

S5.3.3 Alternative C: Full Preservation/Similar Program
Alternative

S.3.3.1 Description of Alternative

Alternative C would retain and rehabilitate in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards all six on-site historic structures: Station A, Meter House, Compressor House, Gate
House, Unit 3 Power Block, and Unit 3 Boiler Stack. Building floors would be added to the open
volume interior space of Station A. This alternative would incorporate these structures into a
development program and mix of uses similar in magnitude to the proposed project, and would
specifically include about the same number of residential units as the project but with a slight
reduction in office uses. Overall total building area would be about 99 percent of the proposed
project, and buildings heights would generally be the same as those identified for proposed
project, ranging in most part from 65 to 180 feet, except there would be two 300-foot towers and
two 240-foot towers instead of one 300-foot tower and three 180-foot towers for the proposed
project. Open space acreage would remain the same as that of the project.

$.3.3.2 Summary of Impacts

Alternative C would avoid or substantially lessen the severity of three of the significant and
unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project. This alternative would substantially
lessen the severity of the following impacts, reducing them from significant and unavoidable
with mitigation to less than significant with mitigation: impacts on individually eligible historic
resources; and impacts on the Third Street Industrial District, both at a project-specific and
cumulative level.

Significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the project that would not be substantially
reduced under Alternative C and would still include the following: Muni capacity impacts, both at
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a project-specific and cumulative level; transit operations impacts, both at a project-specific and
cumulative level; construction-related increases in ambient noise levels to future on-site and Pier 70
receptors; operational off-site traffic noise increases, both at a project-specific and cumulative level;
cumulative construction-related noise increases; construction and operations related criteria air
pollutant emissions; cumulative regional air quality impacts; and interim wind hazards.

In addition, there is the potential for Alternative C to have two additional significant and
unavoidable impacts associated with wind hazards. Although no wind tunnel testing has been
completed for this alternative, there is the likelihood that wind conditions would be more severe
than those under the project because of the additional towers. Conservatively, it is assumed that
Alternative C would have significant and unavoidable wind impacts at build-out even with
mitigation, at both a project-specific and cumulative level.

S.3.4 Alternative D: Partial Preservation 1 Alternative

S$.3.4.1 Description of Alternative

Alternative D would retain Station A and rehabilitate its exterior character-defining features in
accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards. Building floors would be added to the open
volume interior space of Station A. This alternative would incorporate a development program
similar in magnitude to the proposed project. Three historic structures—the Meter House, the
Compressor House, and the Gate House—would be demolished. The major changes from the
proposed project would be that Station A would exist in place of a 125-foot building on Block 10,
and the 300-foot tower on Block 6 would be relocated to Block 7. Similar to the proposed project,
Alternative D would retain the Unit 3 Power Block for hotel use and rehabilitate the Boiler Stack.
The development program and mix of uses would be similar in magnitude to the proposed project,
with a slight reduction in residential and office uses. Overall total building area would be about
94 percent of the proposed project, and buildings heights would generally be the same as those
identified for proposed project. Open space acreage would remain the same as that of the project.

S$.3.4.2 Summary of Impacts

Alternative D would reduce two of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the
proposed project to less than significant with mitigation: impacts on the Third Street Industrial
District, both at a project-specific and cumulative level.

Significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the project that would not be reduced under
Alternative D and would still occur include the following: impacts on individually eligible
historic resources; impacts on Muni capacity, both at a project-specific and cumulative level;
transit operations impacts, both at a project-specific and cumulative level; construction-related
increases in ambient noise levels to future on-site and Pier 70 receptors; operational off-site traffic
noise increases both at a project-specific and cumulative level; cumulative construction-related
noise increases; construction and operations related criteria air pollutant emissions; cumulative
regional air quality impacts; and interim wind hazards.
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S.3.5 Alternative E: Partial Preservation 2 Alternative

S.3.5.1 Description of Alternative

Alternative E would retain the southern portion of Station A and rehabilitate all or a portion of
the exterior character-defining features of the remaining portion of the structure in accordance
with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards to the extent feasible. Building floors would be added
to the open volume interior space of the remaining portion of Station A. The southern portion of
Station A was selected because there are more character-defining features at that end, and it
would replace a 125-foot-tall office building in the same location under the proposed project.
Otherwise, this alternative generally follows the same land use mixes, heights, and
configurations as the proposed project, including demolition of the Meter House, Compressor
House, Gate House, and northern portion of Station A. Similar to the proposed project,
Alternative E would retain the Unit 3 Power Block for hotel use and rehabilitate the Boiler Stack.
The development program and mix of uses would be similar in magnitude to the proposed
project, with a slight reduction in office uses. Overall total building area would be about 97
percent of the proposed project, and buildings heights would generally be the same as those
identified for proposed project. Open space acreage would remain the same as that of the project.

$.3.5.2 Summary of Impacts

The overall impacts of Alternative E compared to those of the proposed project would generally
be the same as described above for Alternative D. Like Alternative D, this alternative would
substantially lessen the severity of the following impact, reducing it from significant and
unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant with mitigation: impacts on the Third Street
Industrial District, both at a project-specific and cumulative level.

Alternative E would also partially lessen the severity of the significant and unavoidable impact
on individually eligible historic resources, but not substantially enough to change the CEQA
significance determination of significant and unavoidable with mitigation. All of the other
impacts of Alternative E compared to those of the proposed project would be the same as
described above for Alternative D.

S.3.6 Alternative F: Partial Preservation 3 Alternative

$.3.6.1 Description of Alternative

Alternative F would retain the Compressor House and Meter House and rehabilitate all or a
portion of their exterior character-defining features in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards. This alternative would incorporate these structures into a development program
similar in magnitude to the proposed project. Two historic structures—Station A and the Gate
House—would be demolished. The major change from the proposed project would be that the
parking garage with rooftop playing field would be relocated from Block 5 to Block 1, with an
associated reduction in the building area of the garage and residential uses that are proposed on
these blocks under the project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative F would retain the
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Unit 3 Power Block for a hotel use and would rehabilitate the Boiler Stack. The development
program and mix of uses would be similar in magnitude to the proposed project, with a slight
reduction in residential uses. Overall total building area would be about 95 percent of the
proposed project, and buildings heights would generally be the same as those identified for
proposed project. Open space acreage would remain the same as that of the project.

$.3.6.2 Summary of Impacts

The overall impacts of Alternative F compared to those of the proposed project would be
generally the same as described above for Alternative D. Like Alternative D, this alternative
would substantially lessen the severity of the following impacts, reducing them from significant
and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant with mitigation: impacts on the Third
Street Industrial District, both on project-specific and cumulative level.

Alternative F would also partially lessen the severity of the significant and unavoidable impact
on individually eligible historic resources, but not substantially enough to change the CEQA
significance determination of significant and unavoidable with mitigation. All of the other
impacts of Alternative F compared to those of the proposed project would be the same as
described above for Alternative D.

However, there is the potential for Alternative F to have two additional significant and
unavoidable impact associated with wind hazards. Although no wind tunnel testing has been
completed for this alternative, there is the likelihood that wind conditions would be more severe
than those under the project because of the massing of the 180-foot tall building at the southwest
corner of the project site at Block 5. Conservatively, it is assumed that Alternative F would have
significant and unavoidable wind impacts at buildout even with mitigation, at both a project-
specific and cumulative level.

S.3.7 Alternative G: Partial Preservation 4 Alternative

S.3.7.1 Description of Alternative

Alternative G would retain the facades and exterior character-defining features of Station A, the
Compressor House, and the Meter House, but would include new construction within and above
these buildings. A 125-foot-tall office building would extend from within the fagades of the
southern portion of Station A, and a 300-foot-tall residential tower would rise from within the
facades of the northern portion of Station A. The ground floors within the facades of the
Compressor House and Meter House would be used for retail, with new construction extending
65 feet above the Compressor House to be used for office space. The alternative would
incorporate these structures into a development similar in magnitude to the proposed project.
One historic structure—the Gate House—would be demolished. The major changes from the
proposed project would be: (1) the parking garage with rooftop playing field would be relocated
from Block 5 to Block 1, with an associated reduction in the building area of the garage and
residential uses that are proposed on these blocks under the project, and (2) the 65-foot and 180-
foot residential buildings adjacent to the Compressor House and Meter House would be
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redesigned. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative G would retain the Unit 3 Power Block
for a hotel use and would rehabilitate the Boiler Stack. The development program and mix of
uses would be similar in magnitude to the proposed project, with a slight reduction in residential
and office uses. Overall total building area would be about 96 percent of the proposed project,
and buildings heights would generally be the same as those identified for proposed project. Open
space acreage would remain the same as that of the project.

$.3.7.2 Summary of Impacts

The overall impacts of Alternative G compared to those of the proposed project would be
generally the same as described above for Alternative D. Like Alternative D, this alternative
would substantially lessen the severity of the following impacts, reducing them from significant
and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant with mitigation: impacts on the Third
Street Industrial District, both at a project-specific and cumulative level.

Alternative G would also partially lessen the severity of the significant and unavoidable impact
on individually eligible historic resources, but not substantially enough to change the CEQA
significance determination of significant and unavoidable with mitigation. All of the other
impacts of Alternative G compared to those of the proposed project would be the same as
described above for Alternative D.

However, there is the potential for Alternative G to have two additional significant and
unavoidable impacts associated with wind hazards. Although no wind tunnel testing has been
completed for this alternative, there is the likelihood that wind conditions would be more severe
than those under the project because of the massing of the 180-foot tall building at the southwest
corner of the project site at Block 5. Conservatively, it is assumed that Alternative G would have
significant and unavoidable wind impacts at build-out even with mitigation, at both a project-
specific and cumulative level.

5.3.8 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Table S-3 (at the end of this chapter, following Table S-2) presents a summary comparison of the
impacts of all the alternatives, focusing only on impacts that would substantially or noticeably be
different under the alternatives compared to the project; other impacts not shown on the table
would substantially have all the same or similar impacts as identified for the proposed project.
Overall, Alternative B, Full Preservation/Reduced Program Alternative, is considered the
environmentally superior alternative. Alternative B would eliminate the significant and
unavoidable impacts related to individually eligible historic resources, effects on the Third Street
Industrial District, and transit operations that would occur under the proposed project. Even
though some significant and unavoidable impacts would still occur under Alternative B, this
alternative would lessen the severity of the significant adverse impacts related to transit capacity,
construction and operational noise, and construction and operational criteria air pollutant
emissions, pedestrian safety and accessibility, and health risk from exposure to toxic air
contaminants when compared to the impacts of the proposed project. Compared to the other
alternatives, Alternative B would meet most of the basic project objectives and would offer the
greatest environmental advantages over the proposed project.
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S.4 Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

On November 1, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) of an EIR on the proposed Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development project and
made the NOP available on its website. The NOP was sent to governmental agencies,
organizations, and persons interested in the proposed project to initiate the 30-day public scoping
period for this EIR, which started on November 1, 2017 and ended on December 1, 2017. A
scoping meeting was held on November 15, 2017, to solicit comments on the scope of the EIR.
The NOP and comments on the NOP are included in Appendix A of this document.

Based on the comments received, controversial issues for the proposed project include:

e Project land uses, consideration of alternate uses, and compatibility of land uses on parcels
adjacent to Pier 70;

¢ Noise from construction, operational traffic, and generators on sensitive receptors;

e Impact from exposure to air pollutants during construction and operation on sensitive
receptors;

e Wind and shadow impacts generated by the project and cumulatively by the project and
Pier 70, with particular concern to recreation resources and the bay;

e The approach to the transportation impact analysis, reasons for the assumptions incorporated
(specifically into mode share), employees by different income brackets and miles travelled,
times of day and week studied, and cumulative projects considered;

e Impacts on transportation and circulation (including highways, arterial streets, local streets,
transit stations and service, and emergency response);

e The project’s assumptions and analysis for on-site parking demand and supply;
e Impacts associated with site remediation or management of soils during project construction;

e Project consistency with McAteer-Petris Act, Bay Plan, Coastal Zone Management Act, and
with San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) jurisdiction —
including with respect to 100-foot shoreline band compliance, BCDC related permits, public
access, remediation and sea level rise;

e Impacts to onsite historic buildings (including Meter House, Compressor House, Station A,
and the Gate House) and consideration of their preservation and possibilities for reuse;

e Impacts related to affordable housing and jobs housing balance by the project;

e Financing, (including fair share contribution), monitoring, scheduling, and responsibility for
implementation of mitigation measures;

e Cumulative impacts of development of the project combined with development of other
projects (including Pier 70), and development under other plans, in the vicinity.
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TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.B Land Use and Land Use Planning

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically
divide an established community.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with
applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative
land use impacts related to physical division of an
established community.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-LU-2: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative
land use impacts related to conflicts with applicable land
use plans, policies, and/or regulations adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

EIR Section 4.C Population and Housing

Impact PH-1: Construction of the proposed project would
not induce substantial population growth in an area.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact PH-2: Operation of the proposed project would not
induce substantial population growth in an area.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
to significant cumulative population and housing impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources

Impact CR-4: The proposed demolition of individually
significant buildings would materially alter, in an adverse
manner, the physical characteristics that justify their
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5a; Documentation (see Impact CR-5, below)
Mitigation Measure M-CR-5b: Video Recordation (see Impact CR-5, below)

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5c¢: Public Interpretation and Salvage (see Impact CR-5,

below)

SUM
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-5: The proposed demolition, substantial S Mitigation Measure M-CR-5a: Documentation SUM
alteration, and rehabilitation of contributing buildings would Before any demolition or rehabilitation activities within the project site, the project sponsor

materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical shall retain a professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional

phar acteristics .Of the Third S_tree't Indus_tnal D'St'."Ct that Qualification Standards for Architectural History to prepare written and photographic

justify its inclusion in the California Register of Historical documentation of Station A, the Compressor House, the Meter House, the Gate House, the

Resources. Boiler Stack, and Unit 3. The documentation shall be prepared based on the National Park

Service’s Historic American Building Survey (HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record

(HAER) Historical Report Guidelines. The HABS/HAER package shall jointly document the

Third Street Industrial District contributors and individually eligible resources to be

demolished or otherwise adversely affected. This type of documentation is based on a

combination of both HABS/HAER standards and National Park Service's policy for

photographic documentation, as outlined in the National Register and National Historic

Landmarks Survey Photo Policy Expansion.

The documentation shall be scoped and approved by Planning Department Preservation

staff and will include the following:

e Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale,
and dimension of Station A, the Compressor House, the Meter House, the Gate House,
and the Unit 3 Power Block. Planning Department Preservation staff will accept the
original architectural drawings or an as-built set of architectural drawings (plan, section,
elevation, etc.). Planning Department Preservation staff will assist the consultant in
determining the appropriate level of measured drawings;

o HABS-Level Photography: Either HABS standard large-format or digital photography
shall be used. The scope of the photographs shall be reviewed by Planning Department
Preservation staff for concurrence. All digital photography shall be conducted according
to the latest National Park Service standards. The photography shall be undertaken by
a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS photography.
Photograph views for the dataset shall include (a) contextual views; (b) views of each
side of each building and interior views; (c) oblique views of the buildings; and (d) detail
views of character-defining features, including features on the interior. All views shall be
referenced on a photographic key. This photographic key shall be on a map of the
property and shall show the photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction
of the view. Historical photographs shall also be collected, reproduced, and included in
the dataset; and

e HABS Historical Report: A written historical narrative and report, per HABS Historical
Report Guidelines.

e Print-On-Demand Book: A Print On Demand softcover book will be produced that
includes the content of the HABS historical report, historical photographs, HABS-level
photography, measured drawings and field notes.
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-5 (cont.)

The project sponsor shall transmit such documentation to the San Francisco Planning
Department, the Port of San Francisco, and to repositories including the History Room of the
San Francisco Public Library, San Francisco Heritage, Internet Archive, the California
Historical Society, the Potrero Hill Archives Project, and the Northwest Information Center of
the California Historical Information Resource System. All documentation will be reviewed and
approved by the San Francisco Planning Department’s Preservation staff prior to granting any
demolition or site permit.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5b: Video Recordation

Prior to any demolition or substantial alteration of an individual historical resource or
contributor to a historic district on the project site, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified
professional to undertake video documentation of the affected historical resource and its
setting. The documentation shall be conducted by a professional videographer with
experience recording architectural resources. The professional videographer shall provide a
storyboard of the proposed video recordation for review and approval by Planning Department
preservation staff. The documentation shall be narrated by a qualified professional who meets
the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by
the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 61). The documentation shall include as much information as possible—
using visuals in combination with narration—about the materials, construction methods,
current condition, historical use, and historic context of the historic resources.

Archival copies of the video documentation shall be submitted to the Planning Department,
and to repositories including: the San Francisco Planning Department, the Port of San
Francisco, the San Francisco Public Library, San Francisco Heritage, Prelinger Archives, the
California Historical Society, the Potrero Hill Archives Project, and the Northwest Information
Center of the California Historical Information Resource System. This mitigation measure
would supplement the traditional HABS documentation, and would enhance the collection of
reference materials that would be available to the public and inform future research.

The video documentation shall be reviewed and approved by the San Francisco Planning
Department’s preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit or site permit or
issuance of any Building Permits for the project.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5c¢: Public Interpretation and Salvage

Prior to any demolition or rehabilitation activities that would remove character-defining
features of an individual historical resource or contributor to a historic district on the project
site, the project sponsor shall consult with planning department preservation staff as to
whether any such features may be salvaged, in whole or in part, during demolition/alteration.
The project sponsor shall make a good faith effort to salvage materials of historical interest to
be utilized as part of the interpretative program. This could include reuse of the Greek Revival
facade of the Machine Shop Office, Gate House or a portion of the Unit 3 Power Block.
Following any demolition or rehabilitation activities within the project site, the project sponsor
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-5 (cont.)

shall provide within publicly accessible areas of the project site a permanent display(s) of
interpretive materials concerning the history and architectural features of the individual
historical resources and Third Street Industrial District. The content of the interpretive
display(s) shall be coordinated and consistent with the site-wide interpretive plan prepared in
coordination with planning department preservation staff, and may include the display of
salvaged features recovered through the process described above. The specific location,
media, and other characteristics of such interpretive display(s) shall be presented to planning
department preservation staff for review prior to any demolition or removal activities. The
historic interpretation plan shall be prepared in coordination with an architectural historian or
historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards and an
exhibit designer or landscape architect with historical interpretation design experience. As
feasible, coordination with local artists should occur. Interpretive display(s) shall document
both the Third Street Industrial District and individually eligible resources to be demolished or
rehabilitated. The interpretative program should also coordinate with other interpretative
displays currently proposed along the Bay, specifically at Pier 70, those along the Blue
Greenway, and others in the general vicinity. The interpretative plan should also explore
contributing to digital platforms that are publicly accessible. A proposal describing the general
parameters of the interpretive program shall be approved by planning department
preservation staff prior to issuance of a site permit. The substance, media and other elements
of such interpretive display shall be approved by planning department preservation staff prior
to issuance of a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5d: Rehabilitation of the Boiler Stack

Prior to the issuing of building permits associated with maodifications to the exterior of the
Boiler Stack, planning department preservation staff shall review the proposed design and
confirm that it conforms to the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for Rehabilitation and
the Design for Development standards and guidelines.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5e: Historic Preservation Plan and Review Process for
Alteration of the Boiler Stack

Prior to the approval of the first building permit for construction of Phase 1, a historic
preservation plan establishing protective measures shall be prepared and implemented to aid
in preserving and protecting the Boiler Stack, which would be retained as part of the project.
The historic preservation plan shall be prepared by a qualified architectural historian who
meets the Secretary of Interior's Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal
Regulations Part 61). The plan shall establish measures to protect the retained character-
defining features during construction of the project, such as avoiding construction equipment
inadvertently coming in contact with the Boiler Stack, to minimize construction-related damage
to the Boiler Stack, and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. If
deemed necessary upon further condition assessment of the resource, the plan shall include
stabilization of the Boiler Stack prior to construction to prevent deterioration or damage.
Where pile driving and other construction activities involving the use of heavy equipment
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-5 (cont.)

would occur in proximity to the Boiler Stack, the project sponsor shall undertake a vibration
monitoring program as described in Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a, including establishing a
maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded based on existing conditions, character-
defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated construction practices in use at the time.
The project sponsor shall ensure that the contractor follows these plans. The preservation and
protection plan, specifications, monitoring schedule, and other supporting documents shall be
incorporated into the building or site permit application plan sets. The documentation shall be
reviewed and approved by Planning Department Preservation staff.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Construction Vibration Monitoring (see Section 4.F,
Noise and Vibration, Impact NO-4)

Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Vibration Control Measures During Controlled Blasting
and Pile Driving (see Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration, Impact NO-4)

Mitigation Measure M-NO-4c: Vibration Control Measures During Use of Vibratory
Equipment (see Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration, Impact NO-4)

Impact CR-6: The proposed infill construction could
materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical
characteristics of the Third Street Industrial District that
justify its inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-6: Design Controls for New Construction

The SUD and Design for Development (D for D) shall contain design standards and
guidelines that ensure that new construction and site development within the SUD shall be
compatible with the character of the Third Street Industrial District. Beyond the site-wide
standards and guidelines developed for open space, buildings, and streetscapes in the

D for D, the D for D shall contain design controls for the Third Street Industrial District, as
outlined below (see site-wide design controls below).

Additional design standards shall apply to the western fagades of new buildings fronting lllinois
Street, the southern facades of new buildings fronting 23rd Street, and the eastern and/or
southern fagades of new buildings fronting the Boiler Stack (see block and frontage-specific
design controls below and Figure M-CR-6, Site Frontages Subject to Design Controls).
These fagades would all face contributors to the Third Street Industrial District. The additional
design standards that shall apply specifically to those frontages are included below.

These design controls in the D for D shall be compatible with the Secretary of the Interior
Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 9. Standard 9 states that new work shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and
architectural features to protect the integrity of the historic district and its environment.

Review Process

New construction in the Special Use District will be subject to administrative design review
prior to the issuing of building permits. Planning staff along with Preservation staff will
review new projects to ensure compatibility with the Third Street Industrial District as
determined in the above standards and guidelines and identified in the D for D.

LSM
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-6 (cont.)

The D for D shall contain the following Third Street Industrial District Frontage Design
Controls:

Block and Frontage-Specific Design Controls Ground Floor Height for Blocks 11, 12, and
13: For Ground Floor of Blocks 11 and 12 facing 23rd Street Sugar Warehouses and
Block 13 facing American Industrial Center all ground floor spaces shall have a minimum
floor-to-floor height of 15 feet as measured from grade.

Height + Massing along 23rd and lllinois street frontages. In order for 23rd and lllinois
streets to appear balanced on either side, new construction shall respect existing heights
of contributors to the Third Street Industrial District by referencing their heights with an
upper level 10-foot setback at approximately 65 feet.

Awnings on Blocks 10, 11, 12, and 13. An awning shall be provided on the southern
facades of Blocks 10, 11, and 12 that face 23rd Street at a height of 15 to 25 feet above
sidewalk grade to reference the industrial awning at the westernmost Sugar Refinery
Warehouse. Awnings at this location may project up to 15 feet into the public realm.
Should the southern fagade of Station A be retained, an awning on Block 10 would not be
required. For Block 13 frontages facing lllinois Street, canopies and awnings should only
be located at the retail land use at the corner of lllinois and 22nd streets.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-6 (cont.)

The character, design and materials used for such awnings shall be industrial in
character and design, suggestions are the following:

— They should be flat or pitched, and should not be arched. The functional supporting
structure and/or tieback rods should be clearly read [i.e., remain apparent to the
observer].

— Materials used for canopies and awnings should be utilitarian. Suggested materials
include wood, standing seam or louvered metal panels, and corrugated metal.

Openings along 23 and lllinois street frontages. To the extent allowed by the
Department of Public Health, large doors, such as sliding or roll-up doors that facilitate
the movement of people, equipment, and goods in and out of the ground floor of new
construction on Blocks 10-13 shall be incorporated along 23rd Street and lllinois Street.

Special Corners on Block 12. To frame the view of the iconic Boiler Stack, the northeast
corner of Block 12 should include the use of high quality materials, such as brick,
concrete, copper, steel, glass, and wood, and in addition shall include:

— Volumetric shaping of the area of a building within 15-feet of the northeastern
corner of Block 12 with architectural treatments including but not limited to
chamfers, round edges, setbacks, and/or protrusions to highlight views or relate to
the shape of the Boiler Stack from the public realm.

Special Corners Block 9 without Unit 3. To create an open and inviting entrance to
Waterfront Park and Stack Plaza from Delaware Street and Power Station Park, the
southwest corner of Block 9 without Unit 3 should use high-quality materials, such as
brick, concrete, copper, steel, glass, and wood, and in addition shall include:

— Volumetric shaping of any building in the area within 15-feet of the southwest corner
of Block 9 with architectural treatments including but not limited to chamfers, round
edges, setbacks, and/or protrusions to highlight views or relate to the shape of the
Boiler Stack from the public realm.

Block 9 without Unit 3. For deference to the historic Stack, and to create more physical
space between the Stack and new construction, the building of Block 9 without Unit 3
shall be designed such that the overall bulk is reduced by at least 10 percent from the
maximum permitted floor area, with a focus along the southern facade of the new building,
facing the Stack. A potential distribution of bulk reduction, for example, could result in an
8 percent reduction along the southern fagade with a 2 percent reduction elsewhere.

The building should interact meaningfully with the Boiler Stack, such as referencing the
existing relationship between it and Unit 3 (i.e., the simple, iconic form of the Boiler Stack
in contrast to the highly complex, detailed form of the Unit 3 Power Block). Retain the
existing exhaust infrastructure connecting the Unit 3 Power Block with the Boiler Stack
and incorporating it into the new structure as feasible. Consider preserving other elements
of the Unit 3 Power Block, such as portions of the steel gridded frame structure, in new
construction.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact
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prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-6 (cont.)

Architectural Features on Blocks 10, 11, 12, and 13. Regularly-spaced structural bays
should be expressed on the exterior of the lower massing through the use of rectangular
columns or pilasters, which reference the rhythm of loading docks on the Western Sugar
Refinery Warehouses and American Industrial Center. Bay widths shall be no larger than
30 feet on center.

Architectural features such as cornice lines, belt courses, architectural trim, or change in
materiality or color should be incorporated into the building design to reference heights
and massing of the Western Sugar Refinery Warehouses on 23rd Street and American
Industrial Center on lllinois Street at areas of the facade that are not required to be set
back.

Third Street District Fenestration. Operable windows shall be single or double hung wood
sash, or awning, pivot, or other industrial style steel or aluminum fenestration. Casement
windows shall be avoided at lower building massing. Divided lite windows are appropriate.

Ground level glazing shall incorporate transom windows if not utilizing roll up or full height
sliding doors.

Upper level glazing shall consist of regular repeated punched openings with divided lites.
Punched openings shall be rectangular in proportion; an exception is the use of
segmentally arched openings if the building material is brick.

Third Street District Building Rooftops. Rooftops shall reflect the historic industrial
character of the district and include flat, monitor, or shallow shed roofs. Gable or hipped
roofs shall be avoided as primary features.

The D for D shall contain the following Site Wide Design Controls:

Recommended Materials. Recommended materials should be incorporated into
building design. Recommended materials include brick, concrete, copper, steel, glass,
smooth stucco and wood. Avoid using veneer masonry panels except as described in
the Depth of Fagade, below. Avoid using smooth, flat, or minimally detailed glass
curtain walls; highly reflective glass; coarse-sand finished stucco as a primary siding
material; bamboo wood siding as a primary siding material; laminated timber panels; or
black and dark materials should not be used as a predominate material. Where metal is
used, selection should favor metals with naturally occurring patina such as copper,
steel, or zinc. Metals should be matte in finish. Where shiny materials are used, they
should be accent elements rather than dominant materials, and are generally not
encouraged.

Depth of Fagade. The facade should be designed to create a sense of durability and
substantiality, and to avoid a thin or veneer-like appearance. Full brick or masonry is a
preferred material. If thin brick or masonry or panel systems are used, these materials
should read as having a volumetric legibility that is appropriate to their thickness. For
example, masonry should turn the corner at a depth that is consistent with the typical
depth of a brick.
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prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures
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after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-6 (cont.)

Windows and other openings are an opportunity to reinforce the volumetric legibility of
the facade, with an appropriate depth that relates to the material selected. For example,
the depth of the building frame to the glazing should be sufficiently deep to convey a
substantial exterior wall, and materials should turn the corner into a window reveal.

Quality and Durability. Exterior finishes should have the qualities of permanence and
durability found in similar contextual building materials used on neighboring sites and in
the Central Waterfront. Materials should be low-maintenance, well suited to the specific
maritime microclimate of the neighborhood, and able to naturally weather over time
without extensive maintenance and upkeep. Materials characteristic of the surrounding
context, such as brick, concrete, stone, wood, and glass, and, are envisioned on site
and are good candidates to meet durability needs.

The D for D shall contain the following Street and Open Spaces Design Controls:

Stack Plaza. No more than one-third of the area within 45 feet of the Boiler Stack shall
be planted. Paving and hardscape elements shall incorporate industrial elements and
materials into the design. Design elements should use simple geometric forms, regular
or repeating paving patterns and utilitarian materials such as simple masonry pavers or
salvaged masonry units if feasible and safe for public use.

Stack Plaza design elements, such as planters and native planting, should be kept low
to the ground to complement and not distract from the Boiler Stack. Surfaces should
not be designed with elaborately applied patterns. Any patterning should be the
pragmatic result of the use of unit pavers or concrete score joints.

23rd Street Streetscape. The streetscape design of 23rd Street should balance the
historic utilitarian character of the Third Street Industrial District with welcoming design
gestures for this important entrance to the Potrero Power Station development. To that
end, the following guidelines shall be followed:

— Landscape elements should feel additive to the industrial streetscape. Examples
include potted or otherwise designed raised beds of plants and trees that are
placed onto paved surfaces; small tree wells within paved surfaces; green walls;
and raised or lowered beds edged with industrial materials such as brick, low
granite curbs, or steel.

— Tree planting locations should be irregularly spaced or placed in small groupings
along the street, in contrast with standard Better Street Plan requirements, in order
to provide better compatibility with the historic district.

— Atree and vegetation palette should be used that does not detract from the
industrial character. Green walls, planter boxes, and vegetation should be
considered rather than trees for storm water management.

— Public art installations, such as murals, are encouraged.
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Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)
Impact CR-6 (cont.) e Transit Bus Shelter. The bus shelter should be utilitarian in materiality and design to
reflect the industrial nature of the nearby Western Sugar Refinery Warehouse buildings.
The bus shelter shall be coordinated with the building design on Block 12.
e 23rd Street and lllinois Paving. Sidewalk paving at 23rd Street and lllinois Street should
be more industrial in character compared to sidewalk paving at other portions of the
site. Consider varying sidewalk concrete score joint patterns or pavers from block to
block. Design must be reviewed and approved by San Francisco Public Works and
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency as part of the Street Improvement
Plans.
e 23rd Street Transit Island Paving. Pavement at the transit boarding island should
incorporate concrete or stone pavers or enhanced cast-in-place concrete with smaller
scale joint patterns for a more refined appearance. Integral color and decorative
aggregates may be selected for aesthetic quality and shall meet accessible design
requirements for slip-resistance. Design must be reviewed and approved by San
Francisco Public Works and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency as part of
the Street Improvement Plans.
e Signage. Tenant signage facing contributing buildings to the Third Street Industrial District
should be utilitarian in design and materiality to reflect the adjacent historic resources and
strengthen the 23rd Street streetscape. Backlit signage should be avoided.
Impact CR-7: The proposed project would not materially LTS No mitigation required. NA
alter, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of
the adjacent Union Iron Works Historic District that justify its
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources.
Impact C-CR-2: The impacts of the proposed project, in S Mitigation Measure M-CR-5a: Documentation (see Impact CR-5, above) SUM
combination with those of past, present, and reasonably L o .
foreseeable future projects, would materially alter, in an Mitigation Measure M-CR-5b: Video Recordation (see Impact CR-5, above)
adverse manner, some of the physical characteristics of the Mitigation Measure M-CR-5c: Public Interpretation and Salvage (see Impact CR-5
Third Street Industrial District that justify its inclusion in the aboge) ' P ge ( P '
California Register of Historical Resources, resulting in a
cumulative impact. Mitigation Measure M-CR-5d: Rehabilitation of the Boiler Stack (see Impact CR-5,
above)
Mitigation Measure M-CR-5e: Historic Preservation Plan and Review Process for
Alteration of the Boiler Stack (see Impact CR-5, above)
Mitigation Measure M-CR-6: Design Controls for New Construction (see Impact CR-6,
above)
Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Construction Vibration Monitoring (see Section 4.F,
Noise and Vibration, Impact NO-4)
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.D Historic Architectural Resources (cont.)

Impact C-CR-2 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Vibration Control Measures During Controlled Blasting
and Pile Driving (see Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration, Impact NO-4)

Mitigation Measure M-NO-4c: Vibration Control Measures During Use of Vibratory
Equipment (see Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration, Impact NO-4)

EIR Section E Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: Construction of the proposed project would not
result in substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or
vehicle circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, and
would not result in potentially hazardous conditions.

LTS

Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates

e Construction Management Plan—The project sponsor will develop and, upon review
and approval by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and
San Francisco Public Works, implement a Construction Management Plan, addressing
transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours of delivery. The Construction
Management Plan would disseminate appropriate information to contractors and affected
agencies with respect to coordinating construction activities to minimize overall disruption
and ensure that overall circulation in the project area is maintained to the extent possible,
with particular focus on ensuring transit, pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity. The
Construction Management Plan would supplement and expand, rather than modify or
supersede, the regulations, or provisions set forth by the SFMTA, Public Works, or other
City departments and agencies, and the California Department of Transportation.
Management practices could include: best practices for accommodating pedestrians and

bicyclists, identifying routes for construction trucks to utilize, actively managing construction

truck traffic, and minimizing delivery and haul truck trips during the morning (7 a.m. to
9 a.m.) and evening (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak periods (or other times, as determined by the
SFMTA).

If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby adjacent

project(s) using the same truck access routes in the project vicinity, the project sponsor

or its contractor(s) will consult with various City departments, as deemed necessary by
the SFMTA, Public Works, and the Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated
Construction Truck Routing Plan to minimize the severity of any disruption of access to
land uses and transportation facilities. The plan will identify optimal truck routes
between the regional facilities and the project sites, taking into consideration truck
routes of other development and infrastructure projects and any construction activities
affecting the roadway network.

e Carpool, Bicycle, Walk, and Transit Access for Construction Workers—To
minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the

construction contractor will include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods

to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by
construction workers. These methods could include providing secure bicycle parking
spaces, participating in free-to-employee and employer ride matching program from
www.511.0rg, participating in the emergency ride home program through the City of

San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers.

NA
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section E Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-1 (cont.)

e Project Construction Updates for Nearby Businesses and Residents—To minimize
construction impacts on access to nearby residences and businesses, the project
sponsor will provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated
information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak
construction vehicle activities, travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk
closures (e.qg., via the project’s website). A regular email notice will be distributed by the
project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to
neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.

Impact TR-2: The proposed project would not cause
substantial additional VMT or induced automobile travel.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not create major
traffic hazards.

LTS

Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues

As an improvement measure to reduce the potential for queuing of vehicles accessing the
project garages, it will be the responsibility of the project sponsor to ensure that recurring
vehicle queues or vehicle conflicts do not occur adjacent to garage entries. A vehicle queue is
defined as one or more vehicles blocking any portion of adjacent sidewalks, bicycle lanes,

or travel lanes for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily and/or weekly
basis.

If recurring queuing occurs, the owner/operator of the facility will employ abatement
methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate abatement methods will vary
depending on the characteristics and causes of the recurring queue, as well as the
characteristics of the parking facility, the street(s) to which the facility connects, and the
associated land uses (if applicable).

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 parking
attendants; installation of “GARAGE FULL" signs with active management by parking
attendants; use of valet parking or other space-efficient parking techniques; use of other
garages on the project site; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage directing drivers
to available spaces; travel demand management strategies; and/or parking demand
management strategies such as parking time limits, paid parking, time-of-day parking
surcharge, or validated parking.

If the planning director, or his or her designee, determines that a recurring queue or conflict
may be present, the planning department will notify the project sponsor in writing. Upon
request, the owner/operator will hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the
conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant will prepare a monitoring
report to be submitted to the planning department for review. If the planning department
determines that a recurring queue or conflict does exist, the project sponsor will have

90 days from the date or the written determination to abate the recurring queue or conflict.

NA
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section E Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-4: The proposed project would result in a
substantial increase in transit demand that could not be
accommodated by nearby Muni transit capacity.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Increase Capacity on Muni 22 Fillmore and 48
Quintara/Street Routes

The project sponsor shall provide capital costs to the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) that allow for increased capacity on each affected route to
be provided in a manner deemed acceptable by SFMTA through the following means:

The project sponsor shall pay the capital costs, adjusted for inflation, for the additional
buses that would be necessary to accommodate the projected travel demand within the
85 percent capacity utilization standard. The additional capacity required to reduce the
capacity utilization to below the 85 percent standard would be one additional bus on the
48 Quintara/24th Street route when the proposed project is 35 percent built out (i.e.,
prior to construction of Phase 3 of the project) and one additional bus on the

22 Fillmore route when the project is 65 percent built out (i.e., prior to construction of
Phase 5 of the project). While the project sponsor will provide funding for procurement
of the two buses, the SFMTA would need to identify funding to pay for the added
operating cost associated with operating increased service made possible by the
increased vehicle fleet. The source of that funding has not been established.

Alternatively, if the SFMTA determines that the options described below increase
capacity along the route would more effectively address the impacts of the project on
affected routes at 35 or 65 percent buildout, the project sponsor shall pay an amount
equivalent to the cost of two buses toward completion of one or more of the following
options, as determined by the SFMTA:

— Convert to using higher-capacity vehicles on the 22 Fillmore (or alternative route)
and 48 Quintara/24th Street routes. In this case, the project sponsor funding shall
be used to pay a portion of the capital costs to convert the route from standard
buses (with a capacity of 63 passengers) to articulated buses (with a capacity of
94 passengers). Some bus stops along the routes may not currently be configured
to accommodate the longer articulated buses. Some bus zones could likely be
extended by removing one or more parking spaces; in some locations, appropriate
space may not be available. The project sponsor’s contribution may not be
adequate to facilitate the full conversion of the route to articulated buses. The
source of funding needed to complete the remainder, including improvements to
bus stop capacity at all of the bus stops along the route that do not currently
accommodate articulated buses, has not yet been established.

— Increase bus travel speeds along the route. In this case, the project sponsor’s
funding would be used to fund a study to identify appropriate and feasible
improvements and/or implement a portion of the improvements that would increase
bus travel speeds sufficiently to increase capacity along the affected route(s) such
that the project’s impacts along the route(s) would be determined to be less than

SUM
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Environmental Impact

Level of
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prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section E Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-4 (cont.)

significant. Increased speeds could be accomplished by funding a portion of the
current 16th Street Improvement Project along 16th Street between Church and
Kansas streets. Adding a traffic signal with transit signal priority at the intersection
of Pennsylvania Avenue/ Street may increase travel speeds on this relatively short
segment of the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus route. The project sponsor’s funding
may not be adequate to fully achieve the capacity increases needed to reduce the
project’s impacts and SFMTA may need to secure additional sources of funding.

— Another option to increase capacity in the vicinity of the project site is to add a new
Muni service route in this area. By providing an additional service route, a

percentage of the current transit riders on the 22 Fillmore and 48 Quintara/ Street
would likely shift to the new route, lowering the capacity utilization below the 85
percent utilization standard for the 22 Fillmore (or the alternative route) and 48
Quintara/24th Street. The SFMTA may need to secure funding to pay for operating
the new route.

Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a
substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that
significant adverse impacts to Muni would occur.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay

Performance Standard. The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing
transportation demand management (TDM) measures to limit the number of project-
generated vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour to a maximum of 89 percent of the EIR-
estimated values of each of the phases of project development (performance standard), as
shown in the table below. The number of vehicle trips by phase to meet the above stated
performance standard shall be included in the approved TDM Plan.

Maximum P.M. Peak Hour Vehicle Trips

Project Development Phase Phase Total Running Total

Phase 1 380 380
Phase 2 400 780
Phase 3 270 1,050
Phase 4 640 1,690
Phase 5 300 1,990
Phase 6 270 2,260

Monitoring and Reporting. Within one year of issuance of the project’s first certificate of
occupancy, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation consultant approved
by the SFMTA to begin monitoring daily and p.m. peak period (4 p.m. to 7 p.m.) vehicle

trips in accordance with an SFMTA and San Francisco Planning Department agreed upon

SUM
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Environmental Impact
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Improvement/Mitigation Measures
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EIR Section E Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-5 (cont.)

monitoring and reporting plan, which shall be included as a part of the approved TDM Plan.
The vehicle data collection shall include counts of the number of vehicles entering and exiting
the project site on internal streets at the site boundaries on 22nd, lllinois, and 23rd streets for
three weekdays. The data for the three weekdays (Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday) shall
be averaged, and surveys shall be conducted within the same month annually. A document
with the results of the annual vehicle counts shall be submitted to the Environmental Review
Officer and the SFMTA for review within 30 days of the data collection, or with the project’s
annual TDM monitoring report as required by the TDM Plan (if the latter is preferable to
Environmental Review Officer in consultation with the SFMTA).

The project sponsor shall begin submitting monitoring reports to the Planning Department
18 months following 75 percent occupancy of the first phase. Thereafter, annual monitoring
reports shall be submitted (referred to as “reporting periods”) until eight consecutive reporting
periods show that the fully built project has met the performance standard, or until expiration
of the project’s development agreement, whichever is earlier.

If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated performance standard for any development
phase, the project sponsor shall select and implement additional TDM measures in order to
reduce the number of project-generated vehicle trips to meet the performance standard for
that development phase. These measures could include expansion of measures already
included in the project’s proposed TDM Plan (e.g., providing additional project shuttle routes to
alternative destinations, increases in tailored transportation marketing services, etc.), other
measures identified in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A (as such appendix may
be amended by the Planning Department from time to time) that have not yet been included in
the project’s approved TDM Plan, or, at the project sponsor’s discretion, other measures not
included in the City's TDM Program Standards Appendix A that the City and the project
sponsor agree are likely to reduce peak period driving trips.

For any development phase where additional TDM measures are required, the project
sponsor shall have 30 months to demonstrate a reduction in vehicle trips to meet the
performance standard. If the performance standard is not met within 30 months, the project
sponsor shall submit to the Environmental Review Officer and the SFMTA a memorandum
documenting proposed methods of enhancing the effectiveness of the TDM measures and/or
additional feasible TDM measures that would be implemented by the project sponsor, along
with annual monitoring of the project-generated vehicle trips to demonstrate their effectiveness
in meeting the performance standard. The comprehensive monitoring and reporting program
shall be terminated upon the earlier of (i) expiration of the project’s development agreement,
or (ii) eight consecutive reporting periods showing that the fully built project has met the
performance standard. However, compliance reporting for the City’'s TDM Program shall
continue to be required.

If the additional TDM measures do not achieve the performance standard, then the City shall
impose additional measures to reduce vehicle trips as prescribed under the development
agreement, which may include on-site or off-site capital improvements intended to reduce
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EIR Section E Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-5 (cont.)

vehicle trips from the project. Capital measures may include, but are not limited to, peak
period or all-day transit-only lanes (e.g., along 22nd Street), turn pockets, bus bulbs, queue
jumps, turn restrictions, pre-paid boarding pass machines, and/or boarding islands, or other
measures that support sustainable trip making.

The monitoring and reporting plan described above may be modified by the Environmental
Review Officer in coordination with the SFMTA to account for transit route or transportation
network changes, or major changes to the development program. The modification of the
monitoring and reporting plan, however, shall not change the performance standard set forth
in this mitigation measure.

Impact TR-6: The proposed project would not result in a LTS No mitigation required. NA
substantial increase in regional transit demand that could
not be accommodated by regional transit capacity and
would not result in a substantial increase in delays or
operating costs such that significant adverse impacts to
regional transit would occur.
Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not create S Mitigation Measure M-TR-7: Improve Pedestrian Facilities at the Intersection of LTS
hazardous conditions for people walking, or otherwise lllinois Street/22nd Street
|né¢r_fe_re with acc;ssml_llty for pcaople_ Wa:(k'”.? to the Sl'ée or In the event that the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project does not implement improvements at
a jomln%are_zas, ut eX'St"?gl pe ZStr'a.n acl |t|e|s cou the intersection of Illinois Street/22nd Street, as part of the proposed project’s sidewalk
present barriers to accessible pedestrian travel. improvements on the east side of lllinois Street between 22nd and 23rd streets, the project
sponsor shall work with SFMTA to implement the following improvements:
e Install a traffic signal, including pedestrian countdown signal heads at the intersection
of lllinois Street/22nd Street.
e Stripe marked crosswalks in the continental design.
e Construct/reconstruct ADA compliant curb ramps at the four corners, as necessary.
In the event that the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project does not implement these
improvements, the project sponsor shall be responsible for costs associated with design
and implementation of these improvements. The SFMTA shall determine whether the
SFMTA or the project sponsor would implement these improvements.
Impact TR-8: The proposed project would not result in LTS No mitigation required. NA
potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise
interfere with bicycle accessibility to the project site or
adjacent areas.
Impact TR-9: The proposed project would accommodate its LTS No mitigation required. NA
commercial vehicle and passenger loading demand, and
proposed project loading operations would not create
potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for
transit, bicyclists, or people walking.
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EIR Section E Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in a
substantial parking deficit and thus the project’s parking supply
would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant
delays affecting transit, bicyclists, or people walking.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-11: The proposed project would not result in
inadequate emergency vehicle access.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in cumulative construction-related
transportation impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates
(see Impact TR-1, above)

NA

Impact C-TR-2: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative
impacts related to VMT.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-TR-3: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in significant cumulative impacts related to
traffic hazards.

LTS

No mitigation required.

Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues (see Impact TR-3,
above)

NA

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit
impacts related to transit capacity utilization on Muni routes.

Mitigation M-TR-4: Increase Capacity on Muni 22 Fillmore and 48 Quintara/Street
Routes (see Impact TR-4, above).

SUM

Impact C-TR-5: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit
impacts related to travel delay or operating costs on Muni.

Mitigation: Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay
(see Impact TR-5, above)

SUM

Impact C-TR-6: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative
transit impacts on regional transit providers.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-TR-7: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-TR-8: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in significant cumulative bicycle impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2017-011878ENV

S-31

October 2018



Summary

TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section E Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact C-TR-9: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in significant cumulative loading impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-TR-10: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in significant cumulative parking impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-TR-11: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in significant cumulative emergency access
impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

EIR Section 4.F Noise and Vibration

Impact NO-1: Project construction could expose people to

or generate noise levels in excess of standards in the Noise
Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code) or
applicable standards of other agencies.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures

The project sponsor shall implement construction noise controls as necessary to ensure
compliance with the Noise Ordinance limits and to reduce construction noise levels at
sensitive receptor locations to the degree feasible. Noise reduction strategies that could be
implemented include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project
construction utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers,
equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and
acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds).

e Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as the
rock/concrete crusher, or compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive
receptors as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and/or to construct barriers around
such sources and/or the construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as
much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary
equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, to the maximum extent practicable.

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

¢ Include noise control requirements for construction equipment and tools, including
specifically concrete saws, in specifications provided to construction contractors. Such
requirements could include, but are not limited to, erecting temporary plywood noise
barriers around a construction site, particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive
uses ; utilizing noise control blankets on a building structure as the building is erected

LTS
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EIR Section 4.F Noise and Vibration (cont.)

Impact NO-1 (cont.)

to reduce noise levels emanating from the construction site; performing all work in a
manner that minimizes noise; using equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the
most noisy activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents and
occupants; and selecting haul routes that avoid residential uses.

Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of construction
documents, submit to the Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection or
the Port, as appropriate, a plan to track and respond to complaints pertaining to
construction noise. The plan shall include the following measures: (1) a procedure and
phone numbers for notifying the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection or the
Port, the Department of Public Health, and the Police Department (during regular
construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted onsite describing permitted
construction days and hours, noise complaint procedures, and a complaint hotline number
that shall be answered at all times during construction; (3) designation of an onsite
construction compliance and enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification of
neighboring residents and non residential building managers within 3001 feet of the
project construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise-generating
activities (such as pile driving and blasting) about the estimated duration of the activity.

Wherever pile driving or controlled rock fragmentation/rock drilling is proposed to occur,
the construction noise controls shall include as many of the following control strategies as
feasible:

Implement “quiet” pile-driving technology such as pre-drilling piles where feasible to
reduce construction-related noise and vibration.

Use pile-driving equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

Use pre-drilled or sonic or vibratory drivers, rather than impact drivers, wherever
feasible (including slipways) and where vibration-induced liquefaction would not
occur.

Schedule pile-driving activity for times of the day that minimize disturbance to
residents as well as commercial uses located onsite and nearby.

Erect temporary plywood or similar solid noise barriers along the boundaries of each
project block as necessary to shield affected sensitive receptors.

Implement other equivalent technologies that emerge over time.

If controlled rock fragmentation (including rock drills) were to occur at the same time
as pile driving activities in the same area and in proximity to noise-sensitive receptors,
pile drivers should be set back at least 100 feet while rock drills should be set back at
least 50 feet (or vice-versa) from any given sensitive receptor.

If blasting is done as part of controlled rock fragmentation, use of blasting mats and
reducing blast size shall be implemented to the extent feasible in order to minimize
noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors.
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EIR Section 4.F Noise and Vibration (cont.)

Impact NO-2: Project construction would cause a
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels at noise-sensitive receptors, above levels existing
without the project.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures (see Impact NO-1,
above)

SUM

Impact NO-3: Construction truck traffic would not cause a
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels along access streets in the project vicinity

LTS

No Mitigation required.

Improvement Measure I-NO-A: Avoidance of Residential Streets

Trucks should be required to use routes and queuing and loading areas that avoid existing
and planned residential uses to the maximum extent feasible, including existing residential
development on Third Street (north of 23rd Street), existing residential development on
lllinois Street (north of 20th Street), and planned Pier 70 residential development (north of
22nd Street).

Improvement Measure I-TR-A, Construction Management Plan and Public Updates
(see Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-1)

NA

Impact NO-4: Project construction would generate
excessive groundborne vibration that could result in building
damage.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5e: Historic Preservation Plan and Review Process for
Alteration of the Boiler Stack (see Impact CR-5)

Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Construction Vibration Monitoring

The project sponsor shall undertake a monitoring program to ensure that construction-
related vibration does not exceed 0.5 in/sec PPV at the Boiler Stack, the American
Industrial Center South building, and the Western Sugar Warehouses as required pursuant
to Mitigation Measures M-NO-4b (Vibration Control Measures During Controlled Blasting
and Pile Driving), M-NO-4c (Vibration Control Measures During Use of Vibratory
Equipment), and M-CR-5e (Historic Preservation Plan and Review Process for Alteration of
the Boiler Stack). The monitoring program shall include the following components:

e  Prior to any controlled blasting, pile driving, or use of vibratory construction equipment
(vibration-inducing construction), the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or
qualified historic preservation professional and a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant
or structural engineer to undertake a pre-construction survey of the Boiler Stack, the
American Industrial Center South building, and the Western Sugar Warehouses to
document and photograph the buildings’ existing conditions. Based on the construction
and condition of the resource, a structural engineer or other qualified entity shall establish
a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded based on existing conditions,
character-defining features, soils conditions and anticipated construction practices in use
at the time. The qualified consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each
historical resource within 80 feet of vibration-inducing construction throughout the duration
of vibration-inducing construction. The pre-construction survey and inspections shall be
conducted in concert with the Historic Preservation Plan required pursuant to Mitigation
Measure M-CR-5e, Historic Preservation Plan and Review Process for Alteration of the
Boiler Stack.

LTS
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EIR Section 4.F Noise and Vibration (cont.)

Impact NO-4 (cont.)

e Prior to the start of any vibration-inducing construction, the qualified acoustical/vibration
consultant or structural engineer shall undertake a pre-construction survey of any
offsite structures or onsite structures constructed by the project within 80 feet of such
vibration inducing construction. The qualified acoustical/vibration consultant or
structural engineer shall conduct periodic inspections of all other non-historic structures
throughout the duration of vibration inducing construction.

e The qualified historic and acoustical/structural consultant shall submit monitoring
reports to San Francisco Planning documenting vibration levels and findings from
regular inspections.

e Based on planned construction activities for the project and condition of the adjacent
structures, an acoustical consultant shall monitor vibration levels at each structure and
shall prohibit vibration inducing construction activities that generate vibration levels in
excess of 0.5 in/sec PPV. Should vibration levels be observed in excess of 0.5 in/sec
PPV or should damage to any structure be observed, construction shall be halted and
alternative construction techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible. For example,
smaller, lighter equipment might be able to be used or pre-drilled piles could be
substituted for driven piles, if soil conditions allow.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Vibration Control Measures During Controlled Blasting
and Pile Driving

Vibration controls shall be specified to ensure that the vibration limit of 0.5 in/sec PPV can
be met at all nearby structures when all potential construction-related vibration sources
(onsite and offsite) are considered. These controls could include smaller charge sizes if
controlled blasting is used, pre-drilling pile holes, using the pulse plasma fragmentation
technique, or using smaller vibratory equipment. This vibration limit shall be coordinated
with vibration limits required under Mitigation Measure M-BI-4, Fish and Marine Mammal
Protection during Pile Driving, to ensure that the lowest of the specified vibration limits is
ultimately implemented.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-4c: Vibration Control Measures During Use of Vibratory
Equipment

In areas with a “very high” or “high” susceptibility for vibration-induced liquefaction or
differential settlement risks, as part of subsequent site-specific geotechnical investigations,
the project’s geotechnical engineer shall specify an appropriate vibration limit based on
proposed construction activities and proximity to liquefaction susceptibility zones. At a
minimum, the vibration limit shall not exceed 0.5 in/sec PPV, unless the geotechnical
engineer demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), that
a higher vibration limit would not result in building damage. The geotechnical engineer shall
specify construction practices (such as using smaller equipment or pre-drilling pile holes)
required to ensure that construction-related vibration does not cause liquefaction hazards at
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EIR Section 4.F Noise and Vibration (cont.)

Impact NO-4 (cont.)

nearby structures. The project sponsor shall ensure that all construction contractors comply
with these specified construction practices. This vibration limit shall be coordinated with
vibration limits required under Mitigation Measure M-BI-4, Fish and Marine Mammal
Protection during Pile Driving, to ensure that the lowest of the specified vibration limits is
ultimately implemented.

Impact NO-5: Operation of the stationary equipment on the S Mitigation Measure M-NO-5: Stationary Equipment Noise Controls LTS
_proleck:_sne CO.UIdIreSLIJIt n a;]sgbstar;t_lal permanent !n_creasec‘j For all stationary equipment on the project site, noise attenuation measures shall be
in ambient |n0|se evels in the immediate project vicinity, an incorporated into the design of fixed stationary noise sources to ensure that the noise levels
Ipernlqa_nenty expofse no&se;jse_nsnr:vesrecelzptors'to n?\'f? meet section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code. A qualified acoustical engineer or
evgz_ S In excess of standards in the San Francisco Noise consultant shall verify the ambient noise level based on noise monitoring and shall design
Ordinance. the stationary equipment to ensure that the following requirements of the noise ordinance
are met:
e Fixed stationary equipment shall not exceed 5 dBA above the ambient noise level at
the property plane at the closest residential uses (Blocks 1, 5 - 8, 13 and possibly
Blocks 4, 9, 12, and 14, depending on the use ultimately developed) and 8 dBA on
blocks where commercial/industrial uses are developed (Blocks 2, 3, 10, 11, and
possibly Blocks 4, 12, and 14, depending on the use ultimately developed);
e Stationary equipment shall be designed to ensure that the interior noise levels at
adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors (residential, hotel, and childcare receptors) do
not exceed 45 dBA.
Noise attenuation measures could include installation of critical grade silencers, sound
traps on radiator exhaust, provision of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof parapets
to block noise, increasing setback distances from sensitive receptors, provision of intake
louvers or louvered vent openings, location of vent openings away from adjacent residential
uses, and restriction of generator testing to the daytime hours.
The project sponsor shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) that noise attenuation measures have been incorporated into the design of all
fixed stationary noise sources to meet these limits prior to approval of a building permit.
Impact NO-6: Events that include outdoor amplified sound LTS No mitigation required. NA
would not result in substantial temporary or periodic
increases in ambient noise levels.
Impact NO-7: Proposed rooftop bars and restaurants that LTS No mitigation required. NA
include outdoor amplified sound would not result in
substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise
levels.
S-36 October 2018
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EIR Section 4.F Noise and Vibration (cont.)

Impact NO-8: Project traffic would result in a substantial S Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay (see Impact SUM
permanent increase in ambient noise levels. TR-5)
Mitigation Measure M-NO-8: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses
Prior to issuance of a building permit for vertical construction of a residential building or a
building with childcare or hotel uses, a qualified acoustical consultant shall conduct a noise
study to determine the need to incorporate noise attenuation features into the building
design in order to meet a 45-dBA interior noise limit. This evaluation shall be based on
noise measurements taken at the time of the building permit application and the future
cumulative traffic (year 2040) noise levels expected on roadways located on or adjacent to
the project site (i.e., 67 dBA on lllinois Street, 66 dBA on 22nd Street, 60 dBA on Humboldt
Street, and 64 dBA on 23rd Street at 50 feet from roadway centerlines) to identify the STC
ratings required to meet the 45-dBA interior noise level. The noise study and its
recommendations and attenuation measures shall be incorporated into the final design of
the building and shall be submitted to the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection
for review and approval. The project sponsor shall implement recommended noise
attenuation measures from the approved noise study as part of final project design for
buildings that would include residential, hotel, and childcare uses.
Impact C-NO-1: Cumulative construction of the proposed S Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures (see Impact NO-1, SUM
project combined with construction of other past, present, above)
and reasonably foreseeable future projects would cause a L . . . .
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Vibration Control Measures During Controlled Blasting
levels. and Pile Driving (see Impact NO-4, above)
Improvement Measure I-NO-A: Avoidance of Residential Streets (see Impact NO-3
above)
Improvement Measure I-TR-A, Construction Management Plan and Public Updates (see
Impact TR-1)
Impact C-NO-2: Cumulative traffic increases would cause a S Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay (see, SUM
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in Impact TR-5)
the project vicinity.
EIR Section 4.G Air Quality
Impact AQ-1: During construction the proposed project LTS No mitigation required. NA
would not generate fugitive dust but would not violate an air
quality particulate standard, contribute substantially to an
existing or projected particulate violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in particulate
concentrations.
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EIR Section 4.G Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-2: During construction (including construction
phases that overlap with project operations), the proposed
project would generate criteria air pollutants which would
violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air
pollutants.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization
The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s contractor shall comply with the following:

A. Engine Requirements.

1.

The project sponsor shall also ensure that all on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks with
a gross vehicle weight rating of 19,500 pounds or greater used at the project site
(such as haul trucks, water trucks, dump trucks, and concrete trucks) be model
year 2010 or newer.

All off-road equipment (including water construction equipment used onboard
barges) greater than 25 horse power shall have engines that meet Tier 4 Final
off-road emission standards. Tugs shall comply with U.S. EPA Tier 3 Marine
standards for Marine Diesel Engine Emissions.

Since grid power will be available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.

Renewable diesel shall be used to fuel all diesel engines if it can be demonstrated
to the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) that it is compatible with on-road or
off-road engines and that emissions of ROG and NOx from the transport of fuel to
the project site will not offset its NOx reduction potential.

Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling
for more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in exceptions to the
applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment
(e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The contractor shall post
legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated

gueuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two-minute
idling limit.

The contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the
maintenance and tuning of construction equipment, and require that such workers
and operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with
manufacturer specifications.

B. Waivers.

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a
particular piece of off-road equipment is technically not feasible; the equipment
would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating modes;
installation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for
the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use other off-road
equipment. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must use the next cleanest
piece of off-road equipment, according to the table below.

SUM
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EIR Section 4.G Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-2 (cont.)

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(2) if: a particular
piece of off-road equipment with an engine meeting Tier 4 Final emission standards is
not regionally available to the satisfaction of the ERO. If seeking a waiver from this
requirement, the project sponsor must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the ERO that
the health risks from existing sources, project construction and operation, and
cumulative sources do not exceed a total of 10 ug/m3 or 100 excess cancer risks for
any onsite or offsite receptor.

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(3) if: an
application has been submitted to initiate on-site electrical power, portable diesel
engines may be temporarily operated for a period of up to three weeks until on site
electrical power can be initiated or, there is a compelling emergency.

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting onsite construction
activities, the contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to the
ERO for review and approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the
contractor will meet the requirements of Section A, Engine Requirements.

1.

The Construction Emissions Minimization Plan shall include estimates of the
construction timeline by phase, with a description of each piece of off-road equipment
required for every construction phase. The description may include, but is not limited
to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine
model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and
expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For off-road equipment using alternative
fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used.

The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan have been incorporated into the contract
specifications. The plan shall include a certification statement that the contractor
agrees to comply fully with the plan.

The contractor shall make the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan available
to the public for review onsite during working hours. The contractor shall post at the
construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing the plan. The sign shall also
state that the public may ask to inspect the plan for the project at any time during
working hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the plan. The contractor
shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on each side of the
construction site facing a public right-of-way.

Monitoring. After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit quarterly
reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Construction Emissions
Minimization Plan. After completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a
final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report
summarizing construction activities, including the start and end dates and duration of
each construction phase, and the specific information required in the plan.
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EIR Section 4.G Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-2 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications

To reduce NOx associated with operation of the proposed project, the project sponsor shall
implement the following measures.

A. All new diesel backup generators shall:

1. Have engines that meet or exceed California Air Resources Board Tier 4 off-road
emission standards which have the lowest NOx emissions of commercially
available generators; and

2. Be fueled with renewable diesel, if commercially available?, which has been
demonstrated to reduce NOx emissions by approximately 10 percent.

B. All new diesel backup generators shall have an annual maintenance testing limit of
50 hours, subject to any further restrictions as may be imposed by the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District in its permitting process.

C. For each new diesel backup generator permit submitted to Bay Area Air Quality
Management District for the project, the project sponsor shall submit the anticipated
location and engine specifications to the San Francisco Planning Department
environmental review officer for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit for
the generator from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. Once
operational, all diesel backup generators shall be maintained in good working order for
the life of the equipment and any future replacement of the diesel backup generators
shall be required to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of
the facility at which the generator is located shall be required to maintain records of the
testing schedule for each diesel backup generator for the life of that diesel backup
generator and to provide this information for review to the planning department within
three months of requesting such information.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: Promote Use of Green Consumer Products

The project sponsor shall provide educational programs and/or materials for residential and
commercial tenants concerning green consumer products. Prior to receipt of any certificate
of final occupancy and every five years thereafter, the project sponsor shall work with the
San Francisco Department of Environment to develop electronic correspondence to be
distributed by email annually to residential and/or commercial tenants of each building on
the project site that encourages the purchase of consumer products that generate lower
than typical VOC emissions. The correspondence shall encourage environmentally
preferable purchasing and shall include contact information and website links to SF
Approved (www.sfapproved.org). This website also may be used as an informational
resource by businesses and residents.

1 Neste MY renewable Diesel is available in the Bay Area through Western States Oil.
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EIR Section 4.G Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-2 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Electrification of Loading Docks

The project sponsor shall ensure that loading docks for retail, light industrial, or warehouse
uses that will receive deliveries from refrigerated transport trucks incorporate electrification
hook-ups for transportation refrigeration units to avoid emissions generated by idling
refrigerated transport trucks.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5, Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay (see
Impact TR-5, above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2e: Additional Mobile Source Control Measures

The following Mobile Source Control Measures from the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District’s 2010 Clean Air Plan shall be implemented:

e Promote use of clean fuel-efficient vehicles through preferential (designated and
proximate to entry) parking and/or installation of charging stations beyond the level
required by the City’s Green Building code, from 8 to 20 percent.

o Promote zero-emission vehicles by requesting that any car share program operator
include electric vehicles within its car share program to reduce the need to have a
vehicle or second vehicle as a part of the TDM program that would be required of all
new developments.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2f: Offset Construction and Operational Emissions

Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building associated with
Phase 1, the project sponsor, with the oversight of the Environmental Review Officer
(ERO), shall either:

(1) Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within San Francisco to achieve
equivalent to a one-time reduction of 12 tons per year of ozone precursors. This offset is
intended to offset the combined emissions from construction and operations remaining
above significance levels after implementing the other mitigation measures discussed. To
qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset project must result in
emission reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin that would not otherwise
be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory requirements. A preferred offset
project would be one implemented locally within the City and County of San Francisco.
Prior to implementing the offset project, it must be approved by the ERO. The project
sponsors shall notify the ERO within six (6) months of completion of the offset project for
verification; or

(2) Pay mitigation offset fees in two installments to the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District Bay Area Clean Air Foundation. The mitigation offset fee, currently estimated at
approximately $30,000 per weighted ton, plus an administrative fee of no more than five
percent of the total offset, shall fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The fee will be determined by the planning
department, the project sponsor and the air district, and be based on the type of projects
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Impact AQ-2 (cont.)

(©)

available at the time of the payment. This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction
projects to achieve reductions that may total up to 16 tons of ozone precursors per year,
which is the amount required to reduce emissions below significance levels after
implementation of other identified mitigation measures as currently calculated.

The offset fee shall be made prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the
final building associated with Phase 1 of the project (or an equivalent of approximately
360,000 square feet of residential, 176,000 square feet of office, 16,000 square feet of
retail, 15,000 square feet of PDR, 240,000 square feet of hotel, and 25,000 square feet of
assembly) when the combination of construction and operational emissions is predicted to
first exceed 54 pounds per day. This offset payment shall total the predicted 13 tons per
year of ozone precursors above the 10 ton per year threshold after implementation of
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a though M-AQ-2e and M-TR-5.

The total emission offset amount was calculated by summing the maximum daily
construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOX (pounds/day), multiplying by
260 work days per year for construction and 365 days per year for operation, and
converting to tons. The amount represents the total estimated operational and
construction-related ROG and NOx emissions offsets required.

Additional mitigation offset fee. The need for an additional mitigation offset payment
shall be determined as part of the performance standard assessment of Mitigation
Measure M-TR-5. If at that time, it is determined that implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-TR-5 has successfully achieved its targeted trip reduction at project buildout,
or the project sponsor demonstrates that the project’'s emissions upon the earlier of;

(a) full build-out or (b) termination of the Development Agreement are less than the 10-
ton-per-year thresholds for ROG and NOX, then no further installment shall be required.
However, if the performance standard assessment determines that the trip reduction goal
has not been achieved, and the project sponsor is unable to demonstrate that the
project’s emissions upon the earlier of: (a) full build-out or (b) termination of the
Development Agreement are less than the 10-ton-per-year thresholds for ROG and NOX,
then an additional offset payment shall be made in an amount reflecting the difference in
emissions, in tons per year of ROG and NOX, represented by the shortfall in trip reduction.

Documentation of mitigation offset payments, as applicable, shall be provided to the
planning department.

When paying a mitigation offset fee, the project sponsor shall enter into a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Clean Air
Foundation. The MOU shall include details regarding the funds to be paid, the
administrative fee, and the timing of the emissions reductions project. Acceptance of this
fee by the air district shall serve as acknowledgment and a commitment to (1) implement
an emissions reduction project(s) within a time frame to be determined, based on the type
of project(s) selected, after receipt of the mitigation fee to achieve the emissions reduction
objectives specified above and (2) provide documentation to the planning department and
the project sponsor describing the project(s) funded by the mitigation fee, including the
amount of emissions of ROG and NOx reduced (tons per year) within the San Francisco

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2017-011878ENV

S-42

October 2018



Summary

TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.G Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-2 (cont.)

Bay Area Air Basin from the emissions reduction project(s). To qualify under this
mitigation measure, the specific emissions reduction project must result in emission
reductions within the basin that are real, surplus, quantifiable, and enforceable and would
not otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing regulatory requirements or
any other legal requirement. The requirement to pay such mitigation offset fee shall
terminate if the project sponsor is able to demonstrate that the project’'s emissions upon
the earlier of: (a) full build-out or (b) termination of the Development Agreement are less
than the 10-ton-per-year thresholds for ROG and NOXx.

Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed
project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at
levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute
to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air
pollutants.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (see Impact AQ-2)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: Promote Use of Green Consumer Products (see
Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Electrification of Loading Docks (see Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5, Implement Measure to Reduce Transit Delay (see
Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2e: Additional Mobile Source Control Measures (see
Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2f: Offset Construction and Operational Emissions (see
Impact AQ-2, above)

SUM

Impact AQ-4: Construction and operation of the proposed
project would generate toxic air contaminants, including
diesel particulate matter, which could expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2,
above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (see
Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Siting of Uses that Emit Toxic Air Contaminants

For new development including R&D/life science uses and PDR use or other uses that
would be expected to generate toxic air contaminants (TACs) as part of everyday
operations, prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall obtain
written verification from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District either that the facility
has been issued a permit from the air district, if required by law, or that permit requirements
do not apply to the facility. However, since air district could potentially issue multiple
separate permits to operate that could cumulatively exceed an increased cancer risk of 10
in one million, the project sponsor shall also submit written verification to the San Francisco
Planning Department that increased cancer risk associated with all such uses does not
cumulatively exceed 10 in one million at any onsite receptor. This measure shall be
applicable, at a minimum, to the following uses and any other potential uses that may emit
TACs: gas dispensing facilities; auto body shops; metal plating shops; photographic
processing shops; appliance repair shops; mechanical assembly cleaning; printing shops;
medical clinics; laboratories, and biotechnology research facilities.

LTS
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EIR Section 4.G Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project could conflict with
implementation of the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2,
above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (see Impact AQ-2,
above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Electrification of Loading Docks (see Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay (see
Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2e: Additional Mobile Source Control Measures (see
Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4: Siting of Uses that Emit Toxic Air Contaminants (see
Impact AQ-4, above)

Mitigation Measure AQ-5: Include Spare the Air Telecommuting Information in
Transportation Welcome Packets

The project sponsor shall include dissemination of information on Spare The Air Days within
the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin as part of transportation welcome packets and ongoing
transportation marketing campaigns. This information shall encourage employers and
employees, as allowed by their workplaces, to telecommute on Spare The Air Days.

LTS

Impact AQ-6: The proposed project would not create
objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number
of people.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
development in the project area, would contribute to
cumulative regional air quality impacts.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2,
above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (see
Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: Promote Use of Green Consumer Products (see
Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Electrification of Loading Docks (see Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5, Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay (see
Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2e: Additional Mobile Source Control Measures (see
Impact AQ-2, above)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2f: Offset Operational Emissions (see Impact AQ-1, above)

SUM
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prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.G Air Quality (cont.)

Impact C-AQ-2: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
development in the project area, could contribute to
cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors.

Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2,
above)

LTS

EIR Section 4.H Wind and Shadow

Impact WS-1: Full build out of the proposed project would
not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public
areas on or near the project site.

LTS

Improvement Measure I-WS-1: Wind Reduction Features for Block 1

As part of the schematic design of building(s) on Block 1, the project sponsor and the Block 1
architect(s) should consult with a qualified wind consultant regarding design treatments to
minimize pedestrian-level winds created by development on Block 1, with a focus on the
southwest corner of the block. Design treatments could include, but need not be limited to,
inclusion of podium setbacks, terraces, architectural canopies or screens, vertical or horizontal
fins, chamfered corners, and other articulations to the building facade. If such building design
measures are found not to be effective, landscaping (trees and shrubs), street furniture, and
ground-level fences or screens may be considered. If recommended by the qualified wind
consultant, the project sponsor should subject the building(s) proposed for this block to wind
tunnel testing prior to the completion of schematic design. The goal of this measure is to
improve pedestrian wind conditions resulting from the development of Block 1. The project
sponsor should incorporate into the design of the Block 1 building(s) any wind reduction
features recommended by the qualified wind consultant.

NA

Impact WS-2: The phased construction of the proposed
project could alter wind in a manner that substantially
affects public areas on or near the project site.

Mitigation Measure M-WS-2: Identification and Mitigation of Interim Hazardous Wind
Impacts

Prior to the approval of building plans for construction of any proposed building, or a building
within a group of buildings to be constructed simultaneously, at a height of 85 feet or greater,
the project sponsor (including any subsequent developer) shall submit to the San Francisco
Planning Department for review and approval a wind impact analysis of the proposed
building(s). The wind impact analysis shall be conducted by a qualified wind consultant. The
wind impact analysis shall consist of a qualitative analysis of whether the building(s) under
review could result in winds throughout the wind test area (as identified in the EIR) exceeding
the 26-mph wind hazard criterion for more hours or at more locations than identified for full
project buildout in the EIR. That is, the evaluation shall determine whether partial buildout
conditions would worsen wind hazard conditions for the project as a whole. The analysis shall
compare the exposure, massing, and orientation of the proposed building(s) to the same
building(s) in the representative massing models for the proposed project and shall include
any then-existing buildings and those under construction. The wind consultant shall review the
proposed building(s) design taking into account feasible wind reduction features including, but
not necessarily limited to, inclusion of podium setbacks, terraces, architectural canopies or
screens, vertical or horizontal fins, chamfered corners, and other articulations to the building
facade. If such building design measures are found not to be effective, landscaping (trees and
shrubs), street furniture, and ground-level fences or screens may be considered. Comparable

SUM
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Environmental Impact
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Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

EIR Section 4.H Wind and Shadow (cont.)

Impact WS-2 (cont.)

temporary wind reduction features (i.e., those that would be erected on a vacant site and
removed when the site is developed) may be considered. The project sponsor shall
incorporate into the design of the building(s) any wind reduction features recommended by the
qualified wind consultant.

If the wind consultant is unable to determine that the building(s) under consideration would not
result in a net increase in hazardous wind hours or locations under partial buildout conditions
compared to full buildout conditions, the building(s) under review shall undergo wind tunnel
testing. The wind tunnel testing shall evaluate the building(s) to determine whether an adverse
impact would occur. An adverse wind impact is defined as an aggregate net increase of

1 hour during which, and/or a net increase of 2 locations at which, the wind hazard criterion is
exceeded, compared to full buildout conditions identified in the EIR and based on the existing
conditions at the time of the subsequent wind tunnel test. As used herein, the existing
conditions at the time of the subsequent testing shall include any completed or under
construction buildings on the project site. As with the qualitative review above, the evaluation
shall determine whether partial buildout conditions would worsen wind hazard conditions for
the project as a whole. Accordingly, wind tunnel testing, if required, would include the same
test area and test points as were evaluated in the EIR.

If the building(s) would result in an adverse impact, as defined herein, additional wind tunnel
testing of mitigation strategies would be undertaken until no adverse effect is identified, and
the resulting mitigation strategies shall be incorporated into the design of the proposed
building(s) and building site(s). All feasible means as determined by the Environmental
Review Officer (such as reorienting certain buildings, sculpting buildings to include podiums
and terraces or other wind reduction treatments noted above or identified by the qualified wind
consultant, or installing landscaping) to eliminate hazardous winds, if predicted, shall be
implemented.

Impact WS-3: The proposed project would not create new
shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor
recreation facilities or other public areas.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-WS-1: The proposed project at full buildout, when
combined with other cumulative projects, would not alter
wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-WS-2: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the project vicinity, would not create new shadow in a
manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities
or other public areas.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA
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EIR Section 4.1 Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: Construction of the proposed project could
have a substantial adverse effect either directly or through
habitat modifications on migratory birds and/or on bird
species identified as special status in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: Nesting Bird Protection Measures

The project sponsor shall require that all construction contractors implement the following
measures for each construction phase to ensure protection of nesting birds and their nests
during construction:

1.

To the extent feasible, conduct initial project activities outside of the nesting season
(January 15—-August 15). These activities include, but are not limited to: vegetation
removal, tree trimming or removal, ground disturbance, building demolition, site
grading, and other construction activities that may impact nesting birds or the success
of their nests (e.g., controlled rock fragmentation, blasting, or pile driving).

For construction activities that occur during the bird nesting season, a qualified wildlife
biologist? shall conduct pre-construction nesting surveys within 14 days prior to the
start of construction or demolition at areas that have not been previously disturbed by
project activities or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more. Surveys shall be
performed for suitable habitat within 100 feet of the project site in order to locate any
active passerine (perching bird) nests and within 100 feet of the project site to locate
any active raptor (birds of prey) nests, waterbird nesting pairs, or colonies.

If active nests protected by federal or state law?3 are located during the preconstruction
bird nesting surveys, a qualified biologist shall evaluate if the schedule of construction
activities could affect the active nests and if so, the following measures would apply:

a. If construction is not likely to affect the active nest, construction may proceed
without restriction; however, a qualified biologist shall regularly monitor the nest at
a frequency determined appropriate for the surrounding construction activity to
confirm there is no adverse effect. The qualified biologist would determine spot-
check monitoring frequency on a nest-by-nest basis considering the particular
construction activity, duration, proximity to the nest, and physical barriers that may
screen activity from the nest. The qualified biologist may revise his/her
determination at any time during the nesting season in coordination with the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO).

b. Ifitis determined that construction may affect the active nest, the qualified biologist
shall establish a no-disturbance buffer around the nest(s) and all project work shall
halt within the buffer until a qualified biologist determines the nest is no longer in use.

LTS

years of experience conducting surveys for each species that may be present within the project area.

Typical experience requirements for a “qualified biologist” include a minimum of four years of academic training and professional experience in biological sciences and related resource management activities, and a minimum of two

These would include species protected by FESA, MBTA, CESA, and California Fish and Game Code and does not apply to rock pigeon, house sparrow, or European starling. USFWS and CDFW are the federal and state

agencies, respectively, with regulatory authority over protected birds and are the agencies who would be engaged with if nesting occurs onsite and protective buffer distances and/or construction activities within such a buffer would

need to be modified while a nest is still active.
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EIR Section 4.1 Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact BI-1 (cont.) Given the developed condition of the site, initial buffer distances are 100 to 250 feet
for passerines and 100 to 500 feet for raptors; however, the qualified biologist may
adjust the buffers based on the nature of proposed activities or site specific conditions.
c. Modifying nest buffer distances, allowing certain construction activities within the
buffer, and/or modifying construction methods in proximity to active nests shall be
done at the discretion of the qualified biologist and in coordination with the ERO, who
would notify CDFW.
d. Any work that must occur within established no-disturbance buffers around active
nests shall be monitored by a qualified biologist. If the qualified biologist observes
adverse effects in response to project work within the buffer that could compromise
the active nest, work within the no-disturbance buffer(s) shall halt until the nest
occupants have fledged.
e. With some exceptions, birds that begin nesting within the project area amid
construction activities are assumed to be habituated to construction-related or similar
noise and disturbance levels. Exclusion zones around such nests may be reduced or
eliminated in these cases as determined by the qualified biologist in coordination with
the ERO, who would notify CDFW. Work may proceed around these active nests as
long as the nests and their occupants are not directly impacted.
Impact BI-2: Operation of the proposed project would not LTS No mitigation required. NA
have a substantial adverse effect either directly or through
habitat modifications on migratory birds and/or on bird
species identified as special status in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Impact BI-3: Construction of the proposed project could S Mitigation Measure M-BI-3: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Bats LTS
havg a subgtgnﬂ_al adverse ‘?ﬁe“.‘?'ther dlrectl_y or through A qualified biologist* who is experienced with bat surveying techniques (including auditory
habitat modification on bats identified as special-status in sampling methods), behavior, roosting habitat, and identification of local bat species shall
Ioce_ll or _reglonal plans, pollples, or re_gul_atlons, or by th"? be consulted prior to demolition or building rehabilitation activities to conduct a pre-
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish construction habitat assessment of the project site (focusing on buildings to be demolished
and Wildlife Service. or rehabilitated under the project) to characterize potential bat habitat and identify
potentially active roost sites. No further action is required should the pre-construction
habitat assessment not identify bat habitat or signs of potentially active bat roosts within the
project site (e.g., guano, urine staining, dead bats, etc.).

4 Typical experience requirements for a qualified biologist include a minimum of four years of academic training and professional experience in biological sciences and related resource management activities, and a minimum of two
years of experience conducting surveys for each species that may be present within the project area.
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EIR Section 4.1 Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-3 (cont.)

The following measures shall be implemented should potential roosting habitat or potentially
active bat roosts be identified during the habitat assessment in buildings to be demolished or
rehabilitated under the proposed project:

1. Inareas identified as potential roosting habitat during the habitat assessment, initial
building demolition or rehabilitation shall occur when bats are active, approximately
between the periods of March 1 to April 15 and August 15 to October 15, to the extent
feasibkse. These dates avoid the bat maternity roosting season and period of winter
torpor.

2. Depending on temporal guidance as defined below, the qualified biologist shall conduct
pre-construction surveys of potential bat roost sites identified during the initial habitat
assessment no more than 14 days prior to building demolition or rehabilitation.

3. If active bat roosts or evidence of roosting is identified during pre-construction surveys,
the qualified biologist shall determine, if possible, the type of roost and species. A
no-disturbance buffer shall be established around roost sites until the qualified biologist
determines they are no longer active. The size of the no-disturbance buffer would be
determined by the qualified biologist and would depend on the species present, roost
type, existing screening around the roost site (such as dense vegetation or a building), as
well as the type of construction activity that would occur around the roost site.

4. If special-status bat species or maternity or hibernation roosts are detected during these

surveys, appropriate species- and roost-specific avoidance and protection measures shall

be developed by the qualified biologist in coordination with the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife. Such measures may include postponing the removal of buildings or
structures, establishing exclusionary work buffers while the roost is active (e.g., 100-foot
no-disturbance buffer), or other avoidance measures.

5. The qualified biologist shall be present during building demolition or rehabilitation if
potential bat roosting habitat or active bat roosts are present. Buildings with active roosts
shall be disturbed only under clear weather conditions when precipitation is not forecast
for three days and when daytime temperatures are at least 50 degrees Fahrenheit.

6. The demolition or rehabilitation of buildings containing or suspected to contain bat roosting
habitat or active bat roosts shall be done under the supervision of the qualified biologist.
When appropriate, buildings shall be partially dismantled to significantly change the roost
conditions, causing bats to abandon and not return to the roost, likely in the evening and
after bats have emerged from the roost to forage. Under no circumstances shall active
maternity roosts be disturbed until the roost disbands at the completion of the maternity
roosting season or otherwise becomes inactive, as determined by the qualified biologist.

5 Torpor refers to a state of decreased physiological activity with reduced body temperature and metabolic rate.
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EIR Section 4.1 Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact Bl-4: Construction of the proposed project could
have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modification, on marine species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, or National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-4: Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving

Prior to the start of any in-water construction that would require pile driving, the project
sponsor shall prepare a National Marine Fisheries Service-approved sound attenuation
monitoring plan to protect fish and marine mammals, and the approved plan shall be
implemented during construction. This plan shall provide detail on the sound attenuation
system, detail methods used to monitor and verify sound levels during pile driving activities
(if required based on projected in-water noise levels), and describe best management
practices to reduce impact pile-driving in the aquatic environment to an intensity level less
than 183 dB (sound exposure level, SEL) impulse noise level for fish at a distance of

33 feet, and 160 dB (root mean square pressure level, RMS) impulse noise level or 120 dB
(RMS) continuous noise level for marine mammals at a distance of 1,640 feet. The plan
shall incorporate, but not be limited to, the following best management practices:

e Allin-water construction shall be conducted within the established environmental work
window between June 1 and November 30, designed to avoid potential impacts to fish
species.

e To the extent feasible vibratory pile drivers shall be used for the installation of all
support piles. Vibratory pile driving shall be conducted following the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers “Proposed Procedures for Permitting Projects that will Not Adversely Affect
Selected Listed Species in California.” U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National
Marine Fisheries Service completed section 7 consultation on this document, which
establishes general procedures for minimizing impacts to natural resources associated
with projects in or adjacent to jurisdictional waters.

e A soft start technique to impact hammer pile driving shall be implemented, at the start
of each work day or after a break in impact hammer driving of 30 minutes or more, to
give fish and marine mammals an opportunity to vacate the area.

e If during the use of an impact hammer, established National Marine Fisheries Service
pile driving thresholds are exceeded, a bubble curtain or other sound attenuation
method as described in the National Marine Fisheries Service-approved sound
attenuation monitoring plan shall be utilized to reduce sound levels below the criteria
described above. If National Marine Fisheries Service sound level criteria are still
exceeded with the use of attenuation methods, a National Marine Fisheries Service-
approved biological monitor shall be available to conduct surveys before and during pile
driving to inspect the work zone and adjacent waters for marine mammals. The monitor
shall be present as specified by the National Marine Fisheries Service during impact
pile driving and ensure that:

— The safety zones established in the sound monitoring plan for the protection of
marine mammals are maintained.

— Work activities are halted when a marine mammal enters a safety zone and resumed
only after the animal has been gone from the area for a minimum of 15 minutes.

LTS
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EIR Section 4.1 Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact Bl-4 (cont.)

This noise level limit shall be coordinated with vibration limits required under Mitigation
Measures M-NO-4a, Construction Vibration Monitoring, M-NO-4b, Vibration Control
Measures During Controlled Blasting and Pile Driving, and M-NO-4c, Vibration Control
Measures During Use of Vibratory Equipment, to ensure that the lowest of the specified
vibration limits is ultimately implemented.

Impact BI-5: Operation of the proposed project would not LTS No mitigation required. NA
have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modification, on marine species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, or National Marine Fisheries Service.
Impact BI-6: Construction and operation of the proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, or the National Marine Fisheries Service.
Impact BI-7: Construction of the proposed project could S Mitigation Measure M-BI-7: Compensation for Fill of Jurisdictional Waters LTS
have a substantial adverse effect on San Francisco Bay The project sponsor shall provide compensatory mitigation for placement of fill associated
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or with maintenance or installation of new structures in the San Francisco Bay as further
other means. determined by the regulatory agencies with authority over the bay during the permitting
process.
Compensation may include onsite or offsite shoreline improvements or intertidal/subtidal
habitat enhancements along San Francisco’s waterfront through removal of chemically
treated wood material (e.g., pilings, decking, etc.) by pulling, cutting, or breaking off piles at
least 1 foot below mudline or removal of other unengineered debris (e.g., concrete-filled
drums or large pieces of concrete).
Impact BI-8: Operation of the proposed project would not LTS No mitigation required. NA
have a substantial adverse effect on state and federal
waters through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means.
Impact BI-9: The proposed project could interfere S Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: Nesting Bird Protection Measures (see Impact BI-1, above) LTS
substantially with the movement of native resident or L . . . . . o
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native Mitigation Measure M-BI-4: Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of (see Impact Bl-4, above)
native wildlife nursery sites.
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EIR Section 4.1 Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-10: The proposed project would not conflict with
any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources; and would not conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the site vicinity, could result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant impacts on biological resources.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: Nesting Bird Protection Measures (See Impact BI-1,
above.)

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Bats (See
Impact BI-3, above.)

Mitigation Measures M-BI-4, Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving
(See Impact Bl-4, above.)

Mitigation Measure M-BI-7, Compensation for Fill of Jurisdictional Waters (See
Impact BI-7, above.)

LTS

EIR Section 4.J Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Construction of the proposed project would
not violate water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water
quality.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HY-2: Operation of the proposed project would not
violate a water quality standard or waste discharge
requirement or otherwise substantially degrade water
quality, and runoff from the proposed project would not
exceed the capacity of a storm drain system or provide a
substantial source of stormwater pollutants.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion,
siltation, or flooding on or off site.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HY-4: Operation of the proposed project would not
place housing within a 100-year flood zone or place
structures within an existing 100-year flood zone that would
impede or redirect flood flows.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA
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EIR Section 4.J Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

Impact HY-5: Operation of the proposed project would not
place structures within a future 100-year flood zone that
would impede or redirect flood flows.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HY-6: The proposed project would not expose
people or structures to substantial risk of loss, injury, or
death due to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts on hydrology and water
quality.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

EIR Section 4.K Hazards and Hazardous Material

Impact HZ-1: Construction and operation of the proposed
project would not create a significant hazard through routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HZ-2: Demolition and renovation of buildings during
construction would not expose workers or the public to
hazardous building materials including asbestos-containing
materials, lead-based paint, PCBs, di (2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, or result in a release of
these materials into the environment.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HZ-3: Project development within the Power Station
and PG&E sub-areas would be conducted on a site
included on a government list of hazardous materials sites,
but would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HZ-4: Construction and operation of developments
within the Port, City, and Southern sub-areas could
encounter hazardous materials in the soil and groundwater,
but would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA
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EIR Section 4.K Hazards and Hazardous Material (cont.)

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school. Although construction activities would emit diesel
particulate matter and naturally occurring asbestos, these
emissions would not result in adverse effects on nearby
schools.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HZ-6: The proposed project would not expose
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving fires, nor would it impair implementation of
or physically interfere with and adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in combination with
other past, present or reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the project vicinity, would not result in a
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts
related to hazards and hazardous materials.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study E.3 Cultural Resources

Impact CR-1: The project could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an archeological
resource.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the
project site in locations determined to have moderate or high archeological sensitivity, the
following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from
the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall
retain the services of an archeological consultant from the San Francisco rotational
Department Qualified Archeological Consultants List maintained by the San Francisco
Planning Department archeologist. The project sponsor shall contact the department
archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next three archeological
consultants on the list. The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing
program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an
archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure.
The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at
the direction of the City’s appointed project Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and
reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to
the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision
until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs
required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of
four weeks. At the direction of the review officer, the suspension of construction can be
extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to
a less than significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined
in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 (a) and (c).

LTS
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study E.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-1 (cont.)

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site®
associated with descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially
interested descendant group an appropriate representative7 of the descendant group and
the review officer shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be
given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to offer
recommendations to the review officer regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the
site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the
associated archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be
provided to the representative of the descendant group.

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

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall
submit a written report of the findings to the review officer. If based on the archeological
testing program the archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources may
be present, the review officer in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine
if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include
additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data
recovery program. No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the prior
approval of the review officer or the planning department archeologist. If the review officer
determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be
adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:

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

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

The term archeological site is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial.
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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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study E.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-1 (cont.)

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the review officer in consultation with the
archeological consultant determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be
implemented the archeological monitoring program shall minimally include the following
provisions:

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

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

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

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

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/pile driving/construction activities and
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving or deep foundation
activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that
the pile driving or deep foundation activities may affect an archeological resource, the
pile driving or deep foundation activities shall be terminated until an appropriate
evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the review officer. The
archeological consultant shall immediately notify the review officer of the encountered
archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to
assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit,
and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the
ERO.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study E.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-1 (cont.)

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

The scope of the archeological data recovery plan shall include the following elements:

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

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

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

e Interpretive Program. Consideration of an onsite/offsite public interpretive program
during the course of the archeological data recovery program.

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

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

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

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of
human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any
soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable state and federal laws, including
immediate notification of the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner of the City and County of
San Francisco and in the event of the medical examiner’s determination that the human
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American
Heritage Commission who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (Public Resource Code
section 5097.98). The ERO shall also be immediately notified upon discovery of human
remains. The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and a most likely descendant
shall have up to but not beyond six days after the discovery to make all reasonable efforts
to develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains and associated or
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study E.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-1 (cont.)

unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines section
15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation,
removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human
remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in existing state
regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to
accept recommendations of a most likely descendant. The archeological 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 treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made or, otherwise,
as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. If no agreement is reached,
state regulations shall be followed including the reburial of the human remains and
associated burial objects with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to
further subsurface disturbance (Public Resource Code section 5097.98).

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

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be
distributed as follows: California Historical Resource Information System Northwest
Information Center shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the
transmittal of the report to the Northwest Information Center. The San Francisco Planning
Department Environmental Planning Division shall receive one bound, one unbound and
one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the report along with copies of any formal
site recordation forms (California Department of Parks and Recreation 523 form) and/or
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register
of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value
of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and
distribution than that presented above.

Impact CR-2: The project could disturb human remains, S Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing (see Impact CR-1, above) LTS
including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries.
Impact CR-3: The project could result in a substantial S Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing (see Impact CR-1, above) LTS
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural L ) )
resource as defined in Public Resources Code section Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program
21074. If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in
consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the review officer
determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource and that the resource could
be adversely affected by the proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as
to avoid any adverse effect on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible.
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prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study E.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impact CR-3 (cont.)

If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, determines
that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the
project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the tribal cultural resource in
consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An interpretive plan produced in consultation
with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO
would be required to implement the interpretive program. The plan shall identify, as appropriate,
proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those
displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term
maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist installations, preferably by
local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and
interpretation, and educational panels or other informational displays.

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, in combination with

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the vicinity of the project site, would not result in cumulative
impacts to archeological resources, tribal cultural resources,
and human remains.

LTS

No mitigation required

LTS

Initial Study E.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present and future projects would not generate GHG
emissions at levels that would result in a significant impact on
the environment but may conflict with a policy, plan, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study E.9 Recreation

Impact RE-1: The project would increase the use of
existing neighborhood parks and other recreational facilities,
but not to such an extent such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated
or such that the construction of new or expanded facilities
would be required.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development within approximately 0.5 mile of the project
site, would not increase the use of existing neighborhood
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be
accelerated or such that the construction of new or
expanded facilities would be required.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA
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Environmental Impact

Level of
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prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study E.10 Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: The City’s water service provider would have
sufficient water supply available to serve the proposed
project from existing entitlements and resources. The
proposed project would not require new or expanded water
supply resources or entitlements or the construction of new
or expanded water treatment facilities.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not exceed
wastewater treatment requirements of the Southeast Water
Pollution Control Plant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not require or
result in the construction of new wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects,
nor would the project result in a determination by the
SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to its existing
commitments.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-4: The proposed project would not require or
result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-5: Project construction and operation would
result in increased generation of solid waste but would be
served by a landfill with sufficient capacity to accommodate
the proposed project’s solid waste disposal needs.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-6: The construction and operation of the
proposed project would comply with all applicable statutes
and regulations related to solid waste.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative
impacts on utilities and service systems.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA
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Improvement/Mitigation Measures
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Initial Study E.11 Public Services

Impact PS-1: Construction of the project would not result in
an increase in demand for police protection, fire protection,
schools, or other services to an extent that would result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
construction or alteration of governmental facilities.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact PS-2: The operation of the proposed project would
not result in an increase in demand for police protection, fire
protection, schools, or other services to an extent that
would result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the construction or alteration of
governmental facilities.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, combined with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would not have a substantial cumulative impact to
public services.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study E.13 Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not exacerbate
the potential for the project to expose people or structures
to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving fault rupture, seismic ground
shaking, seismically induced ground failure, or seismically
induced landslides.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in
substantial erosion or loss of topsoil.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-3: The project site would not be located on a
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become
unstable as a result of the proposed project.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create
substantial risks to life or property as a result of locating
buildings or other features on expansive or corrosive soils.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-5: The proposed project would not substantially
change the topography or any unigue geologic or physical
features of the site.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA
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Environmental Impact
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Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study E.13 Geology and Soils (cont.)

Impact GE-6: The proposed project could directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site.

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation
Program

Prior to issuance of a building permit for construction activities that would disturb the deep
fill area, where Pleistocene-aged sediments, which may include Colma Formation, bay
mud, bay clay, and older beach deposits (based on the site-specific geotechnical
investigation or other available information) may be present, the project sponsor shall retain
the services of a qualified paleontological consultant having expertise in California
paleontology to design and implement a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and
Mitigation Program. The program shall specify the timing and specific locations where
construction monitoring would be required; inadvertent discovery procedures; sampling and
data recovery procedures; procedures for the preparation, identification, analysis, and
curation of fossil specimens and data recovered; preconstruction coordination procedures;
and procedures for reporting the results of the monitoring program. The program shall be
consistent with the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology Standard Guidelines for the
mitigation of construction-related adverse impacts to paleontological resources and the
requirements of the designated repository for any fossils collected.

During construction, earth-moving activities that have the potential to disturb previously
undisturbed native sediment or sedimentary rocks shall be monitored by a qualified
paleontological consultant having expertise in California paleontology. Monitoring need not
be conducted when construction activities would encounter artificial fill, Young Bay Mud, or
non-sedimentary rocks of the Franciscan Complex.

If a paleontological resource is discovered, construction activities in an appropriate buffer
around the discovery site shall be suspended for a maximum of 4 weeks. At the direction of
the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the suspension of construction can be extended
beyond four (4) weeks if needed to implement appropriate measures in accordance with the
program, but only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to prevent an adverse
impact on the paleontological resource.

The paleontological consultant’'s work shall be conducted at the direction of the City’s
environmental review officer. Plans and reports prepared by the consultant shall be
submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered
draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.

LTS

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in significant cumulative impacts on
geology and soils or paleontological resources.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA
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prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study E.16 Mineral and Energy Resources

Impact ME-1: The project would not result in the use of LTS No mitigation required. NA
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a
wasteful manner.
Impact C-ME-1: The project, in combination with other past, LTS No mitigation required. NA
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would
not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on
energy resources.
Initial Study E.17 Agriculture and Forest Resources
NA NA NA NA
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

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

COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Impact of Proposed Project!

Historic Architectural Resources

Alternative A:
No Project/
Code Compliant

Alternative B:
Full Preservation/
Reduced Program

Alternative C:
Full Preservation/
Similar Program

Alternative D:
Partial
Preservation 1

Alternative E:
Partial
Preservation 2

Alternative F:
Partial
Preservation 3

Alternative G:
Partial
Preservation 4

Impact CR-4: Historic architecture, individual Same as project, |LSM LSM Less than project | Less than project | Less than project | Less than project
resources (SUM) SUM but still SUM but still SUM but still SUM but still SUM
Impact CR-5: Demolition and alteration effects Same as project, |LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM

on Third Street Industrial District (SUM) SUM

Impact C-CR-2: Cumulative effects on Third Same as project, |LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM

Street Industrial District (SUM) SUM

Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-4: Muni ridership (SUM) LTS Less than project | Similar to project, | Similar to project, | Similar to project, | Similar to project, | Similar to project,
but still SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM

Impact TR-5: Muni operations (SUM) LTS LTS Same as project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project

(SUM) (SUM) (SUM) (SUM) (SUM)

Impact TR-7: Pedestrian impacts (LSM) LTS Similar to project Similar to project Similar to project Similar to project Similar to project Similar to project
(LSM) (LSM) (LSM) (LSM) (LSM) (LSM)

Impact C-TR-4: Cumulative Muni ridership (SUM) | LTS Less than project | Similar to project, | Similar to project, | Similar to project, | Similar to project, | Similar to project,
but still SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM

Impact C-TR-5: Cumulative transit operations LTS LTS Similar to project, | Similar to project, | Similar to project, | Similar to project, | Similar to project,

(SUM)

Noise and Vibration

SUM

SUM

SUM

SUM

SUM

Impact NO-2: Construction-related increases in
ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors
(Sum)

Less than project
but still SUM
(impacts on future
Pier 70 receptors,
only)

Less than project
but still SUM

Same as project,
SUM

Same as project,
SUM

Same as project,
SUM

Same as project,
SUM

Same as project,
SUM

Impact NO-4: Construction-related vibration impacts
on existing buildings (LSM)

Less than project
but still LSM

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Impact NO-8: Operational off-site traffic noise
increases (SUM)

Less than project
but still SUM
(fewer affected
roadway
segments)

Less than project
but still SUM
(fewer affected
roadway
segments)

Same as project
(SUM)

Same as project
(SUM)

Same as project
(SUM)

Same as project
(SUM)

Same as project
(SUM)
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COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Impact of Proposed Project!

Noise and Vibration (cont.)

Impact C-NO-1: Cumulative construction traffic
noise increases (SUM)

Alternative A:
No Project/
Code Compliant

Less than project
but still SUM

Alternative B:
Full Preservation/
Reduced Program

Less than project
but still SUM

Alternative C:
Full Preservation/
Similar Program

Same as project
(SUM)

Alternative D:
Partial
Preservation 1

Same as project
(SUM)

Alternative E:
Partial
Preservation 2

Same as project
(SUM)

Alternative F:
Partial
Preservation 3

Same as project
(SUM)

Alternative G:
Partial
Preservation 4

Same as project
(SUM)

Impact C-NO-2: Cumulative operational traffic
noise increases (SUM)

Air Quality

Less than project
but still SUM

Less than project
but still SUM

Same as project
(SUM)

Same as project
(SUM)

Same as project
(Sum)

Same as project
(SUM)

Same as project
(Sum)

Impact AQ-2: Construction-related plus LSM Less than project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project
overlapping operational criteria air pollutant but still SUM (SUM) (SUM) (SUM) (SUM) (SUM)
emissions. (SUM)

Impact AQ-3: Operations-related criteria air LSM Less than project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project

pollutant emissions. (SUM)

but still SUM

(SUM)

(SUM)

(SUM)

(SUM)

(SUM)

Impact AQ-4: Toxic air contaminants, cancer risk

Offsite (LSM)

Less than project

Same as project

Same as project

Same as project

Same as project

Same as project

and PM2.5 concentration at offsite receptors and Onsite (NI) (LSM) (LSM) (LSM) (LSM) (LSM) (LSM)
onsite receptors (LSM)
Impact C-AQ-1: Cumulative regional air quality LSM Same as project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project | Same as project

(SUM)

(SUM)

(SUM)

(SUM)

(SUM)

(SUM)

(SUM)

Impact C-AQ-2: Cumulative health risk (LSM)

Wind and Shadow

Less than project
(LSM)

Less than project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Impact WS-1. Wind impacts at build-out (LTS) Less than the Same as or less SUM Similar to the Same as project SUM SUM
project than project (conservative in project (conservative in (conservative in
the absence of the absence of the absence of
testing) testing) testing)
Impact C-WS-1. Cumulative wind impacts (LTS) Less than the Same as or less SUM Similar to the Same as project SUM SUM

project than project (conservative in project (conservative in (conservative in
the absence of the absence of the absence of
testing) testing) testing)
Impact WS-2. Interim wind hazards or changes in | LTS Same as project, | Same as project, | Same as project, | Same as project, | Same as project, | Same as project,

building layout or massing (SUM)

SUM

SUM

SUM

SUM

SUM

SUM
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Summary

TABLE S-3 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Impact of Proposed Project!

Biological Resources

Alternative A:
No Project/
Code Compliant

Alternative B:
Full Preservation/
Reduced Program

Alternative C:
Full Preservation/
Similar Program

Alternative D:
Partial
Preservation 1

Alternative E:
Partial
Preservation 2

Alternative F:
Partial
Preservation 3

Alternative G:
Partial
Preservation 4

Impact BI-4: Construction impacts on special-status
fish and marine mammals (LSM)

LTS (no dock, so
no in-water pile
driving)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

Same as project
(LSM)

1 see Chapter 4 for complete impact statements. CEQA significance determination: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation;
SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable.

All SUM and SU impacts are shown in bold.

Dark shading indicates a substantial change in impact significance from the proposed project, from SU or SUM to LTS. Medium shading indicates a noticeable change in impact significance from the proposed project, from SUM to

LSM or from LSM to LTS. Light shading indicates a slight change in impact severity from the proposed project but no change in significance determination.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.A Project Summary

This environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes potential environmental effects associated with
the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development project (proposed project). California Barrel
Company LLC is the project sponsor and proposes the redevelopment of an approximately 29-acre
site along San Francisco's central waterfront with a variety of residential, commercial and open
space land uses. These uses include office, research and development (R&D)/life science, retail,
hotel, entertainment/assembly, and production, distribution, and repair (PDR), parking, and
community facilities. The project site encompasses the location of the former Potrero Power Plant
and certain adjacent parcels. Further details regarding the proposed project are discussed in
Chapter 2, Project Description.

1.B Purpose of this EIR

This EIR analyzes the physical environmental effects associated with implementation of the
proposed project. The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared this EIR in compliance
with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines
(California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq., and California Code of Regulations
Title 14, sections 15000 et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”), and San Francisco Administrative Code
Chapter 31. The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying
out or approving a project.

As described by CEQA and in the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty to
avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects where feasible. In undertaking this
duty, a public agency has an obligation to balance a project’s significant effects on the environment
with its benefits, including economic, social, technological, legal, and other non - environmental
characteristics.

As defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15382, a “significant effect on the environment” is:

... a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions
within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change
related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is
significant.

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 1-1 October 2018
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1. Introduction

CEQA requires that before a discretionary decision can be made to approve a project that may
cause a significant effect on the environment that cannot be mitigated, an EIR must be prepared.
The EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to
identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of a project, to identify mitigation measures
to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the
project. Thus, prior to taking an approval action on the proposed project, the City and County of
San Francisco must consider the information in this EIR and make certain findings with respect to
each significant effect that is identified. The information contained in this EIR, along with other
information available through the public review processes, will be reviewed and considered by the
decision-makers prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project, or to
adopt an alternative to the proposed project.

This EIR evaluates the whole of the proposed action, including project-level impacts (offsite, onsite,
construction-related, operational, direct, and indirect) and cumulative impacts. This is an
informational document that does not determine whether a project will be approved, but instead
aids in the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the potential environmental
impacts associated with construction and operation of the proposed project.

The planning department has prepared this EIR with a degree of analysis that provides decision-
makers with sufficient information to enable them to make a decision that accounts for the
environmental consequences of the proposed project. The evaluation of the environmental impacts
of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light
of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but
the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have
looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure
(CEQA Guidelines section 15151).

1.C Type of EIR

This document is a project-level EIR pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines section 15161. A project-
level EIR focuses on the changes in the environment that would result from construction and
operation of a specific development project. Furthermore, this EIR is also a focused EIR, in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15063(c). In accordance with section 15128, an initial
study on the proposed project was prepared (see Appendix B of this EIR) to identify which of the
proposed project’s effects would result in less-than-significant impacts and do not require further
analysis, and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis in the EIR. The initial
study is being published concurrently with the EIR, and comments will be accepted on the initial
study during the public review period for the EIR.! Thus, this EIR focuses the environmental
analysis on those topics identified in the initial study with the potential to have significant impacts.

1 Under CEQA Guidelines section 15128, the EIR must contain a brief statement indicating the reasons why certain

effects were determined not to be significant and thus were not discussed in the EIR.
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1.D CEQA Environmental Review Process

CEQA Guidelines sections 15080 to 15097 set forth the EIR process, which includes multiple phases
involving notification and input from responsible agencies and the public. The main steps in this
process are described below.

1.D.1 Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report and Scoping

California Barrel Company LLC filed an Environmental Evaluation application with the planning
department on September 15, 2017. This filing initiated the environmental review process. The EIR
process includes an opportunity for the public to review and comment on the proposed project’s
potential environmental effects and to further inform the environmental analysis.

On November 1, 2017, the planning department issued the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR
on the proposed Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development project and made the NOP
available on its website. The NOP was sent to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons
interested in the proposed project, and publication of the NOP initiated the 30-day public scoping
period for this EIR, which started on November 1, 2017 and ended on December 1, 2017. The NOP
included a description of the proposed project and a request for agencies and the public to submit
comments on the scope of environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR. The NOP and
public comments received thereon are included as Appendix A of this document.

The planning department held a public scoping meeting on Wednesday, November 15, 2017 at the
project site, 420 23rd Street, San Francisco, to receive oral comments on the scope of the EIR. In
total, during the scoping period the planning department received comments from two agencies,
three non-governmental organizations, and three individuals. These comments received in
response to the NOP during the public scoping period, both written and oral,? are included in
Appendix A and are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case
File No. 2017-011878ENV. The planning department has considered all of these comments in
preparing the EIR for the proposed project. See Section 1.D.2 below, for a table summarizing the
scoping comments received during the scoping period.

1.D.2 Scoping Comments

The planning department has considered the comments made by the public and agencies in
preparation of this EIR, as summarized in Table 1-1, Summary of Scoping Comments. Comments
on the NOP that relate to environmental issues are addressed and analyzed throughout this EIR and
initial study (see Appendix B for the initial study). The table lists the commenter and in which section
of the initial study or EIR each comment is addressed. The scoping comments, as summarized in this
table, also indicate areas of controversy known to the lead agency and issues to be resolved, per
CEQA Guidelines section 15123.

2 A transcript of the oral comments received at the November 15, 2017 public scoping meeting is included in

Appendix A.
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TABLE 1-1
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where Comment
is Addressed

Federal and State Agencies

Patricia Maurice, District Branch Chief, California Department of Transportatio

n (CA DOT)

Multimodal system planning. To further maximize transit use as
part of the project, Caltrans suggests adding the Muni T Third
Street light rail to the proposed Transportation Demand
Management program. The project should maintain a low parking
ratio.

e Chapter 2, Project Description

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation

Vehicle trip reduction. The project site is identified as Place Type 1:
Urban Core. The project should include a robust Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) Program to reduce vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gases emissions, and Caltrans
includes a long list of potential measures that can be included in
the TDM program. TDM program should include annual monitoring
reports by an onsite TDM coordinator.

e Chapter 2, Project Description

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation

Travel demand analysis. Please submit the project's VMT
analysis for Caltrans to review. Caltrans also lists information to
be included in the travel demand analysis.

o Appendix C, Transportation
Supporting Information

Mitigation measures. The project's fair share contribution,
financing, scheduling, and implementation responsibilities should
be fully discussed, including City's responsibilities.

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation

The Draft EIR should be submitted to both the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area
Governments for review and comments.

e EIR mailing list

Tinya Hoang, Coastal Program Analyst, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

(BCDC)

Project consistency with McAteer-Petris Act, Bay Plan, Coastal
Zone Management Act.

BCDC jurisdiction, include the bay and 100-foot shoreline band.

e Chapter 3, Plans and Policies

BCDC permits required for construction, dredging, dredged
material disposal, fill placement, and substantial changes within
its jurisdiction.

e Chapter 2, Project
Description, under Permits
and Approvals

BCDC will require information on the proposed bay fill and how
the fill would be consistent with applicable requirements. This
would apply to the proposed fishing pier, floating dock, outfall,
and shoreline protection.

e Chapter 2, Project Description

e Chapter 4, Section J,
Hydrology and Water Quality

BCDC permits required for Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) remediation, any associated dredging activities,
remediation cap or revetment.

e Chapter 2, Project
Description, under Existing
Site Conditions

Chapter 4, Section K,
Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Mitigation measures for adverse impacts, including bay fill.

o Chapter 4, Section I,
Biological Resources
Chapter 4, Section J,
Hydrology and Water Quality

Consistency with the San Francisco Bay Plan policies on shoreline
protection. Information should include cross-sections of the

shoreline protection that shows the elevation of the 100-year flood
plus the projected sea level rise for the expected life of the project.

e Chapter 3, Plans and Policies
e Chapter 2, Project Description
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1. Introduction

TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where Comment
is Addressed

Federal and St

ate Agencies (cont.)

Tinya Hoang, Coastal Program Analyst, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

(BCDC) (cont.)

Public access, consistency with McAteer-Petris Act. BCDC will
require an estimate of the anticipated capacity of the site for
residents, workers, and visitors. A delay in providing public
access benefit may not be consistent with maximum feasible
public access. BCDC staff recommends constructing a
connection between the proposed project and the Pier 70 Mixed-
Use District project prior to Phase 3.

e Chapter 3, Plans and Policies
e Initial Study

Public access, description. In addition to the locations of public
access, BCDC will need to know if there are areas that would not
be available to public at all time for active and passive recreation
due to other uses, such as private events.

e Chapter 2, Project Description

Compatibility of adjacent uses with public access uses, including
potential conflicts with pedestrian and bicycle access adjacent to
truck traffic.

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation

Suitability and public safety of remediation in public access
areas.

Chapter 4, Section K,
Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Type of anticipated water activities and whether the site would
meet water quality criteria for human contact related to fishing,
kayaking and swimming.

Chapter 2, Project Description

Chapter 4, Section J,
Hydrology and Water Quality

BCDC permit application and review of project by the BCDC
Design Review Board for the public access components.

Chapter 2, Project
Description, under Permits
and Approvals

Appearance, design, and scenic views, consistency with San
Francisco Bay Plan policies. The project design should consider
view corridors across the site to minimize visual impacts and
enhance views to the bay and shoreline.

Chapter 3, Plans and Policies

Sea level rise. Information is needed on the resilience and
adaptability of all public access and open space areas and any
structures in the bay that could be subject to flooding throughout
the life of the project.

Chapter 2, Project Description

Chapter 4, Section J,
Hydrology and Water Quality

Non-Governmental Organizations

Paula C. Kirlin

, Holland & Knight, representing FC Pier 70 LLC

Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project assumptions.

Chapter 4, Section A, Impact
Overview

We anticipate that the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project will be
under construction and that residents, employees, and visitors to
the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project will be impacted by
construction and operation of the project.

Chapter 4, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures, under
relevant resource topics

Traffic/transportation. We anticipate that the EIR will analyze
impacts associated with vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle trips
from the project that will travel via 22nd Street, and that
appropriate mitigation and improvement measures be identified
to address such impacts.

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where Comment
is Addressed

Non-Governm

ental Organizations (cont.)

Paula C. Kirlin

, Holland & Knight, representing FC Pier 70 LLC (cont.)

Transit. We anticipate that the project will consider project and
cumulative impacts to Muni routes (T-Third, 22 Fillmore,

48 Quintara/24th Street lines) and that appropriate mitigation
measures be identified.

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation

Utilities. We anticipate that the EIR's analysis of utilities impacts

(water supply, wastewater, stormwater) will account for the Pier

70 Mixed-Use District project and that appropriate mitigation and
improvement measure be identified.

e Initial Study

Air Quality. We anticipate that the EIR and health risk
assessment will carefully identify the location of sensitive
receptors located within the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project to
ensure that air quality and health risk impacts associated with
project construction and operation are identified, and appropriate
mitigation and improvement measures are identified. We also
anticipate that the air quality impacts will be quantified consistent
with the methodology used to identify air quality impacts in the
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project EIR.

o Chapter 4, Section G, Air
Quality

Noise. We anticipate that construction-related noise and vibration
could impact sensitive receptors and historic structures located
with the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project. Project construction
would include pile driving to bedrock adjacent or in proximity to
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District parcels that may contain residential
buildings that could be occupied. Pile driving would also occur in
close proximity to historic buildings on the Pier 70 Mixed-Use
District site.

e Chapter 4, Section F, Noise
and Vibration

Hazards. How the EIR will analyze and mitigate offsite impacts
associated with site remediation or management of soils during
project implementation. We trust offsite impacts both project
specific and cumulative will be addressed in the EIR.

Chapter 4, Section K,
Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Shadow. The project could have shadow impacts on publicly
accessible open spaces and/or outdoor recreation facilities
located within the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project.

Chapter 4, Section H, Wind
and Shadow

Wind. The project's wind impacts could potentially affect the Pier
70 Mixed-Use District project. We anticipate that the wind
analysis would include existing and baseline buildings within the
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project site to determine whether the
project would alter wind in a manner that substantially affects
public areas on an interim basis and at buildout.

Chapter 4, Section H, Wind
and Shadow

Land Use. Analysis of flex land uses on the project parcels
abutting Pier 70 Mixed-Use District may be one way to ensure
compatibility of land uses along the shared project boundary.

Chapter 4, Section B, Land
Use

Allison Heath,

Grow Potrero Responsibly

Alternatives. The EIR should study a reduced height and density
alternative.

Chapter 6, Alternatives

Shadow and Wind. The EIR should study shadow and wind
impacts on existing and proposed open and recreation space,
including the shoreline and the bay. Include the project's
contribution to cumulative shadow on Irish Hill and playground.

Chapter 4, Section H, Wind
and Shadow
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where Comment
is Addressed

Non-Governm

ental Organizations (cont.)

Allison Heath,

Grow Potrero Responsibly (cont.)

The EIR should study jobs/housing balance of the project to
impacts on transportation, traffic, air quality, pedestrian and bike
safety, and noise with respect to neighboring areas, throughout
San Francisco, and greater Bay Area.

VMT analysis should look at neighborhood, local, and regional
conditions. Transportation analysis must use accurate mode
analysis reflecting current data. Analysis of impacts of specific
commercial uses must be considered in detail.

Chapter 4, Section C,
Population and Housing

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation
Chapter 4, Section G, Air
Quality

Chapter 4, Section F, Noise

Historic Resources. Existing buildings should be considered
together as a cultural landscape representing the city's history
and industrial heritage. The analysis should consider mitigation of
impacts through adaptive reuse.

e Chapter 4, Section D, Historic
Architectural Resources

Chapter 6, Alternatives

Sea Level Rise. The EIR should focus on impacts of more
realistic sea level rise projections of 8 to 11 feet of sea level rise
and storm surge by 2100.

Chapter 4, Section J,
Hydrology and Water Quality

Peter Linenthal, Potrero Hill Archives Project

The destruction of these historic structures (Meter House,
Compressor House, Station A, and the Gate House) would be a
huge mistake. Station A, built in 1911, is the only structure which
gives a sense of the impressive collection of big brick industrial
buildings once clustered there. Station A and the other 19
buildings slated for destruction are irreplaceable and historic.
Their preservation and possibilities for reuse should be carefully
considered.

e Chapter 4, Section D, Historic
Architectural Resources

Chapter 6, Alternatives

Concerned that brick buildings will not be retained. Recommends
creative re-use to transform and preserve historic structures.

e Chapter 4, Section D, Historic
Architectural Resources

Chapter 6, Alternatives

Individuals

Janet Carpine

Proposed height and density in historic waterfront area. The
heights should not exceed those granted to the Pier 70 project,
particularly the proposed 300 foot tower or any new building over
70 feet.

e Chapter 4, Section D, Historic
Architectural Resources

All or most of the historic buildings should be preserved, restored
and reused.

e Chapter 4, Section D, Historic
Architectural Resources

Chapter 6, Alternatives

More affordable and middle income housing should be provided
at a rate of at least 30% affordable, 30% middle income, and
30% market rate.

Chapter 4, Section C,
Population and Housing

No more office space/retail, unbalance exists today of more jobs
than housing, and we do not have reliable or adequate public
transportation.

Chapter 4, Section C,
Population and Housing

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where Comment
is Addressed

Individuals (cont.)

Yoram Meroz

Job Balance. Increase in permanent jobs, direct and indirect, and
associated housing. Highly paid employees will live nearby and
lower-paid employees will commute from further away.

e Chapter 4, Section C,
Population and Housing

The EIR needs to estimate the number of employees in various
income brackets, and model their expected mode of commute
and its effect on VMT and transit.

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation

The traffic analysis must account for current trends in San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and Caltrain
decreasing ridership as well as current trends in increasing traffic
on freeways.

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation

The EIR must evaluate the traffic effects with an alternative
eliminating most private car parking spots.

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation

The EIR should consider a variety of different PDR components
within the project.

e Chapter 2, Project Description

Housing/jobs balance. San Francisco is suffering from a lack of
housing. A no-office, no-hotel alternative has to be evaluated. A
metric of net gain or loss of housing space needs to accompany
all the project alternatives.

e Chapter 4, Section C,
Population and Housing

e Chapter 6, Alternatives

Traffic. The EIR should compare the effect on traffic of services
and retail catering to local residents, as opposed to businesses
aimed at outside traffic, such as destination shopping or a hotel.

e Chapter 4, Section E,
Transportation and Circulation

The effect on shorebird populations should be evaluated.

e Chapter 4, Section |,
Biological Resources

The project should accommodate future sea level rise while
providing habitat for wildlife. The EIR should consider a graded
artificial marsh at the shoreline.

e Chapter 4, Section J,
Hydrology and Water Quality

e Chapter 4, Section I,
Biological Resources

The EIR should include at least a low-elevation (no height
rezoning) alternative, with mixed-use limited to residences, PDRs,
and local-servicing businesses, with minimal private parking.

e Chapter 6, Alternatives

Rodney Minott

Historic resources. The City and project sponsor should commit
to preserving and rehabilitating all four of the historic buildings
proposed to be demolished.

e Chapter 4, Section D,
Historic Architectural
Resources

Sea level rise. Impacts of sea level rise should address levels
beyond the stated 3 to 7 feet.

e Chapter 4, Section J,
Hydrology and Water Quality

The EIR should analyze the visual impact of a 300-foot high
building in the context of a historically and culturally significant
area of the San Francisco waterfront.

e Chapter 2, Section 4A, Impact
Overview

e Chapter 4, Section D, Historic
Architectural Resources

Public Scoping Meeting

Peter Linenthal, Director of the Potrero Hill Archive Project

The brick buildings on the project site represent an important
history because there are not many structures from that period of
power generation following the 1906 earthquake, and the EIR
should consider these buildings as they are older than the Stack
and Unit 3.

e Chapter 6, Alternatives

e Chapter 4, Section D, Historic
Architectural Resources
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1.D.3 Assembly Bill 900

The project sponsor has filed an application with the Governor's Office of Planning and Research
for certification of the proposed project as an environmental leadership development project under
the Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (Assembly
Bill 900 or AB 900, as updated to comply with Senate Bill 734 and Assembly Bill 246). The
application is available online, and was subject to public review from July 18, 2018 through
August 16, 2018.3

AB 900% provides streamlining benefits under CEQA for environmental leadership development
projects and defines an environmental leadership development project as the following:

e the project is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational in
nature;

e the project, upon completion, will qualify for LEED gold certification or better;

e the project will achieve at least 15 percent greater transportation efficiency than comparable
projects;

e the project is located on an infill site and in an urbanized area; and

e for projects within a metropolitan planning organization’s jurisdiction for which a sustainable
communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill project is consistent
with the general use designation, density, building intensity and applicable policies specified
for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning
strategy, for which the California Air Resources Board has accepted that the strategy would
achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.>

In order for the Governor to certify a leadership project, the project (or project applicant) must:
(1) result in a minimum investment of $100 million dollars in California upon completion of
construction; (2) create high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages
and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and help reduce
unemployment; (3) not result in any net additional greenhouse gas emissions; (4) comply with
requirements for commercial and organic waste recycling; (5) have a binding agreement with the
lead agency establishing the requirements set forth in Public Resources Code sections 21183(e) and

3 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California Jobs (AB 900), Submitted Applications, 2017112005, Potrero
Power Station Mixed-use Project, http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/california-jobs.html, accessed September 6, 2018. This document
(and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is available for review at 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2017-011878ENV.

California Public Resources Code 21178 et. seq. and Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California Jobs
(AB 900), Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial Review Under the California Environmental Quality Act
Pursuant to AB 900, Updated to Comply with Senate Bill 734 and Assembly Bill 246. Available online at
http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/california-jobs.html, accessed September 6, 2018.

5 California Public Resources Code section 21180(b).
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(g); and (6) agree to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case.®”
Multifamily residential projects certified as environmental development leadership projects are
also required to provide unbundled parking, such that private vehicle parking spaces are priced
and rented or purchased separately from dwelling units.

On August 31, 2018, the California Air Resources Board determined the proposed project would
not result in any net additional greenhouse gas emissions for purposes of certification under AB
900.8

In accordance with the requirements of AB 900, the planning department has provided a record of
proceedings for the proposed project that can be accessed and downloaded from the following
website: http://www.PPSmixeduse.com. The record of proceedings includes the EIR and all other
documents and materials submitted to, or relied upon by, the lead agency in the preparation of the
EIR or the approval of the project. In addition, a document prepared by the lead agency or
submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the Draft EIR that is a part of the record
of proceedings, and comments received on the Draft EIR, will be made available to the public on
this same website in a readily accessible electronic format within the timeframes specified by this
act. Comments on this Draft EIR should be emailed to CPC.PotreroPowerStation@sfgov.org.

Within 10 days of the governor certifying the proposed project as an environmental leadership
development project, the planning department is required to issue a public notice stating that the
applicant has elected to proceed under Chapter 6.5 (commencing with section 21178) of the Public
Resources Code, which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the
certification of the EIR or the approval of the project described in the EIR is subject to the
procedures set forth in sections 21185 to 21186, inclusive, of the Public Resources Code.

As required by Section 21185 of the Public Resources Code, the Judicial Council adopted rules of
court that establish procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set
aside, void, or annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental
leadership development project (certified by the governor pursuant to this act) or the granting of
any project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals
therefrom, be resolved, to the extent feasible within 270 days of the filing of the certified record of
proceedings with the court. This creates an accelerated timeframe for CEQA litigation. The
procedures can be found in California Rules of Court rules 3.2220 to 3.2231.

The provisions of AB 900 apply to projects that have been certified by the governor as
environmental leadership development projects by January 1, 2020. This act remains in effect until
January 1, 2021.

California Public Resources Code section 21183.

California Barrel Company, LLC, July 2018. AB900 Application, Potrero Power Station Mixed-use Project.
Attachment 5, Letter dated June 20, 2018 from Enrique Landa, California Barrel Company, LLC to John S.
Rahaim, Planning Director, San Francisco Planning Department, regarding Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use
Project, Acknowledgment of Obligations under Public Resources Code sections 21183(d), (e), and (f).

8 California Air Resources Board, Executive Order G-18-080 Relating to Determination of No Net Additional Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Under Public Resources Code section 21183, subdivision (c) for Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Project.
August 31, 2018
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1.D.4 Draft EIR and Initial Study Public Review and
Opportunities for Public Participation

The CEQA Guidelines and San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 encourage public
participation in the planning and environmental review processes. The San Francisco Planning
Department provides opportunities for the public to present comments and concerns regarding this
EIR and its appendices, including the initial study (Appendix B), throughout the environmental
review process. These opportunities include a public review and comment period and a public
hearing on the Draft EIR and initial study before the San Francisco Planning Commission.

The public review period for the Draft EIR and initial study is from October 4, 2018, through
November 19, 2018. The planning commission will hold a public hearing on the Draft EIR and
initial study during the 45-day public review and comment period to solicit public comment on
the information presented in the Draft EIR and initial study. The public hearing will be held on
November 8, 2018, at City Hall, Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400, San Francisco, California,
beginning at 12:00 p.m. or later (call 415.588.6422 the week of the hearing for a recorded message

giving a more specific time).

The EIR and all attachments (including the initial study, Appendix B) are available on the
San Francisco Planning Department’s Negative Declarations and EIRs web page (http://sf-
planning.org/environmental-impact-reports-negative-declarations). CDs and paper copies are also
available at the Planning Information Center counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street,
San Francisco. Documents referenced in this EIR are available for review at the Planning
Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street in Case File No. 2017-011878ENV
(call 415.575.9028), as well as online at http://www.PPSmixeduse.com.

Governmental agencies, interested organizations, and other members of the public are invited to
submit written comments on the Draft EIR and initial study during the public review period.
Written public comments may be submitted by mail to:

San Francisco Planning Department

Attention: Rachel Schuett, PPS EIR Coordinator
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

or by email to:

CPC.PotreroPowerStation@sfgov.org

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the San Francisco Planning Commission. All written or oral communications,
including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the department’s website or in other
public documents.
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1. Introduction

1.D.5 Final EIR and EIR Certification

Following the close of the public review and comment period, the planning department will prepare
and publish a document entitled “Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR.” This document will
contain copies of all written, email, and recorded oral comments received on the Draft EIR as well as
the planning department’s written responses to substantive comments and any necessary revisions
to the Draft EIR. Together, the Draft EIR and the Responses to Comment document will constitute
the Final EIR. Not less than ten days prior to the San Francisco Planning Commission hearing to
consider certification of the Final EIR, the planning department will issue the Final EIR to persons
commenting on the Draft EIR and to any board(s), commission(s) or department(s) that will carry out
or approve the proposed project. During an advertised public meeting, the planning commission will
consider the documents and, if found adequate, will certify the Final EIR. Certification of the Final
EIR by the commission represents that the document: (1) has been completed in compliance with
CEQA; (2) was presented to the San Francisco Planning Commission and the commission reviewed
and considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to taking an approval action on the
proposed project; and (3) reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

CEQA requires that agencies shall neither approve nor implement a project unless the project
implements all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce significant environmental impacts
to a less-than-significant level, essentially avoiding or substantially lessening the potentially
significant impacts of the project, except when certain findings are made. If an agency approves a
project that would result in the occurrence of significant adverse impact(s) that cannot feasibly be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels (that is, significant and unavoidable impacts), the agency
must state the reasons for its action in writing, demonstrate that even with implementation of all
feasible mitigation, the impact would still exceed significance thresholds based on the EIR or other
information in the record, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations.

At the time of project approval, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require lead agencies to adopt a
mitigation monitoring or reporting program that it has made a condition of project approval in order
to mitigate or avoid significant impacts on the environment (CEQA Guidelines section 21081.6;
CEQA Guidelines section 15097). This EIR identifies and presents the project-specific mitigation and
improvement measures that if the proposed project is approved, would be included in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development project
as a condition of project approval.

1.E Contents and Organization of this EIR

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15120 to 15132, this EIR describes the proposed project,
required approvals, and existing land use plans and policies applicable to the proposed project;
identifies potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, mitigation measures where
those impacts are significant, and cumulative adverse impacts to which the proposed project could
make a substantial contribution; discusses growth-inducing and significant unavoidable effects of
the project; and evaluates alternatives to the project that could avoid or reduce significant impacts
while still meeting most of the project’s objectives.
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This EIR is organized as follows:

e Chapter S, Summary. This chapter summarizes the contents of the entire EIR, including an
overview of the project description and, in a tabular format, a summary of the environmental
impacts that would result from project implementation and the mitigation measures identified
to reduce or avoid significant impacts. It also briefly describes the alternatives to the proposed
project and the areas of controversy.

e Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter describes the purpose of the EIR, the environmental
review process, the public and agency comments received on the scope of the EIR, and the
organization of the EIR.

e Chapter 2, Project Description. This chapter provides a detailed description of the proposed
project—including project background, objectives, location, existing site land use characteristics,
project components and characteristics, development schedule (including anticipated
construction activities) —and identifies required project approvals.

e Chapter 3, Plans and Policies. This chapter provides a summary of the plans and policies of
local, regional, state, and federal agencies that could be applicable to the proposed project and
identifies if the proposed project would be inconsistent with any of those plans and policies.

e Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This chapter covers a
comprehensive range of environmental resource topics that have a potential for significant
adverse impacts and/or known sensitivity. Each environmental topic is discussed in a separate
section within this chapter, and each section describes the existing and/or baseline conditions
relative to that resource; applicable regulatory framework; significance criteria used to assess
the severity of the impacts; approach to and methodologies used in the impact analysis; and
individually numbered impact statements and associated discussion of project-specific and
cumulative impacts of the proposed project and a determination of the significance of each
impact. For impacts determined to be significant, mitigation measures that would reduce or
avoid those impacts are presented. This chapter contains the following sub-sections and
environmental resource topics:

Impact Overview Air Quality

Wind and Shadow

Biological Resources

Land Use and Land Use Planning
Population and Housing

Cultural Resources Hydrology and Water Quality

AT S IO

Transportation and Circulation Hazards and Hazardous Materials

mHEOoO0% s

Noise and Vibration

e Chapter 5, Other CEQA Issues. Pursuant to section 15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines, this
chapter summarizes any growth-inducing impacts that could result from the proposed project,
irreversible changes to the environment, and significant and unavoidable environmental
impacts, and this chapter presents areas of controversy to be resolved.

e Chapter 6, Alternatives. This chapter presents and evaluates alternatives to the proposed
project that could feasibly attain most of the project objectives as well as reduce identified
significant adverse impacts of the project. It also identifies the environmentally superior
alternative and describes other alternatives that were considered but rejected. Alternatives
evaluated in this chapter include the following:
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— Alternative A: No Project Alternative/Code Compliant Alternative

—  Alternative B: Full Preservation Alternative/Reduced Program Alternative
— Alternative C: Full Preservation/Similar Program Alternative

— Alternative D: Partial Preservation 1 Alternative

— Alternative E: Partial Preservation 2 Alternative

— Alternative F: Partial Preservation 3 Alternative

— Alternative G: Partial Preservation 4 Alternative

o Chapter 7, Report Preparers. This chapter lists the EIR authors and consultants; project
sponsor and consultants; and agencies and persons consulted.

e Appendices. The appendices include the Notice of Preparation, the initial study, and supporting
technical information for the EIR. The following appendices are included in this EIR:

— Appendix A: Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments

— Appendix B: Initial Study (includes analysis of: archeological resources, human remains,
and tribal resources; greenhouse gas emissions; recreation; utilities and service systems;
public services; geology and soils; mineral and energy resources; and agriculture and
forest resources)

— Appendix C: Transportation Supporting Information

— Appendix D: Noise Supporting Information

— Appendix E: Air Quality Supporting Information

— Appendix F: Wind and Shadow Supporting Information
— Appendix G: Biological Resources

- Appendix H: Water Supply Assessment

— Appendix I: Cultural Resources Supporting Information
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CHAPTER 2

Project Description

2.A Project Overview

The Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development project (proposed project) is located on an
approximately 29-acre site along San Francisco’s central waterfront, encompassing the site of the
former Potrero Power Plant that closed in 2011. California Barrel Company LLC, the project
sponsor, seeks to redevelop the site for a proposed multi-phased, mixed-use development and to
activate a new waterfront open space.

The proposed project would rezone the site, establish land use controls, develop design standards,
and provide for development of residential, commercial [including office, research and development
(R&D)/life science, retail, hotel, entertainment/assembly, and production, distribution, and repair
(PDR)], parking, community facilities, and open space land uses. Figure 2-1, Project Location, shows
the project location.

The proposed project would include amendments to the San Francisco General Plan, potentially
including the Central Waterfront area plan, and San Francisco Planning Code, creating a new
Potrero Power Station Special Use District (SUD). The proposed rezoning would modify the
existing height limits of 40 and 65 feet to various heights ranging from 65 to 300 feet.

Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 5.4 million gross square feet (gsf),
of uses, including between approximately 2.4 and 3.0 million gsf of residential uses (about 2,400 to
3,000 dwelling units), between approximately 1.2 and 1.9 million gsf of commercial uses (office,
R&D/life science, retail, hotel, and PDR), approximately 922,000 gsf of parking, approximately
100,000 gsf of community facilities, and approximately 25,000 gsf of entertainment/assembly uses.
Most new buildings would range in height from 65 to 180 feet, with one building at 300 feet.
Approximately 6.2 acres would be devoted to publicly accessible open space. A more detailed
breakdown of proposed land uses is described below under “Project Characteristics and
Components,” p. 2-12.

The proposed project would include transportation and circulation improvements, shoreline
improvements, and utilities infrastructure improvements. Transportation and circulation
improvements would include: a continuous street network, connection to the planned Pier 70 Mixed-
Use District project directly north of the project site; a new bus stop and shuttle service; and the
installation of traffic signals at the intersections of Illinois Street at 23rd and Humboldt streets. The
roadway network would be accessible for all modes of transportation and would include vehicular,
bicycle and pedestrian improvements. In addition to the development of waterfront parks, proposed
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2. Project Description

shoreline improvements would include construction of a floating dock extending out and above the
tidal zone to provide access from the site to the bay for fishing and suitable recreational vessels,
and stormwater drainage outfalls. The proposed project would construct infrastructure and
utilities improvements to serve the proposed development, including potable, non-potable, and
emergency water facilities; wastewater and stormwater collection and conveyance; and natural gas
and electricity distribution.

Project construction would likely occur in seven overlapping phases (Phases 0 through 6), with
each phase lasting approximately three to five years. Following the initial demolition, site
preparation and rough grading for the entire site, the first phase of construction is anticipated to
start on the southeast portion of the site and the last phase of construction would end in the
northwest portion of the site. Construction is estimated to occur over a 15-year period, beginning
in 2020 and ending in 2034, but could occur over a longer or shorter period depending on market
conditions and permitting requirements. Each phase would construct a portion of the
transportation and circulation improvements, utilities infrastructure improvements, open space
improvements, and other aspects of the project (including bicycle and automobile parking), in
conjunction with the construction of new buildings within each phase. The project characteristics
presented below (including the total number of residential units, square footage of commercial use,
acres of open space, bicycle and automobile spaces) are totals based on the completion of full
buildout of all phases of the proposed project.

The project sponsor has filed an application for the proposed project to be certified as an
environmental leadership development project by the Governor of California. The approval of this
application would make the project subject to streamlined judicial review under the Jobs and
Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (California Public
Resources Code section 21178 et seq.) (see Chapter 1, Section 1.D.3, Assembly Bill 900, p. 1-9, for
further description). Pursuant to the requirements of this act, the San Francisco Planning
Department has provided a record of proceedings for the proposed project that can be accessed
and downloaded from the following website: http://www.PPSmixeduse.com. The record of
proceedings contains all reference documents and other materials submitted to, or relied upon by,
the lead agency in the preparation of this EIR.

2.B Project Objectives

The sponsor seeks to achieve the following objectives by undertaking the proposed project:

¢ Redevelop the former power plant site to provide a mix of residential, retail, office, Production,
Distribution, and Repair (PDR), R&D space, a hotel, and activated waterfront open spaces to
support a daytime population in a vibrant neighborhood retail district and to provide
employment opportunities within walking distance to residents of the surrounding
neighborhood.

e Provide access to San Francisco Bay and create a pedestrian- and bicycle- friendly environment
along the waterfront, by opening the eastern shore of the site to the public and extending the
Bay Trail and the Blue Greenway.
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2. Project Description

e Provide active open space uses such as playing fields and a playground to improve access to
sports, recreational, and playground facilities in the Dogpatch, Potrero Hill, and Bayview-
Hunters Point neighborhoods and complement other nearby passive open space uses and
parks in the Central Waterfront.

e Increase the city’s supply of housing to contribute to meeting the San Francisco General Plan
Housing Element goals, and the Association of Bay Area Governments’ Regional Housing
Needs Allocation for San Francisco by optimizing the number of dwelling units, particularly
housing near transit.

e Attract a diversity of household types by providing dense, mixed-income housing, including
below-market rate units.

e If Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) relocates its facilities in the PG&E sub-area, it
would be redeveloped with community facilities, PDR, and housing in a fashion that provides
continuity with the remainder of the project site and vicinity.

e Build a neighborhood resilient to projected levels of sea level rise and earthquakes.

e Incorporate the project and the anticipated adjacent Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project into a
single neighborhood, by creating a network of streets and pedestrian pathways that connect to
the street and pedestrian network.

e Create an iconic addition to the city’s skyline as part of the Dogpatch neighborhood and the
Central Waterfront.

e Provide opportunities for outdoor dining and gathering and create an active waterfront in the
evening hours by encouraging ground floor retail and restaurant uses with outdoor seating
along the waterfront.

e Build adequate parking and vehicular and loading access to serve the needs of project
residents, workers, and visitors.

e Construct a substantial increment of new PDR uses in order to provide a diverse array of
commercial and industrial opportunities in a dynamic mixed use environment.

e Create a circulation and transportation system that emphasizes transit-oriented development
and promotes the use of public transportation and car-sharing through an innovative and
comprehensive demand management program.

e Demonstrate leadership in sustainable development by constructing improvements intended
to reduce the neighborhood’s per capita consumption of electricity, natural gas, and potable
water, and generation of wastewater.

e Create a development that is financially feasible and that can fund the project’s capital costs
and on-going operation and maintenance costs relating to the redevelopment and long-term
operation of the property.

e Construct a waterfront hotel use in order to provide both daytime and nighttime activity on
the waterfront promenade.
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2. Project Description

2.C Project Location

The project site is generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the San Francisco Bay to the east,
23rd Street to the south, and Illinois Street to the west. The approximately 29.0-acre site is
comprised of the following five sub-areas, shown in Figure 2-2, Project Site Sub-Areas and
Ownership, and described below. The sub-areas are designated based on current ownership and

control.

e Power Station sub-area—approximately 21.0 acres, consisting of Assessor’s Block 4175/Lot 002
and Lot 017, and Block 4232/Lot 001 and Lot 006; currently owned by the project sponsor. This
sub-area includes a large portion of the site of the former power station formerly owned and
operated by PG&E and by NRG Potrero LLC and their predecessors.

e PG&E sub-area—approximately 4.8 acres, consisting of a portion of Assessor’s Block 4175/Lot
018 and owned by PG&E, located in the northwest corner of the project site, and also a portion
of the site of the former power station.

e  Port sub-area—approximately 2.9 acres owned by the City and County of San Francisco (the
City) through the Port of San Francisco (Port), consisting of three noncontiguous areas. The
largest area is 1.6 acres located between the Power Station sub-area and the bay, and also
includes the area of the proposed recreational dock; the second largest is 1.3 acres, located
along 23rd Street between the Power Station sub-area and Illinois Street; and the smallest piece
is less than one tenth of an acre, located on the northeast corner of the site next to the bay.!

e Southern sub-area—approximately 0.2 acres consisting of a portion of Assessor’s Block
4232/Lot 010 and owned by Harrigan Weidenmuller Company, located south of the Power
Station sub-area along 23rd Street.

e  City sub-area—The City owns a triangular-shaped area less than one tenth of an acre between
the Power Station and Port sub-areas along 23rd Street.

Note that currently the project sponsor is only able to control the development of the Power Station
sub-area because the other sub-areas are owned and controlled by different entities. The project
sponsor is seeking approval by the Port as part of the proposed project to construct open space and
street improvements on the Port sub-area. The project sponsor has received letters of authorization
from the Port, PG&E, and Harrigan Weidenmuller Company to study the proposed project on their
respective properties, but those entities have not determined whether to develop their properties
as part of the project. In particular, PG&E has not determined the feasibility of relocating the utility
facilities in the PG&E sub-area, or whether PG&E will sell the PG&E sub-area to any other entity
to be redeveloped. PG&E’s decision regarding relocating facilities and a possible sale will require
regulatory review and approval by the California Public Utilities Commission and Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission. This document, and the description of development within the PG&E
sub-area contained herein, reflects a blueprint for potential development that provides continuity
across the entire project site and analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the project as a
whole as required under CEQA.

1 The Port sub-area, and City sub-area described below, are not assessed properties, and therefore do not have

assigned Assessor’s Block numbers.
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2. Project Description

2.D Existing Land Uses and Site History

2.D.1 Existing Site Characteristics and Site History

Existing structures at the project site consist primarily of vacant buildings and facilities, as shown
in Figure 2-3, Existing Structures on Project Site. The project site currently has little vegetation
other than occasional ruderal weeds, unmaintained vegetation, and a row of street trees along
Illinois Street at the western boundary of the site and on a short segment of the north side of
23rd Street (recently planted as part of PG&E’s substation work on 23rd Street). Current uses on
the Power Station sub-area include warehouses, parking, vehicle storage, and office space. Twenty-
four structures remain on the site, all are associated with the former power plant. The most visually
prominent of these are: (1) the Unit 3 Power Block (including a 128-foot tall steel frame boiler
structure [highest point is 143 feet at the top of the elevator shaft] and 40-foot tall turbine-generator-
condenser structure, see Figure 2-3, Building Key No. 25) and the four-story concrete control room
building (Key No. 22); (2) the adjacent 300-foot tall concrete boiler exhaust stack (referred to herein
as either the “Stack” or “Boiler Stack” — Key No. 23); and (3) the Station A buildings (including the
four-story, unreinforced masonry turbine hall building, see Key No. 16) and adjoining concrete
with brick facade switching center building (see Key No. 15). Please see discussion of existing
historic resources on the project site below under “Historic Resources,” p. 2-11 below.

Three large fuel oil storage tanks in the Power Station sub-area (see Key No. 6) were demolished and
removed in mid-2017. PG&E is currently performing remediation of contaminants at the Power
Station sub-area, as discussed further below under “Summary of Site Conditions,” p. 2-9 below.

PG&E is currently using the PG&E sub-area for storage, offices, as a headquarters for San Francisco
utility maintenance operations, gas and electric transmission, and an electrical transmission
substation. The sections of the Port sub-area on the east side of the project site consist primarily of
vacant land with unmaintained landscaping surrounded by a fence, rip rap,? and some shoreline
improvements. The sections of the Port and City sub-areas in the southern portion of the project site,
and the privately owned Southern sub-area, are currently part of 23rd Street, a public right-of-way,
and are paved.

The project site is located within the Central Waterfront neighborhood.3 Adjacent land uses in the
general vicinity of the project site feature industrial and warehouse uses, many of which are vacant.
Directly to the north of the project site is the 35-acre Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project site; a portion
of this recently approved project commenced construction in May 2018. This area consists of
historic shipyard property being used for a variety of temporary uses, including event venues,
artist studios, storage, warehouse, parking, recycling yard, and office space. The Pier 70 Mixed-Use
District project has been approved for development of up to approximately 4.2 million gsf of
residential, commercial, retail/arts/light-industrial, and open space uses and improvements to
existing structures; construction is planned to occur over several development phases from 2018
through 2029. San Francisco Bay lies directly east of the project site. To the south of the project site,

2

Rip rap is rock or chunks of concrete placed along the shoreline to prevent erosion.
3

The Central Waterfront neighborhood includes the entire Dogpatch neighborhood and the eastern portion of the
Potrero Hill neighborhood.
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2. Project Description

across 23rd Street, are commercial warehouses housing DHL Express and SF Storage, among other
tenants, and the PG&E Transbay Cable converter station. Farther to the south along the bay shore is
Warm Water Cove Park. To the west of the project site, across Illinois Street from the PG&E sub-area,
is the American Industrial Center, a large, multi-tenant light industrial building. Adjacent to the
project site to the west of the Power Station sub-area is PG&E’s Potrero Substation, a functioning high-
voltage transmission substation serving San Francisco. Farther west, beyond the American Industrial
Center, are the residential areas of the Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. The nearest existing
residential uses are located on Third Street, approximately 600 feet west of the project site.

2.D.2 Zoning and Land Use Designations

Zoning

Figure 2-4, Existing Zoning on Project Site, shows the existing zoning designations for the project
site. The Power Station sub-area is zoned M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and is located in a 40-X Height
and Bulk District. The portions of the Port sub-area along the shoreline are zoned M-2 (Heavy
Industrial) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution and Repair — General) and are located in a 40-X
Height and Bulk District. The PG&E sub-area is zoned M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and is located in the
40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk districts. The City and Southern sub-areas and the portion of the
Port sub-area on 23rd Street consist of rights-of-way and, consequently are not within zoning or
height and bulk districts.

General Plan Land Use Designations

The project site is centrally located within the eastern portion of the Central Waterfront Area Plan
area (shown on Figure 2-1), which is one of the five plan areas included in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan, adopted in 2009.

Port Waterfront Land Use Plan

The waterfront portion of the Port sub-area is located within the southern waterfront in the Port’s
Waterfront Land Use Plan, which was adopted in 1997 and is currently being updated.

2.D.3 Summary of Site Conditions

The project site has been used for various power producing and industrial activities since the mid-
1800s.* Starting in the 1870s and continuing until the 1930s, PG&E and its predecessors used the
northeastern portion of the site for manufactured gas plant operations. Around 1910, PG&E began
operating a power plant on the site, which continued to be operated by NRG Potrero LLC and its
predecessors after PG&E sold the site in 1999. The power plant ceased operations in 2011.
Hazardous materials from these and other industrial operations have been identified in the soils
and groundwater at the project site. When PG&E sold the power station (Power Station sub-area),

4 Geosyntec Consultants, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Former Potrero Power Plant, San Francisco, California,

August 19, 2016. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is available
for review at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2017-011878ENV.
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2. Project Description

it retained the responsibility to characterize and remediate soil, soil vapors, and groundwater to a
commercial/industrial use standard. Remediation of a majority of that property has been completed
to allow commercial/industrial uses, and remediation of the remainder is currently underway under
the oversight of the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board. PG&E has completed
remediation of the portion of the project site still under PG&E ownership (PG&E sub-area). Other
areas immediately adjacent to the project site that have been or will be subject to remediation by
PG&E include the PG&E switchyards to the west between Humboldt and 22nd streets, property
within the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project site to the north, and an offshore area immediately east
of the project site. The remediation by PG&E of all areas on and adjacent to the project site is being
conducted as directed by the regional board, irrespective and independent of the proposed project.

The remediation process for each of these areas includes conducting sampling; preparing a risk
assessment; implementing appropriate remediation measures; preparing a risk management plan;
and executing deed restrictions for current and future land owners. In general, PG&E’s remediation
plans involve removal of affected soils in some areas, in-place stabilization with cement mix of other
areas where affected soils are deeper, and installation of a durable cover across the site. PG&E is
undertaking environmental remediation activities to achieve a commercial/industrial land use
standard at the project site, as required by the regional board. If PG&E finds that its utility facilities
can feasibly be relocated and the California Public Utilities Commission and Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission both approve of any such relocation, then additional onsite remediation
may be required to be implemented by the project sponsor as part of the project to accommodate
proposed residential uses, and/or to address previously unknown contaminants that may
potentially be discovered during the course of project construction. Please see Section 2.F, Project
Construction, p. 2-50 below, for a description of potential additional remediation activities that
would be part of the proposed project.

The remaining portions of the project site that are not currently or previously owned by PG&E (i.e.,
the Port, City, and Southern sub-areas) are not subject to remediation by PG&E. However, the
entire project site is subject to the conditions of Articles 21 and 22 of the San Francisco Health Code
(including the Maher Ordinance), and other regulations governing handling hazardous materials
and wastes. Please see Chapter 4, Section 4.K, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for additional
detail.

2.D.4 Historic Resources

A large portion of the project site is located within the Third Street Industrial District, which is
eligible as an historic district on the California Register of Historical Resources, as identified in the
Central Waterfront Historic Resources Survey Summary Report in 2008. This district, shown on
Figure 2-1, encompasses the highest concentration of light industrial and processing properties
remaining in the Central Waterfront District. The district is significant for association with the
San Francisco’s industrial development and includes good examples of the late 19th and early
20th century American industrial design.”

5 Page & Turnbull, 2017, Potrero Power Station Historic Resource Evaluation—Part One. San Francisco, CA. Prepared
for Associate Capital, February 8, 2018. See Appendix I.
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2. Project Description

The project site contains six buildings determined to be contributors to the Third Street Industrial
District. Station A (ca. 1901-02; 1930-31), the Meter House (ca. 1902) and the Compressor House
(ca. 1924) were determined to be individually eligible for the California Register based on their
associations with the PG&E gas manufacturing facility and their significance in the history of gas
manufacturing in Northern California. The Gate House (ca. 1901) was also determined to be a
contributor to the Third Street Industrial District, but this building was found not to be an
individual resource due to its impacted integrity. These buildings were primarily constructed of
brick in the American Commercial style. The Unit 3 Power Block (ca. 1965) and the Boiler Stack (ca.
1965) were also determined to be contributors to the Third Street Industrial District because they
contribute to the industrial history of the Third Street area and they are prominent industrial
features and visual icons of the Central Waterfront Area. Neither the Unit 3 Power Block nor the
Boiler Stack is considered to be individually significant.

No buildings on the project site are listed in the National Register of Historic Places. Please see
additional discussion of existing historic resources on the project site, below, in Chapter 4,
Section 4.D, Cultural Resources.

2.E Project Characteristics and Components

The Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development project would rezone and establish
development controls for a multi-phased, mixed-use development at the project site. The project
would include amendments to the general plan, potentially including the Central Waterfront area
plan, and planning code and create a new Potrero Power Station SUD. The SUD would establish
land use controls for the project site and incorporate design standards and guidelines in a new
Potrero Power Station Design for Development document (D for D). The Zoning Maps would be
amended to change the current zoning to the proposed SUD zoning. These amendments would
also modify the existing height limits on the portions of the project site not owned by the Port. The
proposed project would include market-rate and affordable residential uses, commercial mixed
uses, community facilities uses, and parking. Commercial uses could include office, research and
development/life science, retail, hotel, entertainment/assembly, or PDR uses. The proposed project
would also include public access areas and open space, playing fields and other active open space
uses, shoreline improvements, an internal grid of public streets, shared public ways, and utilities
infrastructure. Overall, the proposed project could construct up to approximately 5.4 million gsf of
development. The project would pursue LEED Gold certification for each proposed building.®

The proposed project incorporates several options associated with four of the project elements. First,
as further described under Section 2.E.1, Proposed Land Use Plan, in the next section below, the
proposed project incorporates a flexible land use program in which certain blocks on the project site
are designated for either residential or commercial uses (referred to as “flex blocks”), where future
market conditions would ultimately determine the type and amount of land uses to be developed on

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) is a green building certification program developed
by U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC). LEED v4 is the newest version of the program. LEED uses a green
building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve
occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels
of certification. Based on the number of points achieved, a project then earns one of four LEED rating levels:
Certified, Silver, Gold or Platinum.
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2. Project Description

those blocks. Second, the existing Unit 3 Power Block could be repurposed through conversion to a
hotel or it could be demolished and the site would be developed as a hotel or residential uses. Third,
there are different options for the location of the proposed district parking garage and the soccer field
that would be located on the parking garage rooftop. Fourth, as described below under Section 2.E.9,
Infrastructure and Ultilities, p. 2-33, there are two options for graywater treatment at the project site.
Fifth, also as described below under Section 2.E.9, Infrastructure and Ultilities, there are two options
for wastewater and stormwater collection at the project site. Sixth, also as described below under
Section 2.E.9, Infrastructure and Ultilities, there is an option for a thermal energy system to serve the
project. Lastly, as described below under Section 2.E.8, Transportation and Circulation Plan, p. 2-
24, there are different possible widths for Humboldt Street under the proposed project, depending
on when the PG&E sub-area is developed. Please refer to Chapter 4, Section 4.A, Impact Overview,
for how this EIR analyzes the project option(s) that would reflect the worst-case impact analysis
for each affected resource.

This EIR project description defines the “preferred project” amongst these proposed project

options, as summarized below.

e Preferred Project Residential and Commercial Development: 2.7 million gsf of residential uses
(2,682 residential units), and approximately 1.6 million square feet of commercial uses;

o Preferred Project Use for Unit 3: Repurpose and convert the Unit 3 Power Block into a hotel;

e Preferred Project District Parking Garage Location: The preferred location of the district
parking garage, and the soccer field that would be located on the parking garage rooftop,
would be on Block 5;

e Preferred Project Graywater Diversion, Treatment, and Reuse System: System would provide
non-potable water to the project site;

e Preferred Project Wastewater/Storm Water Collection System: Dual system (combined
sewer/separated sewer) option for the project site; and

e Preferred Project Humboldt Street Width: Expand the width of Humboldt Street from 26 to 70
feet along its entire extent across the project site.

In this project description and throughout the EIR, the term “proposed project” is used
interchangeably with “preferred project” when describing project features, as outlined above,
except where one of the possible project options is explicitly discussed.

Table 2-1, Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Preferred Project Characteristics,
summarizes the preferred project’s characteristics, including a description of the types and amounts
of proposed land uses, details regarding proposed dwelling units, building heights, vehicle and
bicycle parking, and other features. As shown in Table 2-1, the preferred project includes
approximately 2.7 million gsf of residential uses (2,682 residential units), and approximately
1.6 million square feet of commercial uses. In addition, approximately 922,000 gsf parking,
approximately 100,000 gsf of community facilities, approximately 25,000 gsf of entertainment/
assembly uses and approximately 6.2 acres of open space would be provided. Approximately 20
existing structures on the project site would be demolished; please see further discussion under
Section 2.E.1, Proposed Land Use Plan, below.

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 2-13 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV



2. Project Description

TABLE 2-1

POTRERO POWER STATION MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PREFERRED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS?

Project Characteristic Metric
Project Site Size and Shape Dimensions
Area 29.0 acres

Maximum Length and Width

Approximately 1,650 feet by 950 feet

Proposed Land Use Program® Area (gsf)
Residential 2,682,427
Commercial (Retail) 107,439
Commercial (Office) 597,723
Commercial (R&D/life science) 645,738
Commercial (Hotel) 241,574
Commercial (PDR) 45,040
Community Facilities 100,938
Entertainment/Assembly 25,000
Parking 921,981

Total Building Area

5,367,860 gsf

Proposed Dwelling Units Number Percentage (approximate)
Studio 388 14.5%
1-Bedroom 1,159 43.2%
2-Bedroom 867 32.3%
3-Bedroom 268 10.0%

Total Dwelling Units 2,682 100%

Proposed Parking Number
Vehicle Parking Spaces® 2,622

Car Share Spaces 38
Bicycle Parking®

Bicycle Parking class 1 1,577

Bicycle Parking class 2 373
Total Bicycle Parking 1,950

Open Space Area (gsf)

Publicly Accessible Open Space

Approximately 6.2 acres

Private Open Space

36 square feet per unit if located on balcony, or 48 square feet per unit if commonly

accessible to residents

Building Characteristics

Area (gsf)

Stories 5 to 30 stories

Height 65 to 180 feet; one building at 300 feet

Ground Floor All blocks would include ground floor active/retail/production space
Basements All development blocks would allow but not require one below-grade level of

vehicle parking spacesf

NOTES: gsf = gross square feet; R&D = research and development; PDR = production, distribution, and repair

a
b

All numbers in this table are approximate.

The proposed project includes a number of flex blocks, for which either residential or certain commercial uses may ultimately be selected. The numbers

shown in this table show the anticipated development of the flex blocks, assuming a targeted amount/type of residential and commercial development

at each flex block. The EIR addresses the potential for variation in the total amount of residential and amount and type of commercial development on

the flex blocks.

The hotel would have 220 hotel rooms.

Per the proposed Design for Development document, the number of vehicle parking spaces is based on 0.6 space per residential unit; one space per

1,500 square feet of commercial office, R&D/life science, or PDR uses; three spaces per 1,000 square feet of grocery store use; and one space per

each 16 hotel guest rooms. Dedicated car share spaces would be as required by planning code section 166. The number of car share spaces is based

on one car share space per residential building with 50 to 200 dwelling units; for residential buildings with over 200 dwelling units, two car share spaces

plus one for every 200 dwelling units over 200; for non-residential buildings, providing between 25 and 49 parking spaces, one car share space; for

non-residential buildings providing 50 or more parking spaces, one car share space plus one for every 50 parking spaces over 50.

Per the proposed D for D, the number of bicycle parking spaces reflects Planning Code requirements, as follows.

e Residential: One class 1 bicycle parking space for each dwelling unit up to 100 plus one space for every four units in excess of 100; one class 2
bicycle parking space for every 20 dwelling units.

o Office: One class 1 bicycle parking space for every 5,000 square feet of occupied floor area; two class 2 bicycle parking spaces up to 5,000 square
feet of OFA plus one for each 50,000 square feet of OFA in excess of 5,000 square feet.

e PDR, R&D/life science: One class 1 bicycle parking space for every 12,000 square feet of OFA, two class 2 bicycle parking spaces up to 50,000
square feet of OFA, and an additional two for spaces in excess of 50,000 square feet of OFA.

e Retail: One class 1 bicycle parking space per 7,500 square feet of OFA; minimum two class 2 bicycle parking spaces with a rate of one per
2,500 square feet up to 50,000 square feet and an additional space for each additional 10,000 square feet.

e Hotel: One class 1 space per 30 rooms; one class 2 space per 30 rooms and one class 1 space per 5,000 square feet of conference space.

Basement parking is accounted for in the above line item for parking.

o

f

SOURCE: California Barrel Company, EEA PPA Application Package, Potrero Power Station Mixed Use Development, October 2017, with 2018 updates
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2. Project Description

2.E.1 Proposed Land Use Plan

Figure 2-5, Proposed Land Use Plan, presents the proposed land use plan that identifies the general
layout of proposed land uses. As the plan shows, the project site would be divided into
14 development blocks, numbered 1 through 14, with general land use types identified for each block.
Blocks 1, 6, 7, 8 and 13 would have a “Residential” land use designation. Blocks 2 and 3 would have
an “R&D” land use designation. Blocks 10 and 11 would have an “Office and/or R&D” land use
designation. Block 5 would be designated as “Residential and District Parking Garage.” The remaining
blocks (Blocks 4, 9, 12 and 14) would be flex blocks. As shown in Figure 2-5, Blocks 4 and 12 would
have a “Flex Residential or R&D or Office” land use designation, Block 9 would have a “Flex Hotel or
Residential” land use designation, and Block 14 would be designated as “Flex Residential or Office”
(see additional detail on flex blocks, below). Future market conditions would ultimately determine the
type and amount of land uses to be developed on these flex blocks. Accordingly, the proposed project
could include between approximately 2.4 and 3.0 million gsf of residential uses (between about 2,400
and 3,000 dwelling units), and between approximately 1.2 and 1.9 million gsf of commercial uses.
Areas designated “Publicly Accessible Open Space” would be located along east-west and north-south
axes within the interior of the project site and along the waterfront, adjacent to the bay.

Development of land uses within the PG&E sub-area, or some portion thereof, would only occur
when and if PG&E determines it is feasible to relocate the existing utility infrastructure and
operations, and then receives the necessary regulatory approvals to allow for any such relocation.
Once the facilities are relocated, then PG&E would be able to seek regulatory approvals to divest the
PG&E sub-area for development. Within the PG&E sub-area are a portion of Block 1, the entirety of
Blocks 13 and 14, the proposed new Georgia Street and the proposed improvements along the
westernmost segment of Humboldt Street. To the extent the project would seek to install or expand
utility, transportation, and/or other infrastructure and improvements within the PG&E sub-area, this
would require agreement(s) from PG&E as well as any necessary regulatory approvals.

The proposed “R&D” land use designation is envisioned to accommodate a range of life science,
laboratory, and research and development uses, consistent with those allowed under Planning Code
sections 102, 890.52 and 890.53.” The proposed entertainment/assembly space is expected to include
uses that would fall under the Entertainment, Arts and Recreation land use category, including both

Consistent with planning code 890.52, life science uses involve the integration of natural and engineering
sciences and advanced biological techniques using organisms, cells, and parts thereof for products and services.
This includes the creation of products and services used to analyze and detect various illnesses, the design of
products that cure illnesses, and/or the provision of capital goods and services, machinery, instruments,
software, and reagents related to research and production. Life Science uses may utilize office, laboratory, light
manufacturing, or other types of space. As a subset of Life Science uses, Life Science laboratories typically
include biological laboratories and animal facilities or vivaria, as described in the Laboratory definition.

Consistent with planning code 890.53, laboratory uses are uses intended or primarily suitable for scientific
research. The space requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities and/or built
accommodations that distinguish the space from Office uses, Light Manufacturing, or Heavy Manufacturing.
Examples of laboratories include the following: (a) Chemistry, biochemistry, or analytical laboratory;
(b) Engineering laboratory; (c) Development laboratory; (d) Biological laboratories including those classified by
the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and National Institutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety
level 2, or Biosafety level 3; (e) Animal facility or vivarium, including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as
Animal Biosafety level 1, Animal Biosafety level 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3; (f) Support laboratory; (g) Quality
assurance/Quality control laboratory; and (h) Core laboratory.
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2. Project Description

General Entertainment and Nighttime Entertainment as defined by Planning Code section 102. The
use would include musical, dramatic and artistic performances; meeting / conference room(s); and a
bona fide eating place.® The proposed community facilities would contain a variety of community-
serving uses; however, they are largely anticipated to have recreation and community center-type
facilities. Other community facility uses could include a library and childcare facilities.

The proposed project would demolish about 20 existing structures on the project site, including
three historic buildings in the Power Station sub-area—Station A, the Meter House, and the
Compressor House—which as discussed above have been identified as eligible for the California
Register. One other historic property in the Power Station sub-area—the Gate House—would also
be demolished as part of the proposed project; as discussed above, this property has been identified
as a contributor to the historic Third Street Industrial District but is not considered an individual
resource because of its lack of integrity.

The Unit 3 Power Block and the Boiler Stack have also been identified as contributors to the Third
Street Industrial District although they are not individual resources. Under the preferred project
land use program, the project would repurpose and convert the Unit 3 Power Block into a hotel,
which would involve the removal of obsolete mechanical equipment, including the boiler.® The
repurposed structure would not exceed the existing height of the 143-foot concrete elevator shaft,
although two additional floors would be added, creating a 10-story building. In some areas, the
building envelope would grow to create a floor plate suitable for a hotel. However, under the
proposed flexible land use program, a residential land use or new hotel could be developed on
Block 9 instead of a hotel in the repurposed structure, in which case the Unit 3 Power Block would
be demolished or repurposed differently. In either case, the Boiler Stack would be retained and
repurposed as a ground floor retail space occupying approximately 1,000 square feet.'? Proposed
improvements to the Boiler Stack include perforations for a secondary means of egress and interior
enclosures to provide a roof and any necessary structural support. Seismic retrofit or other
necessary improvement of the Boiler Stack may obstruct the hollow flue.!!

Figure 2-6, Proposed Ground Floor Land Use Plan, presents the proposed ground floor use plan at
the project site. Ground floor frontages along Illinois and 23rd streets would host predominantly PDR
uses. The waterfront-facing side of Block 4 and portions of Humboldt Street would contain primarily
retail ground floor uses. All other blocks would contain predominantly active ground floor uses (e.g.,
neighborhood retail or residential units). Block 5 is a potential location for a grocery store, as are
Blocks 1 and 13. Select building corners on Humboldt, 22nd, 23rd, Georgia, Maryland, Delaware, and
Illinois streets could include retail/cultural/community facility frontages. All development blocks
could include one below-grade level of vehicle parking. As shown in Table 2-1, the proposed project
could provide up to approximately 2,622 accessory off-street vehicle parking spaces, some portion of
which would be located in these below-grade parking areas.

Consistent with planning code section 102, a “bona fide eating place” is regularly and in a bona fide manner used
and kept open for the service of meals to guests for compensation and that has suitable kitchen facilities connected
therewith, containing conveniences for cooking of an assortment of foods that may be required for ordinary meals.
Given the potential to create new openings in the outer walls of the Boiler Stack, restoration of the Boiler Stack
is not assumed to be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.
Allowable uses for the Boiler Stack include retail and entertainment, arts and recreation uses.

Given the potential to create new openings in the outer walls of the Boiler Stack, rehabilitation of the Boiler Stack
is not assumed to be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

10
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2. Project Description

There is the potential for rooftop uses on all project blocks. These could include enclosed recreational
spaces up to 16 feet in height on the rooftops of residential buildings. One square foot of privately-
owned public open spaces (POPOS) would be provided for each square foot of enclosed rooftop
space on non-residential buildings. In addition, enclosed Retail Sales and Service Use and
Entertainment, Arts and Recreation uses (examples of uses include bars/restaurant, spa, yoga studio,
entertainment venue, or childcare facility) up to 16 feet in height, not-to-exceed 5,000 square feet each,
would be allowed on the rooftops on non-residential buildings. The proposed hotel on Block 9 is
proposed to have rooftop bar/restaurant and hotel amenity uses, and would not be subject to the
POPOS requirement. See also the proposed outdoor soccer field on a portion of the roof of the parking
structure on Block 5, described under Section 2.E.5, “Open Space Improvements,” p. 2-22 below.
There would be the potential for outdoor amplified noise sources at rooftop commercial uses.

The district parking garage proposed on Block 5 would likely be occupied by visitors to the
district’s office buildings during business hours, and in the evenings the parking garage would
function as a public parking garage, open to residents and visitors of the district. Alternate
locations for the district parking garage, in order of preference, are Block 13 and Block 1. Because
vehicular access to a district parking garage on Block 1 or 13 would be directly from the adjacent
streets, the design of the garage at either location would include two separate access points from
different streets with two entry lanes and two entry control mechanisms. At each access point the
entry control equipment would be set back into the garage by a minimum of 40 feet to
accommodate at least two vehicles queuing within the garage at each entry lane.

The project proposes 15-foot building setbacks on Blocks 1 through 4 from the southern site
boundary of the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project. The Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project Design for
Development requires that the Pier 70 project also create a 15-foot setback from the Potrero Power
Station project along these blocks, resulting in a minimum 30-foot setback between buildings on the
two project sites. This area would be improved by the proposed Craig Lane between Blocks 1 and 14.
Block 13 would be separated from the Pier 70 site by 22nd Street. On the northeast side of Block 14,
where there is no intervening street between the project site and the Pier 70 project site, there could
be no setback between buildings on the two project sites.

The proposed project includes a dock to be used for recreational vessel berthing and fishing. Please
see additional detail for this project element under “Infrastructure and Utilities, Proposed Dock,”
p. 2-44 below.

2.E.2 Building Heights

Figure 2-7, Proposed Height District Plan, presents the proposed height district plan. The
proposed project would amend the Zoning Map (except with respect to portions of the project site
owned by the Port) to modify the existing height limits of 40 and 65 feet to heights ranging from
65 to 300 feet. As shown in Figure 2-7, proposed height limits would generally step up from east to
west across the project site and then step down again towards Illinois Street. Block 9 and the eastern
portion of Block 4 would each have a proposed height limit of 65 feet. The western portion of Block 1,
and Blocks 5 and 7 would have height limits of 180 feet, and Block 6 would have a 300-foot height
limit. Several of the project site blocks (No. 1, 5, 6, and 7) would allow for podium structures with

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 2-19 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV



0c¢¢

Proposed Dock

400

o

Feet

SOURCE: Perkins+Will, 2018

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-7

Proposed Height District Plan



2. Project Description

height limits (65 to 85 feet) lower than the upper level heights'? and other blocks (1, 4, and 8) would
have split height limits.!3

2.E.3 Project Wind Attenuating Features

The project model tested in the wind tunnel evolved through an iterative process in which various
building layouts and setbacks were tested to identify a scenario that met the project sponsor’s
overall goal for development envelope and also resulted in no adverse effects on pedestrian winds.
The testing began with an initial massing concept consistent with the proposed height and bulk
map and including basic building setbacks above a base height, generally 65 or 85 feet. Based on
the tunnel test results for the massing concept, features were incorporated to ameliorate adverse
pedestrian wind conditions at specific locations on the project site. The features included in the
final wind-tunnel model were a canopy between buildings on Blocks 6 and 10 and a porous wind
screen surrounding the proposed rooftop soccer field on Block 5.

2.E.4 Design for Development

The proposed SUD that would establish land use controls for the project site and would also
incorporate design standards and guidelines in the Design for Development document (D for D).
The D for D would set forth the underlying vision, standards, and guidelines for development of the
project site and would be adopted as part of the proposed SUD. The standards and guidelines would
cover building design, land coverage, density, setbacks, open space character, and the public realm,
along with other design controls for development. In addition, the architectural detail and surface
treatments of the buildings would be guided by the D for D. Certain massing and architecture
requirements would apply project-wide and others would be location-specific. The D for D would
require street trees to be planted in appropriate locations with grasses and other plantings to create a
new landscape compatible with the proposed project.

Standards in the D for D would be mandatory, measurable, and quantitative design specifications.
Guidelines in the D for D would be more qualitative and flexible. The proposed planning code
amendments (included in the SUD) and the D for D would, together, guide and control all
development within the SUD after project entitlements are obtained. Subsequent submittals of
proposed building designs would be evaluated for consistency with both the SUD and the D for D.

The D for D would establish controls for bulk restriction, articulation and modulation, building
materials and treatment, building frontage utilization, design parameters for open space, streets, and
parking and loading standards.

The proposed D for D would include chapters that set forth controls and guidance with respect to
land use, open space, the street network and character of project streets, and building design and
massing. The chapters on buildings includes subsections on site-wide massing and architecture,

12 Blocks No. 6, 7 and 8 would have height limits for the podium structure, and a separate height limit for the tower

that rises above the podium; both height limits are measured from finished grade.
Blocks No. 1, 4 and 5 would have split zoning heights, where one half of each block would be subject to a separate
height limit (or height limits, in the case of a podium structure plus tower above).
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architectural character, and parking and loading. With respect to historic architectural resources,
the proposed D for D would include both site-wide standards and guidelines, applicable to the
entire project site, as well as certain location-specific standards and guidelines that would be
applicable to new construction adjacent to historical resources on the project site (i.e., internal
portions of the project site facing the Boiler Stack and, if it is retained, the Unit 3 Power Block) and
other such location-specific standards and guidelines for new construction facing offsite portions
of the Third Street Industrial District. The proposed D for D also includes both site-wide and
location-specific standards and guidelines applicable to project sustainability.

2.E.5 Open Space Improvements

As shown in Figure 2-8, Proposed Park and Open Space Plan, the proposed project would provide
approximately 6.2 acres of publicly accessible open space. These improvements are intended to
complement the planned Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project waterfront improvements; extend the
Blue Greenway and Bay Trail through the project site; and create an urban waterfront space,
activated by the proposed uses in the buildings adjacent to the waterfront-facing open spaces. Key
components of the open space program area are described below:

o  Waterfront Park. This proposed approximately 3.6-acre waterfront park would extend the
Blue Greenway and Bay Trail from the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project through the project
site, and provide spill-out spaces for retail, quiet spaces, and waterfront viewing terraces and
recreational area. Additional amenities could include trellis structures, a recreational dock, and
public art.

e Louisiana Paseo. This proposed 0.7-acre plaza-type open space adjacent to Blocks 6 and 10
could have gardens, wind canopy/trellis structures, and seating areas.

e Power Station Park. This proposed 1.22-acre central green space would extend east-west
through the interior of the project site and connect the Louisiana Paseo to the waterfront. This
park could contain play or fitness structures, art, trellis structures, barbecues, and outdoor
dining areas. The eastern portion of the park would contain a flexible lawn area suitable to
accommodate two U-6 soccer fields.!*. The western portion of the park between the
Louisiana Paseo and Maryland Street is intended for community-centered activities and active
recreation.

e Rooftop Soccer Field. A public open space is proposed on a portion of the roof of the parking
structure on Block 5. This rooftop open space would include a screened 0.68-acre U-10 soccer
field.1®

Temporary events would be allowed in all open spaces on site. Events could include movie nights
in the park, farmers markets, fairs, performances, food trucks, block parties, and weddings, any of
which would be allowed in all open space areas.

14 U-6 soccer fields refer to soccer fields for children under six years old, and generally measure approximately

20 yards in width by 30 yards in length.
U-10 soccer fields refer to soccer fields for children under 10 years old, and generally measure approximately
40 yards in width by 60 yards in length.

15
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2. Project Description

2.E.6 Vehicle Parking and Loading

Figure 2-9, Potential Off-street Parking Supply, illustrates the proposed locations of off-street
parking.!® As shown in Table 2-1, the proposed project would provide a total of approximately
2,622 off-street vehicle parking spaces.!” A centralized parking facility would be located at the
intersection of Humboldt Street and Georgia Street and would contain approximately 819 parking
spaces. The remaining 1,803 off-street parking spaces would be dispersed in below-grade or
podium-level parking structures on other development blocks. All parking would be accessory to
principal uses. No off-street parking would be provided for proposed retail uses on the project site.
Approximately 25 on-street passenger loading spaces would be provided along the internal streets
and approximately 54 commercial vehicle loading spaces would be provided, either through in-
building loading docks or on-street loading zones along the internal streets. Additionally, the
project would be designed with about 55 on-street parking spaces, including 11 Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible parking spaces.

All development blocks would allow —but not require — parking one level below-grade or parking
within above-grade podium levels wrapped with active uses. The proposed project would include
car-share parking spaces as required by the planning code, located off-street in buildings with
podium/underground parking and in the proposed centralized parking facility.

2.E.7 Bicycle Parking

At least 1,577 class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be located either on the ground floor of each
building or in the first sub-grade level of each building, in locations compliant with Planning Code
section 155.1(a). The proposed project would include at least 373 class 2 bicycle parking spaces, all of
which would be located in the right-of-way adjacent to each building or in the publicly accessible
open space.!819

2.E.8 Transportation and Circulation Plan

Figure 2-10, Proposed Street Type Plan, shows the proposed street plan. The primary east-west streets
would be Humboldt and 23rd streets, which would provide access between Illinois Street to the west
and Delaware Street to the east. The primary north-south streets would include Georgia, Maryland,
and Delaware streets. Georgia Street would connect to 22nd Street to the north. Maryland Street would
connect at grade to a planned extension of Maryland Street within the planned Pier 70 Mixed-Use
District project to the north. Louisiana Street would extend north from Humboldt Street, and may or
may not ultimately continue into the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project. Louisiana and Delaware
streets would connect to Craig Lane - a proposed one-way westbound service lane along the north
boundary of the project site, straddling the property line with the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project.
To the south, Georgia Lane and Maryland and Delaware streets would connect to, and terminate at,
23rd Street.

16
17
18
19

Figure 2-9 shows the potential number of parking spaces per block for illustrative purposes.

The actual number of off-street parking spaces would vary based on the selected use of each flex block.

The actual number of bicycle parking spaces would vary based on the selected use of each flex block.

Section 155.1(a) of the planning code defines class 1 bicycle spaces as “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” and defines class 2 bicycle spaces as “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.”
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2. Project Description

As shown in Figure 2-10, Humboldt Street, Maryland Street, Delaware Street south of Humboldt
Street, and Georgia Street north of Humboldt Street are proposed as neighborhood commercial
streets; and 23rd Street is proposed as a mixed-use street. Louisiana Street and Delaware Street
north of Humboldt Street are proposed as shared streets or alleys. Georgia Lane and Craig Lane
are proposed as alleys. These proposed street types are consistent with the corresponding street
types included in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.?

The preferred project would expand the width of Humboldt Street from 26 to 70 feet along its entire
extent across the project site. If, however, PG&E finds that it is not feasible to relocate utility facilities
and/or PG&E is unable to obtain the necessary regulatory approvals for any such relocation, then the
roadway would remain in its existing condition along this westernmost segment.

The proposed connection of the project street improvements to the planned development in the
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project would create a continuous street network in the Central Waterfront
area. Similarly, the planned extended Blue Greenway and Bay Trail would provide pedestrian and
bicycle access along the waterfront between the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project and the project
site. See also Pedestrian and Bicycle Network, below.

The proposed new streets would provide access for emergency vehicles, on-street parking, on- and
off-street passenger and commercial vehicle loading. Humboldt, 23rd, and Delaware streets would
be designed as primary on-street loading corridors.

The proposed project would reconstruct the sidewalk along the east side of Illinois Street between
Humboldt Street and 22nd Street, improving the pedestrian experience and aesthetics of the Illinois
Street corridor along the project frontage. See also discussion of Illinois Street tree changes on
under “Street Tree Plan,” p. 2-30 below.

Additionally, traffic signals would be installed at the intersections of Illinois Street/23rd Street and
Illinois Street/Humboldt Street, and would include pedestrian countdown signals and pedestrian
crosswalks consistent with the continental design.?! Accessible ramps would be provided at each
corner of these intersections.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Network

The proposed project would include a pedestrian and bicycle network. As shown in Figure 2-11,
Proposed Bicycle Facilities Plan, the proposed bicycle circulation plan includes class 1, II, III and
IV bicycle facilities.?? Class I bike lanes are proposed on the Bay Trail multi-use path that would
extend through Waterfront Park. Class II bike lanes are proposed on Georgia Lane and Maryland
Street. Class III facilities (signed routes) are proposed on Humboldt, Georgia, and Delaware streets.
The north side of 23rd Street would include a Class IV parking-protected bike lane.

20
21
22

San Francisco Better Streets Plan, adopted December 2010.

Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers.

Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes
striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles. Class IIl bikeways are
signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. Class IV bikeways, often referred to as
cycle tracks, are for the exclusive use of bicycles, physically separated from motor traffic with a vertical feature. The
separation may include, but is not limited to, grade separation, flexible posts, inflexible barriers, or on-street parking.
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2. Project Description

Figure 2-12, Proposed Pedestrian Network, illustrates the proposed pedestrian network. All
proposed streets and open space areas would include pedestrian walkways. These facilities would
contribute to the continuous Blue Greenway/Bay Trail to provide continuous waterfront access
from the Embarcadero, including Crane Cove Park, Slipways Commons, and Warm Water Cove.

Transit

Bus service into the project site is not proposed as part of the project, however, the project could
accommodate future bus service on Maryland, Humboldt, Delaware and 23rd Streets. Figure 2-13,
Potential Future Transit Service, presents the proposed plan to accommodate the potential
expansion of a SFMTA bus route into the project site. A bus layover would be provided at the north
curb of 23rd Street east of Maryland Street. The proposed bus layover would accommodate two,
40-foot-long buses and would provide a bathroom facility for drivers. The potential SFMTA bus
route is currently envisioned to enter the project site on Maryland Street from the Pier 70 Mixed-
Use District project, and could leave the site via 23rd Street or loop back into the Pier 70 project
site. A variant of this potential route extension could include interim service to the project site via
23rd Street, depending on actual buildout of the transportation network and development within
the project site and the Pier 70 project site.

As part of the proposed Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDM) for the project, a shuttle
service program would be provided as part of the proposed project. The shuttle would run during
peak periods 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. on weekdays and at a minimum frequency of 15-minute intervals
during weekday morning and evening peak periods. The shuttle would provide access to the 16th
Street Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station and the 22nd Street Caltrain station. The shuttle
service may or may not connect with the shuttle service to be provided under the Pier 70 Mixed-
Use District project. Figure 2-14, Proposed Transit Shuttle Plan, presents the proposed shuttle
route on and near the project site. See additional discussion of the TDM plan below, and in
Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation.

Transportation Demand Management Plan

The project sponsor has developed a proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan
to support sustainable land use development, and would implement a final approved TDM plan.
It would prioritize pedestrian and bicycle access and implement measures to encourage alternative
modes of transportation and to support a dense, walkable, mixed-use, transit-oriented
development that prioritizes safety, especially for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Key strategies in the TDM plan include improved walking conditions and bike lanes, unbundled
parking, car-share parking, and other approaches to discourage use of single-occupant private
vehicles. The proposed project would implement amenities and education strategies regarding
transportation choices, including real-time transportation information displays and production of
brochures and newsletters. See additional discussion of the TDM plan in Section 4.E, Transportation
and Circulation.

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 2-29 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV



0e-¢

Proposed Dock

400

o

Feet

SOURCE: Perkins+Will, 2018

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-12

Proposed Pedestrian Network



1€-¢

Proposed Dock

@ 0 400
Feet

SOURCE: Perkins+Will, 2018 Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-13
Preliminarily Proposed Transit Bus Plan



[4 %4

TO 22ND ST CALTRAIN STATION
AND 16TH ST BART STATION

Proposed Dock

@ 0 400
Feet

SOURCE: Perkins+Will, 2018 Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-14
Proposed Transit Shuttle Plan



2. Project Description

As discussed under “Transit,” p. 2-29 above, the proposed TDM Plan includes a shuttle service
program.

Street Tree Plan

Figure 2-15, Proposed Street Tree Plan, illustrates the proposed street tree plan. As illustrated in
Figure 2-15, depending on street type and location, deciduous, semi-deciduous or evergreen trees
of varying heights (ranging from 40 to 50 feet tall at maturity) would be planted along pedestrian
walkways.

As discussed above, there is currently a row of street trees along the east side of Illinois Street at
the western boundary of the site between Humboldt Street and 22nd Street, and on a short segment
of the north side of 23rd Street. As shown in Figure 2-15, the existing street trees on Illinois Street
adjacent to the project would be removed outside of the nesting season and replaced. The short
segment of existing trees on the north side of 23rd Street would be retained under the project.?

2.E.9 Infrastructure and Utilities

The proposed project would include upgrades to infrastructure and utility systems to support the
proposed uses.

Potable Water

Figure 2-16, Proposed Potable Water Plan, illustrates the proposed onsite potable water?*
distribution system that would serve the project from the City’s existing water supply system. As
shown in Figure 2-16, the project would construct new potable water distribution pipelines within
Humboldt, Georgia, Maryland, and Delaware streets, and Georgia Lane, and realign an existing
potable water pipeline in 23rd Street, if needed. The potable water lines in Humboldt and 23rd
streets would connect to an existing offsite potable water line in Illinois Street.

The potable water line in Georgia Street would connect either to an existing or new offsite potable
water line in 22nd Street, depending on timing of development of the adjacent Pier 70 Mixed-Use
District project.?> The potable water line in Maryland Street would extend north to a planned new
potable water line in the adjacent Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project. To reduce potable water
demand, high-efficiency fixtures and appliances would be installed in all new buildings.

23 If PG&E finds that it is feasible to relocate its utility facilities; it obtains the necessary regulatory approvals for

any such relocation; and then once the facilities are relocated and PG&E receives regulatory approval to divest
the PG&E sub-area for future development on its property along 23rd Street, then PG&E (or the new property
owner, as may be applicable) would be responsible for landscaping and maintaining that project’s frontage.

24 Potable water is water that is safe for drinking or for food preparation.

25 1f the adjacent Pier 70 project precedes this project and has already established a potable water distribution line
in 22nd Street, then the proposed project would connect to that line.
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2. Project Description

Non-Potable Water

As shown in Figure 2-17, Proposed Non-Potable Water Plan, the preferred project includes a
graywater?® diversion, treatment, and reuse system that would provide non-potable water to the
project. Blocks 1, 5, 6, 7, and 8 would include localized graywater collection (e.g., from showers
and washing machines), storage and treatment facilities that would distribute the treated
graywater via pressurized non-potable water distribution lines to all project site buildings for toilet
and urinal flushing, irrigation in landscaped areas and potentially cooling towers and other non-
potable uses. It is anticipated that each block providing a graywater treatment system would
include approximately 500 square feet of space to accommodate a proposed graywater treatment
unit, two 25,000-gallon graywater collection tanks, booster pumps and associated equipment. The
graywater treatment systems would be fully enclosed and use mechanical filtration, minimizing
potential for odor. All waste from the graywater treatment system would be flushed directly to the
combined sewer system. As shown in Figure 2-17, non-potable water distribution lines are
proposed within Humboldt, Georgia, Maryland, and Delaware streets, and Georgia Lane.

The project would pursue one of the following two options for complying with the City’s Non-
Potable Water Ordinance:?’

e Graywater collection and treatment plants, as described above; or

¢ Inthe event the City constructs a regional non-potable water facility that provides non- potable
water to the project site, the proposed project may elect to connect to this system, delivering
non-potable water to development parcels through a new public non-potable water
distribution system within the public right-of-way. In this case, the project would not construct
a separate graywater diversion, treatment and reuse systems on private parcels.

Auxiliary Water Supply System Plan

Figure 2-18, Proposed Auxiliary Water Supply System Plan, illustrates the proposed high
pressure auxiliary water supply system (AWSS) distribution lines that would serve the project
primarily for firefighting and other emergency uses. As shown in Figure 2-18, the proposed project
would include the extension of the AWSS distribution line to the project site by connecting to an
existing 14-inch AWSS line in Third Street at its intersection with 23rd Street. The line would be
installed in 23rd Street east of the intersection with Maryland Street, and hence northerly in
Maryland Street, and connect to the offsite AWSS system planned within the Pier 70 Mixed-Use
District project.

26 Graywater is wastewater generated from wastewater sources, excluding toilets, which can be diverted, treated
and reused for non-potable water purposes; please see examples provided.
27 Article 12C of the San Francisco Health Code.

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 2-36 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wastewater

VA4

iz
L=

[P "]  Non-Potable Water Line

Approximate Graywater Treatment Plant Location

Project Site Boundary

r

AProposed Dock

SAN FRANCISCO BAY

BLOCK 9 BUILDING

CONFIGURATIONS
WITH UNIT 3 WITHOUT UNIT 3
9 9

prs———

14
| o]
‘ E CRAIG LANE N o s s o s s s s 1 e 1 o — — — — ——  — — — — -
. '
gl gl2 3 4
2 %
o
‘i @ |z
=]
: T
'_7 -HUMBOESTRT — HUMBOLDT STREET
g —— z___j -HUMBOLDT STREE#———eform—
i 5 |6 - |7 ]. 8 L
e % i g
i = - £ £
l'®m [|[B| | B |:
= = 2 3 =] =
T = l (=) = o= =
= = fru ]
- = =}
l |
N ' ﬂg 10 POWER STATION
= PARK
w 11 12  —
“STACK”
23RD STREET
e e —"
- o— ol
LEGEND

400

o

Feet

SOURCE: Perkins+Will, 2018

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-17

Proposed Non-Potable Water Plan




8¢€-C

THIRD ST

CONNECT TO
EX 14" AWSS
IN3RD ST

CONNECT TO
PIER 70
AWSS SYSTEM ’[‘

& ——{AWsS

LEGEND
[Z2]  Project Site Boundary

Proposed Auxiliary Water Supply System Line

Proposed Dock

400

o

Feet

SOURCE: Perkins+Will, 2018

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-18

Proposed Auxiliary Water Supply System Plan



2. Project Description

Wastewater (Sanitary Sewer) and Stormwater Plan

The proposed project is considering two options for wastewater and stormwater collection at the
project site: 1) a dual system [combined sewer (i.e., combined sanitary sewage plus storm water
flows)/separated sewer (i.e., separated sanitary sewage and storm flows) system] configured to
maintain existing drainage patterns (preferred option), and 2) a project-wide combined sewer
system. The dual system option is part of the preferred project. Each option is described below:

Dual System (Combined Sewer/Separated Sewer) Option (Preferred Project)

As shown in Figure 2-19, Dual System (Combined Sewer/Separated Sewer) Option (Preferred
Project), under the preferred dual system (combined sewer/separated sewer) option, new
combined sewer system pipelines would be installed in the portions of the streets within the
western watershed of the project site and new separate sanitary sewer and storm drain lines would
be installed within the remainder of the project site in the eastern watershed.

The proposed site grading would maintain existing drainage patterns and provide a clear
differentiation of the two watersheds within the project site to protect from any potential overflow
discharges from the combined sewer system to the bay.

Sanitary sewer flows from the eastern watershed of the project site would be collected by a
proposed separated sewer system and conveyed to a proposed 3.5 cubic-foot-per-second (cfs)
sanitary sewer pump station with backup emergency generator to be installed onsite near the
Unit 3 Power Block. The sanitary sewer pump station would convey these sanitary sewer flows via
a force main?® in Delaware and 23rd streets to an existing combined sewer system line in the west
side of 23rd Street,? and hence offsite to the existing combined sewer system line in Illinois Street.
Project sanitary sewer flows collected from Block 10 would be conveyed directly to the 12-inch
combined sewer system line in 23rd Street, and then similarly offsite to the combined sewer system
line in Illinois Street. Stormwater flows from the eastern watershed would be collected by new
onsite separated storm drain pipelines. Storm flows collected by this system would be conveyed to
anew outfall located on the east side of the project in the vicinity of the former Unit 3 Power Block
intake, and then discharged to the bay.

Stormwater runoff and sanitary flows from the western watershed would be collected by the
proposed combined sewer pipelines and conveyed to the existing combined facilities in Illinois
Street, 22nd Street, and 23rd Street. This would include Block 5, Block 10, and the western portions
of Block 13. Additionally, flows from the segment of Georgia Street north of Craig Lane and
Block 14 would be conveyed to the combined sewer system in 22nd Street proposed by the Pier 70
project. All project-generated sanitary sewage would be conveyed to and treated at the existing
Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant.

28 Force mains move wastewater under pressure; in this case from pressure from the proposed pump station.
29 This existing 12-inch sewer line is planned to be replaced by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission as
part of its ongoing pavement renovation and sewer replacement project.
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2. Project Description

Project-Wide Combined Sewer System Option

As shown in Figure 2-20, Project-Wide Combined Sewer System Option, under the project-wide
combined sewer system option, new combined sewer system lines would be installed throughout
the project site within the public street network. The combined sewer system option would
maintain the existing drainage patterns of the project site. Project-generated combined sewer flows
within the eastern watershed would be collected and conveyed to a proposed combined sewer
pump station® to be installed along Delaware Street near the Unit 3 Power Block. The pump station
facility would be connected to storage facilities, consisting of either pipelines or a vault, located
near the pump station to accommodate the infrequent peak storm flows and prevent overflow
discharges to the bay. The combined sewer storage facilities would be installed underground
adjacent to the pump station, in the open space between Delaware Street and Unit 3 Power Block,
and would provide approximately 65,000 cubic feet of active storage.

The combined sewer pump station would convey these combined sewer flows via a force main to the
12-inch combined sewer system line in Delaware and 23rd streets, then to an existing combined sewer
system line in the west side of 23rd Street, and hence offsite to the existing combined sewer system
line in Illinois Street. The existing 12-inch combined sewer system line in 23rd Street would need to
be increased in size to accommodate the wastewater and stormwater flows from the entire project.

Project-generated combined sewer flows collected within the western watershed would be conveyed
directly to the existing combined systems surrounding the project site. Flows from Blocks 5 and 10
would be conveyed directly to the combined sewer system line in 23rd Street, and then similarly
offsite to the combined sewer system line in Illinois Street. Project-generated combined sewer flows
collected from Block 13 would be conveyed directly offsite via a reconstructed connection to the
combined sewer system line in Illinois Street. Other project combined sewer flows collected from the
northwest portion of the project site would be collected and conveyed directly to a reconstructed
combined sewer line in the west side of Humboldt Street, and hence offsite to the combined sewer
system line in Illinois Street.

All project-generated combined stormwater/sewage would be conveyed to and treated at the
existing Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant. The combined sewer flows from the portion of
Georgia Street north of Craig Lane and from Block 14 would be conveyed to the combined sewer
system in 22nd Street, which is to be constructed as part of the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project.

Stormwater Management

Under either the dual system (combined sewer/separated sewer) or project-wide combined sewer
option, the proposed project would include a stormwater management system that would comply
with the City’s stormwater management ordinance. The stormwater management system would
incorporate low-impact design concepts, as follows: project buildings would incorporate rainwater
harvesting and reuse systems, bio-filtration treatment flow-through planters, and use green roofs
where feasible. Open space and waterfront areas would include bio-filtration treatment (including

30" The combined sewer pump station would be enclosed and include two pumps rated at 2,000 gpm each, an
emergency generator, electrical and control panels, and odor control equipment.
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2. Project Description

bioretention basins, rain gardens, and flow-through planters), rain water harvesting and reuse, and
permeable surfaces. As required, proposed streets would also incorporate bio-filtration via
bioretention planters and basins, and make use of permeable surfaces where feasible.

Electricity and Natural Gas

The project site has existing electrical service from overhead power lines adjacent to the site. The
proposed project would extend underground electrical distribution lines to serve each proposed
building. Other existing underground high voltage lines in 23rd Street would be retained. The
existing electrical facilities along Illinois Street would also be retained. Existing electrical facilities
that serve areas to the north bisect the project site near the planned alignment of Georgia Street.
These facilities would be relocated. Other existing electrical facilities within the site would either
be retained or relocated.

There is existing natural gas service to the project site in Humboldt Street. The proposed project
would extend natural gas distribution lines throughout the project site, connecting to the existing
facilities on both Illinois and 23rd streets.

Fourteen backup emergency generators are proposed to serve the building uses on Blocks 1
through 3, 5 through 12, and 14, in addition to the backup emergency generator proposed for the
sewer pump station.

Optional Thermal Energy Plan

Asiillustrated in Figure 2-21, Thermal Energy Plan, a thermal energy system may serve the project.
The thermal energy system would recover waste heat and utilize it for heating and cooling, further
reducing the project energy demands and water demands for mechanical uses. The heat recovery
equipment would consist of the use of heat recovery cooling equipment installed in the commercial
buildings in Blocks 2, 3, 10, 11, and 12. Examples include the use of chiller systems with heat
reclaiming capabilities that would generate cooling of water for use in the commercial buildings,
but the systems would also recover hot water as a by-product of the chilled water system. The
recovered hot water would then be pumped to adjacent residential buildings in Blocks 1, 4, 6, 7,
and 8 for use in space heating and for domestic hot water. The system would not cross public rights
of way. Because the thermal energy system may not be implemented (the system would be
installed at the project sponsor’s discretion), this EIR does not assume implementation of the
thermal energy system for purposes of the air quality analysis or in calculating the proposed
project’s energy demands.

Sustainability Plan

The project sponsor is including sustainability elements within both the Design for Development
and Infrastructure Plan documents addressing renewable energy considerations. The proposed
project would, at minimum, comply with the state’s Title 24 energy efficiency requirements, the
San Francisco Green Building Requirements for renewable energy, the Better Roof Requirements
for Renewable Energy Standards, and the City’s Non-potable Water Ordinance, Recycled Water
Ordinance and LEED Gold v4 certification for all buildings.
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2. Project Description

Proposed Dock and Other Shoreline Features

The proposed project would include the construction of a dock along the shoreline in the vicinity
of the Unit 3 Power Block, to be used for recreational vessel®!' berthing, and fishing. The facility
would consist of a fixed wharf structure, gangway, and floating dock (see Figure 2-22, Proposed
Recreational Dock).

A proposed pile-supported wharf would protrude from landside over the sloped bank and water.
The wharf deck would be constructed of reinforced concrete, and measure approximately 65 feet
in length (parallel to the shoreline) and 35 feet in width. The wharf would be supported on nine
24-inch concrete piles. The piles would be driven approximately 5 feet into the soil to the
underlying rock formation. Three of the nine piles would be driven in water, while the other six
piles would be on land above mean higher high water elevation (MHHW). The height of the wharf
deck would be approximately 17.5 feet North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDSS8) to
account for sea level rise in the future. Please also see discussion of “Proposed Improvements to
Address Sea Level Rise,” Section 2.E.10, p. 2-47 below.

A proposed gangway would span between the wharf and the floating dock, and measure
approximately 80 feet in length by 3 feet in width. The prefabricated gangway would consist of an
aluminum walkway deck, beams and handrails. The floating dock would be composed of
composite boxes with foam infill or reinforced concrete and measure approximately 120 feet in
length and 15 feet in width. The floating dock would be held in place by guide piles, consisting of
either four 36-inch diameter steel piles, or 14 24-inch diameter concrete piles, extending
approximately 70 feet into the soil. Please see also Section 2.F.1, “Construction Overview and
Schedule, Construction Equipment,” p. 2-50 below, for detail on construction equipment associated
with the transport and installation of the wharf, gangway and floating dock.

The dock is proposed to be constructed on the shoreline just south of the existing Unit 3 Power
Block outfall, at the south end of an existing seawall.

Preliminary evaluation by the sponsor indicates that the existing water depth at this location, even
at extremely low tides, is sufficient to accommodate safe navigation and berthing of vessels of up
to 45 feet in length at the proposed dock, without the need for initial dredging.3233 The dock would
have a 100-foot wide navigation corridor. The northernmost boundary of the navigation corridor
would be located a minimum of 10 feet to the south of the nearest offshore remediation cell (PG&E

31 Recreational vessels can be classified as two sub groups: powerboats and sailboats. Powerboats are all vessels

that provide propulsion under their own power through a jet type engine or propeller. Sailboats are all crafts
that require wind for propulsion.

At this location of the Unit 3 Power Block outfall, the shoreline is relatively steep leading to a deep water channel
that extends from the proposed berth area into a deep navigation channel in the Bay. It is believed that the deep
channel was created by washing action from the outfall cooling water discharge when it was in operation
(ceasing in 2011). Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, Feasibility Assessment of Recreational Dock in the Potrero Power Plant
Project, November 7, 2017.

The general water depth requirements for accommodating a 45-foot vessel (either a sailboat or a powerboat) is
6 feet. It is estimated that the proposed berthing area, and the navigation channel, should maintain a minimum
6-foot water depth at MLLW. The required navigation channel width to accommodate two-way vessel traffic
would be 100 feet, in accordance with the Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-152-07 “Design: Small Craft Berthing
Facilities,” U.S. Department of Defense, September 2012. Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, Feasibility Assessment of
Recreational Dock in the Potrero Power Plant Project, November 7, 2017.

32

33
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2. Project Description

Sediment Remediation Zone Cell 16) so as to avoid disturbance of the natural sediment cover in
that cell. The minimum water depth at the berth and navigation corridor is 6 feet at the mean lower
low water (MLLW) elevation.

However, occasional future maintenance dredging is anticipated to maintain the minimum water
depth required for vessel access during project operation. Maintenance dredging is not expected
to be required until 2050.

Construction of the dock and future maintenance dredging operations would take place during the
approved work windows set forth by the appropriate regulatory agencies. Refer to “2.F.3, In-Water
Construction Avoidance and Minimization Measures,” p. 2-57 below, along with Section 4.],
Biological Resources, subsections “Project Features,” p. 4.1-32, for additional information.

In addition to the dock, the proposed project may include in-water work related to the demolition,
stabilization or structural improvement of the existing Unit 3 Power Block outfall structure, the
cooling water intake structure (located approximately 250 feet north of the outfall structure), and
the Station A intake structure (located to the south of the outfall structure). Also, as discussed under
“Dual System (Combined Sewer/Separated Sewer) Option (Preferred Project),” above, under the
preferred project, a stormwater outfall for discharging runoff from the project site would be
installed in the vicinity of the existing Unit 3 Power Block intake structure. Removal of fill as
mitigation for new bay fill created by the project would be provided.

2.E.10 Proposed Improvements to Address Sea Level Rise

To address the potential flooding due to future sea level rise in combination with storm and high
tide conditions, the proposed project would make physical improvements to the shoreline,
including rock slope revetments, berms and bulkheads; and grade elevation inland. Figure 2-23,
Proposed Grading Plan and Location of Shoreline Improvements, presents the proposed grading
plan and location of shoreline improvements. Figure 2-24, Conceptual Shoreline Improvements
Cross-sections, presents conceptual waterfront cross-sections (at Block 4, Block 9, Unit 3 Power
Block, and Waterfront Park) illustrating potential shoreline improvements.

During Phase1 of construction (see discussion of construction phases under 2.F, “Project
Construction,” below), elevations at the shoreline would be increased by approximately 3 to 7 feet
to address flood risk due storms, extreme tides, and wave run-up. The finished floor elevations for
the ground floors of buildings on Blocks 3, 4, 8 and 12 and Block 9 (with the exception of the ground
floor area within the Unit 3 Power Block should it be repurposed), would be constructed at least
2 feet above the projected 100-year flood elevation with future sea level rise of up to 66 inches. If
the Unit 3 Power Block is repurposed into a hotel, the finished floor elevation would stay at the
existing elevation, which provides for approximately 24 to 30 inches of sea level rise protection.
Additional flood and stormwater measures, including a pump and backflow, would be
incorporated into the design of the Unit 3 Power Block to protect this low lying area in the case sea
level rise exceeds 24 inches.
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2. Project Description

2.E.11 Site Remediation

Another potential element of the proposed project is environmental remediation activities beyond
those currently being conducted by PG&E, if deemed necessary by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. As stated above, PG&E is undertaking environmental remediation activities to
achieve a commercial/industrial land use standard. Institutional controls3 regulating the portions of
the site where remediation has been completed specify that residential or other sensitive land uses
are prohibited without prior approval from the regional board. The regional board-approved Risk
Management Plan for these portions of the property includes a framework that must be followed to
allow residential or other sensitive land uses on the site. The project sponsor would be required to
implement the framework and obtain regional board approval to allow the residential and hotel
components of the development as proposed. In considering its approval, the regional board may
require that the project sponsor implement an additional human health risk evaluation, additional
media-specific mitigation, and/or additional institutional and engineering controls, to ensure the
health and safety of current and future site users, maintenance and construction workers, and the
public. Additional mitigation and engineering controls may include localized soil excavation and
offsite disposal, localized in-situ soil stabilization, soil vapor mitigation (e.g., sub-slab venting
systems), more robust durable cover specifications, and/or more robust monitoring and maintenance
activities. Such additional mitigation and engineering controls would be considered part of the
proposed project.

2.F Project Construction

2.F.1 Construction Overview and Schedule

Figure 2-25, Proposed Project Phasing Plan, shows the proposed construction phasing on the project
site, and Table 2-2, Approximate Construction Schedule by Phase, presents the anticipated
approximate construction schedule for each phase. As shown in Table 2-2, construction of the
proposed project is anticipated to occur in phases over the course of 15 years, from the beginning of
2020 to the end of 2034.

The initial phase of construction (Phase 0), from 2020 to approximately 2022,35 would include
demolition, site stabilization work (e.g., soil surcharging3¢ and deep soil mixing?¥), site preparation
and rough grading for the entire project site, including construction of interim surface parking
improvements for use by construction vehicles and other site users prior to the construction of
permanent parking facilities.

34 Institutional controls are administrative and legal controls, such as a land use covenant imposing land use or

activity restrictions or a site management plan, that help minimize the potential for exposure to contamination
and/or ensure the integrity of the remedial action over time.

An exception would be in the location of the former tank farm area, which is subject to future remediation by
PG&E (as may be required by applicable laws and regulations) that could extend beyond 2022.

During surcharge programs, wick drains are installed in soft/compressible soil to accelerate drainage. A
surcharge fill is then applied over the area of installed drains, and surface settlements and pore
pressures within the soft/compressible material are monitored before additional soil surcharge is placed.
Deep Soil Mixing (DSM) mixes soil, cement and water to create individual or overlapping columns of cement-
treated soil with specified strengths and stiffness. A mixing rig with either single or multiple mixing augers
is advanced to specified depths, and the cement and water are added during initial auger advancement, and
also during auger withdrawal. DSM work will require use of a dry cement batch plant at the project site.

35

36

37
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TABLE 2-2
APPROXIMATE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE BY PHASE?
Construction Phase Start Finish Duration
Phase 0P 2020 2022 3years
Phase 1 2022 2025 4 years
Phase 2 2024 2026 3 years
Phase 3 2025 2028 4 years
Phase 4 2027 2031 5 years
Phase 5 2030 2032 3years
Phase 6 2030 2034 5 years

& Al start/finish dates in Table 2-2 are approximate and could be affected by market conditions, PG&E's remediation

process (as may be required by applicable laws and regulations), the City’s permitting process, among other
factors.

Phase 0 includes a subphase (Phase 0.1) that involves site preparation activities in the future PG&E remediation
area (the “Tank Farm Area”). The schedule for Phase 0.1 is likely to extend beyond 2022, depending on the PG&E
remediation schedule (as may be required by applicable laws and regulations).

SOURCE: California Barrel Company, 2018

After Phase 0, there would be six construction phases (Phases 1 through 6) corresponding to six
areas on the project site, with each phase consisting of two to three blocks and associated areas for
streets and open spaces. Within each of these phases, there would be subphases for land
development, vertical construction, and open space improvements. Land development activities
would include, but not be limited to, excavation activities to remove, relocate, or install utilities,
site stabilization work, temporary utility improvements, and construction of streets and sidewalks.
Vertical construction activities would include, but not be limited to, finish grading, excavation for
subgrade parking, installation of foundation footings and pile supports, construction of building
foundations and concrete podiums, building construction, and architectural coatings. Project-
related site remediation may also occur during the land development and vertical construction
phases to the extent required by the regional water board to approve residential use or to address
previously unknown contaminants discovered during the course of development pursuant to the
Risk Management Plan(s). Open space improvements would include hardscaping and landscaping
improvements in open space areas.

Construction duration in each phase area would generally range from three to five years, with
construction activities occurring up to seven days a week, including holidays, between 7 a.m. and
8 p.m., consistent with section 2908 of the San Francisco Police Code. Nighttime construction
activities, between the hours of 8 p.m. and 3 a.m., would be limited to 23rd Street during Phase 1,
before there is residential occupancy on the project site, and would only include operation of the
types of equipment associated with the construction of 23rd Street, including utility installation
and street improvements. Nighttime construction activities would not involve construction
activities or equipment that could produce substantial noise and vibration, such as controlled rock
fragmentation, impact or vibratory pile drivers, jackhammers, impact hammers, or rock drills.

As shown in Figure 2-25, the majority of the proposed project shoreline open space improvements
would be constructed in Phase 1. A small subset of the shoreline improvements (between the
proposed Bay Trail extension and Block 4) would be constructed in Phase 3 to allow for this portion
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of open space to be designed in conjunction with the design of Block 4. Since portions of Phase 5,
and all of Phase 6, would be within the PG&E sub-area, construction within these areas and the
adjacent street improvements would only occur when and if PG&E finds that it can feasibly
relocate its utility facilities and obtains the necessary regulatory approvals for any such relocation.
Once the facilities are relocated, then PG&E would be able to seek the necessary regulatory
approvals to divest itself of the PG&E sub-area for redevelopment.

The following provides additional detail on project-related ground-disturbing activities during
construction, including demolition; soil excavation, project remediation, and grading; blasting/
controlled rock fragmentation; building foundations; and dewatering.

Demolition

As noted above, the project would require demolishing about 20 structures, encompassing about
100,000 square feet. It is expected that there may be onsite recycling (crushing and reusing) of
existing concrete materials during demolition and construction.

Soil Excavation, Project Remediation, and Grading

Soil excavation would occur during construction of the proposed project, including, but not limited
to the installation of underground utility infrastructure and subgrade parking garages. In addition,
site stabilization activities could include deep soil mixing, surcharge and placement of lightweight
fill. Preliminary estimates indicate that up to 454,000 cubic yards of soil may be excavated, of which
approximately 25,000 cubic yards would be re-used onsite; and an additional 21,000 cubic yards of
new fill could be imported to the project site. The depth of excavation would range between 0 and
approximately 25 feet below grade, with the maximum depth of excavation anticipated on Blocks 1
and 14.

As described in greater detail in above, under “Summary of Site Conditions,” p. 2-9, PG&E has
completed remediation of the PG&E sub-area, and a majority of the Power Station sub-area to a
commercial/industrial use standard and is currently remediating the remainder of the Power Station
sub-area to the same standard. PG&E’s environmental remediation activities are independent of the
project, but the project may require additional remediation activities to permit residential uses at the
project site. This would include excavation by the project sponsor of contaminated soil and other
remedial measures and engineering controls to the extent the regional board requires such activities
to allow residential use or to address previously unknown contaminants discovered during the
course of project construction. Soil excavation would also occur during construction of the proposed
project, including, for example, to install utilities and allow construction of subterranean parking
garages. Soil excavation, movement, stockpiling, and transportation for offsite disposal would be in
accordance with the requirements specified in the Risk Management Plan(s) that apply to the project
site. Such requirements include soil management protocols, dust control best management practices,
stockpile management protocols, storm water pollution prevention best management practices,
worker health and safety measures, field screening, and sampling/testing of soil samples. Following
completion of the improvements, a durable cover would be re-established over the entire site in
accordance with the Risk Management Plan(s).
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The proposed grading plan is presented in Figure 2-23, above. The proposed grading plan would
maintain the existing drainage patterns of the project site, with elevations sloping gently west to
east toward the waterfront. The proposed elevations of the proposed buildings and public access
areas along the waterfront, would include protection from sea level rise.

There is currently up to 14.5 feet of grade change between the project site and the Pier 70 Mixed-
Use District project site. The Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project will be raising the grade along the
property line between 7 and 10.5 feet. In order to match this future grade, the proposed project
intends to lower grades up to 5 feet along the property line. This would allow for a contiguous
north-south connecting street at Maryland Street and a shared east-west alley along the property
line shared by the two projects.

Blasting/Controlled Rock Fragmentation

It is anticipated that the Greywacke bedrock underlying the project site, located primarily inland
of the historic 1851 shoreline, as shown on Figure 2-25, may be resistant to earthwork equipment.38
It is expected that most rock excavation, particularly in the upper 10 feet of the rock at the project
site, would be achievable with conventional large excavators, but deeper excavations of rock
may require blasting. An alternative to blasting that is being considered, where appropriate, is
controlled rock fragmentation, by either injecting expansive materials3® or pulse plasma injection.*’

Building Foundations

Figure 2-26, Proposed Foundation Type Plan, illustrates the proposed foundation type plan for
the project site. Construction of the proposed project would require deep foundations using piles
for moderately to heavily loaded structures built in areas outside (bayward) of the historic 1851
shoreline, whereas shallow foundations made with spread footings with slab-on-grade or a
structural mat foundation may be used inland of the historic 1851 shoreline. Structures in the
vicinity of the historic 1851 shoreline may be founded on intermediate foundations (shallow
foundations with ground improvement on the fill side), or a dual foundation system (shallow
foundations on the bedrock side, and piles on the fill side). Deep foundations are anticipated
during Phases 1 and 3. Phases1, 3, and 4 may involve intermediate foundations. Shallow
foundations are anticipated for Phases 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.

As shown in Figure 2-26, deep foundations are proposed in Blocks 4, 8, and 9. Deep foundations
would be comprised of steel pipe-piles driven to bedrock beneath these blocks. Pile driving
operations would likely be performed over a maximum duration of six weeks per block, with about

38 Based on a study of rock hardness conducted in support of the adjacent Pier 70 project, where similar rock to the

bedrock at the project site exists.

Using controlled foam injection, a high-pressure foam is injected into a predrilled hole. Fracturing is achieved
by controlling the pressure of the foam. This method produces almost no fly rock or airblast and the pressures
needed to break rock with this method are substantially less than those needed for methods using small
explosive or propellant charges.

Pulse plasma rock fragmentation uses a pulsed electrical discharge to produce shocks or pressure waves. The
blasting probe is placed into a water-filled cavity and the pulse propagates into the rock, leading to fracture.
Compared with conventional blasting methods, pulse plasma rock fragmentation causes less vibration, noise,
and dust, and uses no chemical substances.

39

40
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2. Project Description

two piles installed per hour, on average, and approximately 400 to 500 piles per block, for a total
of 1,200 to 1,500 piles. The maximum pile length for the project is anticipated to be 70 feet, and pile
diameters are anticipated to range from 14 to 16 inches in diameter. Intermediate foundations
requiring piles on Block 3, 5, 10, and 12 would account for about 650 additional piles, with
construction ranging between one and four weeks per block. In total, between 1,850 and 2,100 piles
would be installed for foundations at the project site.

The proposed dock would also require piles; please see discussion of pile installation for this
project feature under “Proposed Dock and Other Shoreline Features,” p. 2-45 above.

Dewatering

Depending on excavation depths, water levels, and permeability of materials excavated, various
measures by the contractor may be employed to lower groundwater to 3 feet below excavation depths.
Dewatering during construction would likely be required for Blocks 3, 4, 8, 9, 12, and to a lesser extent,
for Blocks 5 and 10. Dewatering may also be required during utility trenching/construction. (Please
see Chapter 4, Section 4.], Hydrology, Water Quality, and Sea Level Rise for additional detail.)

The project sponsor is also considering approaches to address potential long-term groundwater
infiltration to proposed below grade facilities should they be located below or near static
groundwater levels, including designing basement walls to accommodate hydrostatic pressures,
and a permanent waterproofing design. Permanent waterproofing and hydrostatic pressures would
be incorporated into the building design so that permanent dewatering would not be required.

Construction Employment

Table 2-3, Project Daily Construction Workers, by Year, summarizes the estimated project
construction jobs. As shown in Table 2-3, the number of daily construction workers present onsite
daily would vary over the course of construction, depending on the specific construction activities
being performed, and overlap between construction phases.

TABLE 2-3
PROJECT DAILY CONSTRUCTION WORKERS, BY YEAR?
Peak Number of Peak Number of

Year Daily Workers Year Daily Workers
2020 102 2028 377
2021 228 2029 135
2022 282 2030 401
2023 180 2031 312
2024 317 2032 233
2025 398 2033 42

2026 200 2034 102
2027 149

SOURCE: California Barrel Company, 2018
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2.F.2 Construction Equipment

A variety of mobile and stationary construction equipment would be used at the project site during
construction. It is expected that track-mounted cranes and pile hammer and/or drill rigs would be
used at the project site for landside pile installation for the deep foundations. Track/tire-mounted
cranes and/or tower cranes would also be used for building construction, including but not limited
to, steel and precast erection, and building facades. Other mobile equipment such as excavators,
graders, backhoes, loaders, dump trucks, compactors, pavers and forklifts would be used at the
project site for a range of other construction tasks on the project site, including excavation, site
clearing and grading, building construction, and/or hardscape and landscape materials installation.
Project construction would also generate offsite truck trips for deliveries of concrete and other
building materials, transportation of construction equipment to and from the site, hauling soils and
debris from the site, and street sweepers. Miscellaneous stationary equipment would include
generators, crushing and processing equipment and cement and mortar mixers. A variety of other,
smaller, mechanical equipment would also be used at the project site during the construction period,
such as jackhammers/pavement breakers, saw cutters, chopping saws, tile saws, stud impact guns,
impact drills, torque wrenches, welding machines, and concrete boom pumps.

With respect to proposed in-water and overwater construction activities, a variety of landside and
waterside equipment would be used. It is anticipated that a landside track-mounted crane with pile
hammer and/or other appropriate installation device would be used to install the piles over the
shoreline slope to support the proposed wharf. The proposed concrete wharf deck would be
constructed over the piles by way of either a cast-in-place reinforced deck, or cast-in-place concrete
pile caps with precast concrete deck panel and cast-in-place concrete overlay. The proposed
prefabricated floating dock and gangway would be transported to the project site on barges towed
by tugboats. A landside track-mounted crane would be used to lift the gangway off the barge and
set it onto the pile-supported wharf and the floating dock, after which the gangway would be
structurally connected. A track-mounted crane fitted with pile hammer and/or other appropriate
installation device atop a deck barge (maneuvered by a tugboat) would be used to install the off-
shore guide piles for the floating dock. See also proposed Section 2.F.3, “In-Water Construction
Avoidance and Minimization Measures,” below.

2.F.3 In-Water Construction Avoidance and Minimization
Measures

The project sponsor would require that contractors employ general best management practices for
pollution prevention and construction management during construction. In order to avoid and/or
minimize potential impacts to jurisdictional waters and water quality, the following standard
construction best management practices (BMPs) shall be included in the construction contract
specifications for in-water construction. These measures would be subject to modification and
additions based upon regulatory and resource agency review:

¢ In-water construction activities (i.e., dredging and pile installation) shall be restricted to the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration approved seasonal work window (June 1
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to November 30), which encompasses the California Department of Fish and Wildlife seasonal
work window for Pacific herring.

e No debris, rubbish, creosote-treated wood, soil, silt, sand, cement, concrete, or washings
thereof, or other construction-related materials or wastes, oil, or petroleum products shall be
allowed to enter into or placed where it would be subject to erosion by rain, wind, or waves
and enter into jurisdictional waters.

e Protective measures, such as having designated secondary containment areas, shall be utilized
to prevent accidental discharges to waters during fueling, cleaning, and maintenance.

¢ Floating booms shall be used to contain debris discharged into waters and any debris shall be
removed as soon as possible, and no later than the end of each workday.

e Machinery or construction materials not essential for project improvements shall not be
allowed at any time in the intertidal zone. The construction contractors shall be responsible for
checking daily tide and current reports.

o The sponsor shall have a spill contingency plan for hazardous waste spills into the
San Francisco Bay.

To reduce potential effects to biological resources, the following measures shall be implemented
by the project for in-water construction, subject to agency review and approval:

¢ Toreduce potential impacts from noise due to pile-driving, the contractor shall implement one
or more of the following as needed:

- Use vibratory methods for installation of steel piles to the extent practicable
— Use cushion blocks between hammer and piles
- Implement a “soft start” technique*!

2.G Graphic Exhibits of Proposed Project

A number of graphic exhibits depicting the proposed project development are presented in
Figures 2-27 to 2-31 at the end of this chapter for informational purposes.

2.H Required Project Approvals

The proposed project is subject to review and approvals by several local, regional, state, and federal
agencies. Certification of the Final EIR by the San Francisco Planning Commission, which would
be appealable to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, is required before any other discretionary
approval or permits would be issued for the proposed project. The proposed project may require
major project approvals and/or plan amendments from the agencies listed in the following sections.

41 Whereby the impact hammer contacts the pile by gravity alone, which allows marine mammals to safely vacate
the work area prior to pressure-driven use of the hammer.
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2.H.1 Federal Agencies

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
o Possible Clean Water Act section 404/Rivers and Harbors Act section 10 permit
e Dredged Material Management Office Permit

U.S. Fish and Wildlife

e Approval and/or permits for potential impacts to federally listed species under the federal
Endangered Species Act

National Marine Fisheries Service
e Possible Essential Fish Habitat consultation

e Possible Federal Endangered Species Act consultation

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

e Approval(s) relating to the relocation of PG&E operations, including, without limitation, any
required approvals with respect to cost, land conveyance, and benefit/necessity
determination(s)

2.H.2 State and Regional Agencies

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

e Approval of permits for improvements and activities within the commission’s jurisdictions,
including a major use permit

Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Francisco Bay Region

e Approval of section 401 water quality certification

e Approval of requests for residential or other sensitive uses in areas with a land use covenant
restricting such uses without regional board approval

e Site-specific approval of soil disturbance activities under the applicable Risk Management Plan
e  General Construction Stormwater Permit

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

e Approval of any necessary air quality permits (e.g., Authority to Construct and Permit to
Operate) for individual air pollution sources, such as boilers and emergency diesel generators

California Public Utilities Commission

e Approval to evaluate the benefit to PG&E customers from relocating PG&E operations to
proceed with the proposed project in the PG&E sub-area

e Approval of proposed cost and plan to relocate PG&E operations
e Approval of an easement on PG&E land to others

e Approval of property sale, including price, terms and benefit to rate payers.
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Approval and/or permits for potential impacts to state-listed and California Department of
Fish and Wildlife managed species under the California Endangered Species Act

2.H.3 Local Agencies

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Approval of general plan amendments, potentially including the Central Waterfront Plan
Approval of planning code amendments and associated zoning map amendments
Approval of a development agreement

Approval of final subdivision map

Approval of street vacations, dedications and easements for public improvements, and
acceptance (or delegation to Public Works Director to accept) of public improvements, as
necessary

San Francisco Planning Commission

Certification of the Final EIR

Approval of “Proposition M” office allocation per San Francisco Planning Code section 321, to
the extent applicable

Approval of Design for Development

Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve
amendments to the San Francisco General Plan, potentially including the Central Waterfront
Plan

Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve planning
code amendments adopting a special use district and associated zoning map amendments

Recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve a development
agreement

San Francisco Port Commission

Adoption of findings regarding public trust consistency, if applicable

Consent to a development agreement and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors to approve, if applicable

Approval of project construction-related permits for property within Port of San Francisco
jurisdiction

Approval of Construction Site Stormwater Runoff Control Permit

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection

Issuance of demolition, grading, and site construction permits

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Consent to development agreement
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Approval of stormwater management plan
Approvals of the landscape plan per the Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance

Water Budget Application, Water Use Calculator, and Non-potable Implementation Plan per
the Non-potable Water Ordinance

Use of dewatering wells per Article 12B of the San Francisco Health Code (joint approval with
the San Francisco Department of Public Health)

Approval of vacation of public service utility easements (if necessary)

San Francisco Public Works

Review of subdivision maps and presentation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors for
approval

Consent to development agreement

Issuance of public works street vacation order, if applicable

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Approval of transit improvements, public improvements and infrastructure, including certain
roadway improvements, bicycle infrastructure and loading zones, to the extent included in the
project, if any

Consent to development agreement

San Francisco Fire Department

Consent to development agreement

San Francisco Department of Public Health

Oversee compliance with San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance)

Permit to operate under the Non-Potable Water Ordinance

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 2-61 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV



79-C

SOURCE: Steelblue LLC

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-27
Rendering Looking North Along Proposed Waterfront Park
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Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-28
Rendering Looking North Along Proposed Waterfront Park
With Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project (under construction), as Massing in Distance
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Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-29
Rendering Looking East Along Proposed Power Station Park
Towards Unit 3 Power Block, the Boiler Stack, and the Bay
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Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-30
Rendering Looking East Along Proposed Humboldt Street Extension
Towards Proposed Humboldt Street Plaza and the Bay
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Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project

Figure 2-31
Rendering Looking North Along Improved 23rd Street
Towards Proposed Waterfront Park and the Bay




CHAPTER 3

Plans and Policies

3.A Introduction

This chapter describes any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable plans and
policies, per CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d). This analysis evaluates the objectives and policies
of the San Francisco General Plan, including the Central Waterfront Area Plan that includes the
project site, and other applicable local and regional plans to determine if there would be any
inconsistencies with implementing the proposed project or proposed open space and street
network changes. This chapter also discusses the proposed project’'s compliance with the
San Francisco Planning Code, which implements the general plan. Where inconsistencies are
identified that could result in physical effects on the environment, those effects are analyzed in
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, in the appropriate topic
section. In particular, regional plans pertaining to air quality (e.g., the 2017 Bay Area Clean Air
Plan) are discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.G, Air Quality.

General plans and other such policy documents typically contain numerous objectives and policies
emphasizing differing legislative goals, and an interpretation of consistency requires the balancing
of all relevant policies. The San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Board of
Supervisors, and other decision-makers will review the proposed project for consistency with the
objectives, policies and principles of the San Francisco General Plan, including the Central
Waterfront Area Plan, and will consider possible amendments proposed to achieve general plan
conformity. The staff reports and approval motions prepared for the decision-makers as part of the
project approval process would include a comprehensive project analysis and findings regarding
the consistency of the proposed project with applicable plans, policies, and regulations
independent of the environmental review process. The specific policy inconsistencies identified in
this environmental impact report (EIR) would also be referenced in the staff reports prepared in
conjunction with the proposed project’s approval documentation. Plans and policies addressed in
this chapter include:

e San Francisco General Plan, including the Central Waterfront Area Plan
e Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Land Use Plan

e San Francisco Bicycle Plan

e Better Streets Plan

e Transit-First policy

e San Francisco Planning Code
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¢ Accountable Planning Initiative

e DPlan Bay Area 2040

¢ San Francisco Bay Plan

e San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan

e Public Trust Doctrine

Chapter 4, Sections 4.B, Historical Architectural Resources, 4.E, Transportation and Circulation,
and 4.G, Air Quality, of this EIR describe pertinent resource-specific plans and regulations in the
environmental topical area analysis. In addition, specific approval requirements, as they relate to
plans or policies, are described in Chapter 2, Project Description (Section 2.H, Required Project
Approvals), p. 2-58.

3.B Local Plans and Policies

3.B.1 San Francisco General Plan

The San Francisco General Plan, adopted by the planning commission and the board of
supervisors, is both a strategic and long-term document, broad in scope and specific in nature. The
general plan is the embodiment of the City’s collective vision for the future of San Francisco, and
comprises a series of elements, each of which deal with a particular topic, that applies citywide.
The general plan contains ten elements (Housing, Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open
Space, Community Facilities, Urban Design, Environmental Protection, Transportation, Air
Quality, Community Safety, and Arts) that provide goals, policies, and objectives for the physical
development of the city. In addition, a land use index cross-references the policies related to land
use located throughout the general plan.

The general plan also includes area plans that outline goals and objectives for specific geographic
planning areas. Among these is the Central Waterfront Area Plan, which encompasses the project
site. In an area plan, “the more general policies in the General Plan elements are made more precise
as they relate to specific parts of the city” (San Francisco General Plan, Introduction). The area plans
contain specific policies and objectives that address land use and planning issues in the local
context. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project sponsor would seek
amendments to the general plan, potentially including the central waterfront plan, to allow for
approval of the proposed project.

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

This chapter is not intended to provide a comprehensive analysis of general plan consistency; in
particular, this section is not intended to, and does not, identify policies that the proposed project
would support. Staff report(s) for planning commission and board of supervisors action(s) on the
proposed project will contain a complete analysis of general plan consistency.

As discussed in detail in Chapter 4, Section 4.A, pursuant to CEQA section 21099, aesthetic impacts
of a residential or mixed-use residential project on an in-fill site in a transit priority area shall not
be considered significant impacts on the environment. Therefore, insofar as impacts resulting from
the proposed project’s conflict with the General Plan Urban Design Element are premised on
underlying aesthetic concerns (such as impacts on visual and scenic resources, public views, urban
design, and visual character and quality), such conflicts are not considered significant impacts for
the purposes of CEQA.

Central Waterfront Area Plan

The Central Waterfront Area Plan is one of four area plans adopted in 2008 as part of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans project. One of the primary goals of the Eastern
Neighborhoods planning effort was to find a balance between growth of housing and office uses
and preservation of production, distribution, and repair (PDR) uses. Toward that end, the
introduction to the Central Waterfront Area Plan envisions a neighborhood that would
“accommodate both new housing and neighborhood commercial services while maintaining its
role as an area of important economic activity ... a neighborhood of well designed, mixed-use
buildings that take advantage of transit and a place where new, cutting-edge businesses have
appeared next door to more traditional light industrial uses ... better connected to the rest of the
city, with an improved public realm, welcoming streets, and well preserved historic structures,
providing glimpses into the area’s past” (Central Waterfront Area Plan, Introduction). The
following six “community-driven” goals are articulated in the Central Waterfront Area Plan:

e Encourage development that builds on the Central Waterfront’s established character as a
mixed-use, working neighborhood.

e Foster the Central Waterfront’s role in the city’s economy by supporting existing and future
production, distribution, repair, and maritime activities.

e Increase housing in the Central Waterfront without impinging on or creating conflicts with
identified existing or planned areas of production, [distribution,] and repair activities.

e Establish a land use pattern that supports and encourages transit use, walking, and biking.

e Better integrate the Central Waterfront with the surrounding neighborhoods and improve its
connections to Port land and the water’s edge.

e Improve the public realm so that it better supports new development and the residential and
working population of the neighborhood.
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With respect to land use, the Central Waterfront Area Plan encourages “the transition of portions
of the Central Waterfront to a more mixed-use character, while protecting the neighborhood’s core
PDR uses as well as the historic Dogpatch neighborhood” (Central Waterfront Plan, Objective 1.1).
The Central Waterfront Area Plan identifies a “core PDR area,” generally south of 23rd Street (i.e.,
south of the project site) where land use controls would “protect and promote PDR activities, as
well as the arts, by prohibiting construction of new housing and limiting the amount of office and
retail uses that can be introduced” (Central Waterfront Area Plan, Policy 1.1.1). North of 23rd Street
and generally west of Illinois Street, the Central Waterfront Area Plan calls for revised land use
controls “to create new mixed use areas, allowing mixed-income housing as a principal use, as well
as limited amounts of retail, office, and research and development, while protecting against the
wholesale displacement of PDR uses” (Central Waterfront Area Plan, Policy 1.1.2).

With respect to the project site, the Central Waterfront Area Plan assumes that the site would
continue in industrial use for the foreseeable future, pending any site-specific planning efforts,
such as those now being undertaken for the project site.! Central Waterfront Area Plan Policy 1.1.8
calls for the power plant site, part of the project site, as potentially a location “for reuse for larger-
scale commercial and research establishments.” The Central Waterfront Area Plan assumes that
subsurface contamination would preclude the introduction of residential uses to the power plant
site. Thus, the proposed project may be inconsistent with this aspect of the Central Waterfront Area
Plan. However, as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.K, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
remediation undertaken to date, along with additional remediation as deemed appropriate by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board, would allow for residential development as part of the
proposed project, thus avoiding any physical effects of the potential plan inconsistency.

The proposed project would generally be consistent with Central Waterfront Area Plan land use
objectives and policies regarding maximizing development potential in areas where housing and
mixed-use development is encouraged; support for “Knowledge Sector” employment; and
retention of PDR uses. However, the proposed project could conflict with the following Central
Waterfront Area Plan land use objective with respect to noise:

e Objective 1.5: Minimize the impact of noise on affected areas and ensure General Plan noise
requirements are met.

This is because, as described in Chapter 4, Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration, proposed project
construction activity would cause significant effects, even with mitigation, with respect to
construction-generated noise levels at both offsite and onsite receptors (primarily residences but
also, potentially, childcare uses). Additionally, project and cumulative traffic volumes could cause

substantial permanent increases in ambient noise levels along some streets in the project vicinity.

With respect to air quality, the proposed project could conflict with the following Central
Waterfront Area Plan land use objective and policy:

e Objective 1.6: Improve indoor air quality for sensitive land uses in the Central Waterfront.

1 One rezoning option evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR assumed that housing could eventually be

developed at or near the site, in anticipation that the then-extant power plant would ultimately cease operation.
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e Policy 1.6.1: Minimize exposure to air pollutants from existing traffic sources for new
residential developments, schools, daycare and medical facilities.

This is because, as described in Chapter 4, Section 4.G, Air Quality, emissions of criteria air
pollutants from proposed project construction activity and project operation— primarily emissions
from vehicular traffic and consumer products—would result in significant impacts, even with

mitigation.

The Central Waterfront Area Plan also contains objectives and policies related to transportation.
The proposed project would include a number of features responding to these objectives and
policies, including;:

® anew on-site pedestrian and bicycle network,
e accommodation of Muni buses anticipated to serve the site,
e shuttle service to Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) and Caltrain,

¢ development of an open space network that includes public access to San Francisco Bay and
extension of the planned Bay Trail through the project site,

e centralized parking in a district parking garage,
o freight loading spaces both on- and off-street, and

e atransportation demand management plan with the goal of reducing vehicle trip generation
relative to existing neighborhood travel characteristics.

With the inclusion of the features enumerated above, the project would generally be consistent
with Central Waterfront Area Plan objectives and policies calling for improved public transit;
increasing transit ridership; improving safety for transit passengers; supporting circulation needs
of PDR uses; use of streets as a multi-modal network; extending the street grid, especially to the
bay, and the sidewalk network; support of walking and improvement of pedestrian safety and
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, including the Bay Trail and Blue Greenway; and encouraging
alternatives to car ownership and the reduction of private vehicle trips.

However, inasmuch as the proposed project would result in a significant impact due to project-
generated transit ridership that could not be accommodated by nearby Muni transit capacity
(specifically on the 22 Fillmore and the 48 Quintara Muni lines) and would result in a substantial
increase in transit delay on line 22, the project could conflict with the following Central Waterfront
Area Plan objective (see detailed discussion under Impacts TR-4 and TR-5 in Chapter 4, Section 4.E,
Transportation and Circulation):

e Objective 4.1: Improve public transit to better serve existing and new development in Central
Waterfront.

Mitigation for the above-noted impact would require that the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency add additional buses to the 22 Fillmore and the 48 Quintara, increase the
capacity of buses on these lines and/or add additional Muni service, and the project sponsor to reduce

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 3-5 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV



3. Plans and Policies

3.B Local Plans and Policies

vehicle trips generated by the project to reduce transit delay; however, as stated in Chapter 4,
Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation, the feasibility of these mitigation strategies is unknown,
and thus the impact on Muni capacity and service delay would remain significant even with
mitigation.

The project’s open space plan would also generally be consistent with Central Waterfront Area
Plan objectives and policies that call for provision of public parks and open spaces that meet the
needs of residents, workers and visitors; ensuring that new development includes high quality
private open space; encouraging publicly accessible open space as part of new development; and
ensuring that quality open space is provided in flexible and creative ways.

It is noted that much of the Central Waterfront Area Plan’s policy language is geared toward areas
west of Illinois Street. Moreover, the former power plant site—which comprises the largest portion
of the project site—has historically been set off from the rest of the Central Waterfront area.
Additionally, the proposed project would create a substantial amount of new housing, along with
new jobs, in a mixed-use project that would include amenities such as open space and ground-
floor retail uses while maintaining the iconic Boiler Stack. For all of these reasons, the project
would, in general, not conflict with the Central Waterfront Area Plan’s vision of a neighborhood
with both new housing and neighborhood commercial services, along with important economic
activity. However, because it would demolish several historical resources, the proposed project
would result in a significant effect, even with mitigation, with respect to historic architectural
resources and would be at least partially inconsistent with the following objective and policy in the
Central Waterfront Area Plan:

e Objective 8.2: Protect, preserve, and reuse historic resources within the Central Waterfront
area plan.

e Policy 8.2.1: Protect individually significant historic and cultural resources and historic
districts in the Central Waterfront area plan from demolition or adverse alteration, particularly
those elements of the Maritime and Industrial Area east of Illinois Street.

Conversely, the proposed project would be consistent with Area Plan Policy 3.1.9, which calls for,
among other things preservation of “features that provide continuity with past development,”
because the Boiler Stack and possibly the Unit 3 Power Block would be retained as part of the
project. Also, by opening this portion of the waterfront, the proposed project could “foster public
awareness and appreciation” of certain historic and cultural resources, such as the Boiler Stack and
the Unit 3 Power Block. This would be consistent with Area Plan Objective 8.6.

3.B.2 Other San Francisco Plans

Waterfront Land Use Plan

The Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Land Use Plan is a land use policy document governing
property under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco (Port), generally from Fisherman’s
Wharf to India Basin. It was adopted in 1997 and the Port is currently updating the plan.
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Within the project site, the Waterfront Land Use Plan applies only to the waterfront portion of the
Port sub-area. This consists of 1.6 acres located between the Potrero Power Station sub-area and
the bay (i.e, most of the site’s bay frontage), and includes the area of the project’s proposed
recreational dock. The entirety of this area is proposed as publicly accessible park land, including
most of the bay shoreline within the project’s proposed Waterfront Park and the project’s proposed
Potrero Point Park, near the foot of 23rd Street and adjacent to Warm Water Cove. The plan
identifies recreational boating and water use, open space, and public access as acceptable land uses,
within the portion of the Southern Waterfront sub-area defined as Warm Water Cove/Pier 72.
Accordingly, the proposed project would not conflict with the land use guidance in the Waterfront
Land Use Plan.

The Port is working with other City agencies and the non-profit San Francisco Parks Alliance to
develop the Blue Greenway, which is a project to complete the regional Bay Trail in the southern
portion of San Francisco, from Mission Creek south to the county line. Planning for the Blue
Greenway began in 2003, and much of the route is anticipated to be on Port property. Accordingly,
the Port is actively participating in implementation of the Blue Greenway, which is anticipated to
be incorporated into the update of the plan. Because the proposed project would develop a new
shoreline Bay Trail/Blue Greenway route from the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project to Warm
Water Cove, it would be consistent with planning for the Blue Greenway.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan includes a citywide bicycle transportation plan that describes how
bicycle improvement projects identified in the plan would be implemented. The plan also includes
objectives and identifies policy changes to enhance the city’s bike-ability. It also describes the
existing bicycle route network (a series of interconnected streets in which bicycling is encouraged),
and identifies gaps within the network that require improvement. The Final EIR for the
San Francisco Bicycle Plan assessed a total of 56 short-term and long-term bicycle improvement
projects, including bicycle lanes on Illinois Street in the project site vicinity. These bike lanes have
since been created. No other San Francisco Bicycle Plan projects are anticipated near the project
site.

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description and illustrated on Figure 2-10, p. 2-26, the project
proposes a network of bicycle lanes and bicycle routes within and across the project site, including
a multi-use path with a bike lane along the site’s bay frontage. The project would also provide both
off-street and on-street bicycle parking. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with
the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.

Better Streets Plan

The San Francisco Better Streets Plan was adopted in 2010 to support the City’s efforts to enhance the
streetscape and the pedestrian environment. It classifies the city’s public streets and rights-of-way
and creates a unified set of standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies that govern how the
City designs, builds, and maintains its public streets and rights-of-way. It includes the Streetscape
Master Plan and the Pedestrian Transportation Master Plan. Major project concepts applicable to the
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San Francisco Better Streets Plan include (1) pedestrian safety and accessibility features, such as
enhanced pedestrian crossings, corner or midblock curb extensions, pedestrian countdown and
priority signals, and other traffic calming features; (2) universal pedestrian-oriented streetscape
design with incorporation of street trees, sidewalk plantings, streetscape furnishing, street lighting,
efficient utility location for unobstructed sidewalks, shared single surface for small streets/alleys, and
sidewalk/median pocket parks; and (3) integrated pedestrian/transit functions using bus bulb-outs
and boarding islands (bus stops located in medians within the street). All such streetscape
improvements would require coordination with other relevant City departments, such as the
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Public Works, and San Francisco Fire
Department, to ensure no disruption of service provision.

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, proposed streets within the project site would
comply with the Better Streets Plan. Figure 2-10, p. 2-26, depicts the project’s proposed street
network, including the street typologies consistent with the plan. Given the foregoing, the
proposed project would not conflict with the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.

Transit First Policy

The City’s Transit First policy, adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1973, was developed in
response to the damaging impacts of freeways on the city’s urban character. The policy is aimed at
restoring balance to a transportation system long dominated by the automobile and improving
overall mobility for residents and visitors while decreasing principal reliance on the automobile. It
encourages multi-modalism and the use of transit and other alternatives to the single-occupant
vehicle, and gives priority to maintaining and expanding the local transit system and improving
regional transit coordination.

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project would develop a mix of land
uses (market-rate and affordable residential units; non-residential uses potentially including office,
retail, restaurant, research and development, hotel, entertainment/assembly, and PDR);
community facilities; publicly accessible open space; and parking (motor vehicle and bicycle).
Additionally, the project would create a pedestrian and bicycle network within the project site,
construct a bus layover to accommodate Muni buses anticipated to serve the site, and include a
shuttle service program, anticipated to provide service 7 am. to 8 p.m. on weekdays and at
15-minute intervals during peak times, and provide access to the 16th Street BART station and the
22nd Street Caltrain station.> These project components would encourage the use of transit and
other non-auto transportation modes and would be expected to help minimize single-person auto
travel in the future, which would be consistent with the intent of the Transit First Policy.

As noted above in the discussion of Central Waterfront Area Plan transportation policies, project-
generated transit demand would not be fully accommodated by existing Muni service and would
result in a substantial increase in transit delay on the 22 Fillmore, which would result in a
significant impact. Mitigation would require that San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
increase transit capacity and/or add additional Muni service, and the project sponsor reduce

2 The shuttle may also connect with a similar shuttle to be operated in connection with the adjacent Pier 70 Mixed-

Use District project.

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 3-8 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV



3. Plans and Policies

3.B Local Plans and Policies

vehicle trips generated by the project to reduce transit delay, but the feasibility of this mitigation is
uncertain. Therefore, the proposed project would be at least partially inconsistent with the Transit
First Policy.

3.B.3 San Francisco Planning Code

The San Francisco Planning Code governs land uses, densities and the configuration of buildings
within San Francisco. Permits to construct new buildings or to alter or demolish existing ones may
not be issued unless a project conforms to the planning code or an exception is available under the
code.

Use Districts

Nearly the entirety of the project site is within a M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Use District. The
southeastern most tip of the project site, which is within the Port sub-area, is within a PDR-1-G
(General Production, Distribution, and Repair) Use District, while the 23rd Street right-of-way, also
within the Port sub-area, has no zoning designation, as is the case for nearly all streets in
San Francisco. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project includes
amendments to the planning code and the City’s zoning maps which are incorporated within it,
creating a new Potrero Power Station Special Use District (SUD). If approved by the planning
commission and board of supervisors, the SUD would establish land use controls for the project
site and incorporate design standards and guidelines in a new Potrero Power Station Design for
Development (D for D) document. While certain uses proposed under the project are not permitted
under existing zoning (for example, residential use is prohibited in the PDR-1-G Use District and
is permitted by Conditional Use authorization in the M-2 district), if the rezoning is approved,
project uses would be permitted on the site.

Height and Bulk Districts

Most of the project site is within a 40-X Height and Bulk District (40-foot height limit, with
exceptions for certain rooftop projections such as mechanical equipment and screening; no bulk
limit). The western portions of the project site, along Illinois Street are within a 65-X Height and
Bulk District (65-foot height limit, no bulk limit). Building heights under the proposed project are
inconsistent with the existing height limits on the project site. The proposed project would amend
the height and bulk map within the zoning map to change the existing height limits of 40 and
65 feet to height limits ranging from 65 to 300 feet. If the rezoning is approved with respect to
height limits, building heights under the proposed project would be consistent with the revised
Height and Bulk Districts applicable to the project site.

3.B.4 Accountable Planning Initiative

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning
Initiative, which added section 101.1 to the San Francisco Planning Code to establish eight Priority
Policies. These policies are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses;
(2) protection of neighborhood character; (3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing
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(discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.C, Population and Housing); (4) discouragement of commuter
automobiles (discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation); (5) protection of
industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and enhancement of resident
employment and business ownership; (6) maximization of earthquake preparedness (discussed in
Appendix B, Initial Study; Section E.14, Geology and Soils, Questions 14a through 14d); (7) landmark
and historic building preservation (discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.D, Cultural Resources); and
(8) protection of open space (discussed in Appendix B, Initial Study; Section E.10, Recreation,
Questions 10a and 10c). The Priority Policies, which provide general policies and objectives to guide
certain land use decisions, contain some policies that relate to physical environmental issues.

Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an initial study under CEQA, and prior to
issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action
that requires a finding of consistency with the general plan, the City must find that the proposed
project or legislation is consistent with the Priority Policies. In evaluating general plan consistency
of the proposed project, the planning commission and/or planning department would make the
necessary findings of consistency with the Priority Policies. The staff report for the planning
commission will analyze the proposed project’s consistency with general plan policies and zoning,
and will discuss in detail any modifications required in connection with plan adoption.

3.C Regional Plans
3.C.1 Plan Bay Area 2040

Plan Bay Area 2040 is the Bay Area’s long-range transportation and land use/housing strategy and
was approved jointly by the Association of Bay Area Governments and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission. Plan Bay Area 2040 has a horizon year of 2040. The plan is the Bay
Area’s Sustainable Communities Strategy pursuant to Senate Bill 375 of 2008, which requires each
of the state’s 18 metropolitan planning areas to develop such a strategy to accommodate future
population growth and reduce vehicular greenhouse gas emissions.

Since 2002, the Association of Bay Area Governments’ (and now both its and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s) regional population, household, and job forecast has been “policy-
based,” meaning that it promotes growth near transit and in existing urban areas. Plan Bay Area
2040 refers to such targeted growth locales as Priority Development Areas (PDAs). A PDA is an
infill location of at least 100 acres served by transit that is designated for compact land
development, along with investments in community improvements and infrastructure.

The project site is primarily located within the Eastern Neighborhoods PDA (which includes East
SoMa, Western SoMa, the Mission District, Showplace Square and Potrero Hill, and the Central
Waterfront), as well as partially within the Port of San Francisco PDA, which includes
approximately 678 acres of public waterfront lands and stretches 7.5 miles from Fisherman’s Wharf
to India Basin. These PDAs are two of 12 PDAs in San Francisco, in which a large share of new
housing production and population growth is expected to take place. Accordingly, the proposed
project would be consistent with the goals and objectives of Plan Bay Area 2040 by promoting
growth in a PDA.
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3.C.2 Bay Conservation and Development Commission

San Francisco Bay Plan

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) is the state’s coastal
management agency for San Francisco Bay. The San Francisco Bay Plan, as amended through 2011,
guides the protection and use of the bay and its shoreline. The commission has permit jurisdiction
over portions of the nine Bay Area counties subject to tidal action up to the mean high tide line,
including sloughs, tidelands, submerged lands, and certain marshlands, as well as over land lying
within a 100-foot-wide shoreline band upland from the bay shoreline. The commission has permit
authority over the placement of fill, extraction of materials, and substantial changes in use of land,
water, or structures within its jurisdiction, and to enforce policies aimed at protecting the bay and
its shoreline, as well as maximizing public access to the bay.

At the project site, the shoreline band under BCDC jurisdiction encompasses an area within 100 feet
inland of the mean high tide line. The proposed project would require commission approval of
activities within this shoreline band. Because only recreational, open space, and public access are
proposed for the portions of the project site within the shoreline band, the project does not appear
to conflict with the San Francisco Bay Plan or BCDC regulations. However, the commission will
make the final determination of consistency with plan policies for the portions of the project site
that are within its permit jurisdiction.

San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan

The San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan was adopted in 1975 following a collaborative
process with the San Francisco Planning Department. It was amended in 2012. This plan, together
with the San Francisco Bay Plan and BCDC’s enabling legislation, prescribes a set of rules for
shoreline development along the San Francisco waterfront. Several policies of the San Francisco
Bay Plan are aimed at protecting the bay’s water quality, managing safety of fills, and guiding the
dredging activities of the bay’s sediment.

BCDC approval would be required for project uses within the shoreline band. As noted, publicly
accessible open spaces are proposed in this area, which would be consistent with the commission
policy framework. The commission would also have to approve the proposed project’s stormwater
discharge outfall (under the preferred dual system [combined sewer/separated sewer]) and for the
proposed floating pier. Additionally, the floating pier is anticipated to require maintenance
dredging to maintain the minimum water depth required for vessel access during long term project
operations. Dredging would be undertaken consistent with commission guidance and with
regulations set forth by other agencies, potentially including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, California Department of Fish and Wildlife,
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Dredged Materials Management
Office. Additionally, site remediation of contaminated soil and groundwater, which is currently
under way, will be completed under the oversight of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board to ensure that the project will not cause harm to the public, bay resources, or the
beneficial uses of the bay. Finally, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, to address
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potential flooding due to future sea level rise in combination with storm and high tide conditions,
the proposed project would make physical improvements to the shoreline, including rock slope
revetments, wetlands, berms and bulkheads; and would increase the elevation of portions of the
site. Based on the foregoing, no conflict with the commission plans or policies is anticipated.

3.C.3 Other Regional Plans and Policies

Other regional plans and policies, such as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s 2017
Clean Air Plan and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Water Quality
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin, directly address specific environmental resources
and contain objectives or standards to maintain or improve specific characteristics of the city’s, as
well as the region’s, physical environment. These matters are discussed in the relevant resource
sections of this EIR. As explained therein, the proposed project is not expected to conflict
substantially with any of these objectives or standards.

3.C.4 Public Trust Doctrine

The Public Trust Doctrine is a legal doctrine that governs the use of tidal and submerged lands,
including former tidal and submerged lands that have been filled. It is not a codified set of laws
but a doctrine primarily established through court decisions and in decisions and interpretations
by the California State Lands Commission and the state Attorney General. The purpose of the
Public Trust Doctrine is to ensure that land that adjoins the State of California’s waterways or is
actually covered by those waters remains committed to water-oriented uses. Uses of public trust
land are generally limited to waterborne commerce; navigation; fisheries; water-oriented
recreation, including commercial facilities that must be located on or adjacent to water; and
environmental preservation and recreation, such as natural resource protection, wildlife habitat
and study, and facilities for fishing, swimming, and boating. Ancillary or incidental uses that
promote Trust uses or accommodate the public’s enjoyment of Trust lands are also permitted, such
as hotels, restaurants, and specialty retail. Although on the bay waterfront, most of the project site
is not tidelands or submerged lands, or former tidelands or submerged lands, and therefore is not
subject to the Public Trust. Only the Port sub-area is subject to the Public Trust Doctrine.
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CHAPTER 4

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

4.A Impact Overview

This chapter provides a project-level impact analysis of the potentially significant, physical
environmental impacts of implementing the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development project
(proposed project) as described in Chapter 2, Project Description. After Section 4.A are separate
sections 4.B through 4 K, each presenting the impact analysis for the key resource topics identified in
the initial study, as described below. Sections 4.B through 4K in this chapter each include
descriptions of the environmental setting and regulatory framework; assessments of project impacts
(i.e., offsite, onsite, construction-related, operational, direct, and indirect impacts) and cumulative
impacts; and identification of mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid identified significant
environmental impacts. This impact overview section describes the scope of analysis in the initial
study and EIR and explains the format and basis for the impact analysis for all resource topics,
including the cumulative impact analysis.

4.A.1 Scope of Analysis

Initial Study

As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, the San Francisco Planning Department determined that
an EIR is required for the proposed project in compliance with CEQA and published a Notice of
Preparation (NOP; see Appendix A). As part of the preparation of the EIR, the planning
department identified several resource topics that could be adequately addressed in an initial
study. The initial study prepared for this EIR (see Appendix B) concluded that many of the physical
environmental impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant, or that mitigation
measures agreed to by the project sponsor and required as conditions of approval would reduce
significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. CEQA does not require further assessment of
the issues covered in the initial study; thus, those issues are not included in this chapter. The issues
addressed in the initial study are listed below. Also shown are abbreviations for each resource topic
that are used in the naming of impact statements and mitigation measures.

Section E.4: Cultural Resources (archeological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural
resources) (CR)
Section E.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GG)

Section E.10: Recreation (RE)
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Section E.11: Utilities and Services Systems (UT)
Section E.12: Public Services (PS)

Section E.14: Geology and Soils (GE)

Section E.17: Mineral and Energy Resources (ME)
Section E.18: Agriculture and Forest Resources (AG)

Please refer to the initial study in Appendix B for a discussion and the impact analysis of the
proposed project with respect to these resource topics.

EIR Topics

The resource topic areas addressed in this chapter of the EIR are listed below, and the abbreviations
for each resource topic that are used in the naming of impact statements and mitigation measures
are shown in parenthesis.

Section 4.B: Land Use and Land Use Planning (LU)

Section 4.C: Population and Housing (PH)

Section 4.D: Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural Resources) (CR)
Section 4.E: Transportation and Circulation (TR)

Section 4.F: Noise and Vibration (NO)

Section 4.G: Air Quality (AQ)

Section 4.H: Wind and Shadow (WS)

Section 4.I: Biological Resources (BI)

Section 4.J: Hydrology and Water Quality (HY)

Section 4.K: Hazards and Hazardous Materials (HZ)

Aesthetics and Parking Analysis

CEQA Statute section 21099(d) states that “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 environment.”! Accordingly, aesthetics and
parking are not considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant
environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:

a. The project is in a transit priority area;?

1 Refer to CEQA Statute section 21099(d)(1).

CEQA Statute 21099(a)(7) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within 0.5 mile of an existing or planned
major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in CEQA Statute 21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a
frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.
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b. The project is on an infill site;3 and

c. The project is residential, mixed-use residential,* or an employment center.®

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it is (1) located within one-half
mile of several rail, bus, and streetcar transit routes, (2) located on an infill site that is already
developed with vacant parking areas, industrial uses and adjacent to approved mixed uses; and
(3) would include residential, office/R&D, and retail/restaurant uses meeting the definition of a
mixed-use residential project.® Thus, this EIR does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of
parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.

CEQA Statute section 21099(e) states that a lead agency may consider aesthetic impacts under local
design review ordinances or other discretionary powers and that aesthetics impacts do not include
impacts on historical or cultural resources. Therefore, there is no change in the planning
department’s methodology related to design review or impacts on historical resources.

The planning department recognizes that the public and decision-makers nonetheless may be
interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project, and may desire
that such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, some of
the information that would have otherwise been provided in an aesthetics section of an EIR (such
as visual depictions of the proposed project) is included in Chapter 2, Project Description.
However, this information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to
determine the significance of the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to CEQA.

Similarly, the planning department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the
public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this EIR presents parking demand information in
Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation, for informational purposes and considers any
secondary physical impacts associated with constrained parking supply (e.g., queuing by drivers
waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the
transportation, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and pedestrian safety analyses.

3 CEQA Statute 21099(a)(4) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously
developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an
improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.

4

CEQA Statute 21159.28(d) defines a “mixed-use residential” project as a project where at least 75 percent of the
total building square footage of the project consists of residential use or a project that is a transit priority project
as defined in CEQA Statute 21155. CEQA Statute 21155 defines “transit priority project” as a project that
(1) contains at least 50 percent residential use, based on total building square footage and, if the project contains
between 26 percent and 50 percent nonresidential uses, a floor area ratio of not less than 0.75; (2) provides a
minimum net density of at least 20 dwelling units per acre; and (3) is within one-half mile of a major transit stop
or high-quality transit corridor included in a regional transportation plan.

CEQA Statute 21099(a)(1) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for commercial
uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.

6 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 —Modernization of Transportation
Analysis for the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project, September 13, 2018. This document (and
all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is available for review at 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2017-011878ENV. Additional information is also available at
https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php, accessed February 12, 2018.
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Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled

CEQA Statute section 21099(b)(1) requires that the California Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the
significance of transportation impacts of projects that promote the “reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.”
CEQA Statute section 21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines for
determining transportation impacts under section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described
solely by level of service (LOS) or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall
not be considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA.

In January 2016, the California Governor's Office of Planning and Research published for public
review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Proposed Transportation Impact Guidelines) recommending that
transportation impacts for projects be measured using a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric.” VMT
measures the amount and distance that a project might cause people to drive, accounting for the
number of passengers within a vehicle. These proposed transportation impact guidelines provide
substantial evidence that VMT is an appropriate standard to use in analyzing transportation
impacts to protect environmental quality and a better indicator of greenhouse gas, air quality, and
energy impacts than automobile delay. Acknowledging this, San Francisco Planning Commission
Resolution 19579, was issued on March 3, 2016, which:

e Found that automobile delay, as described solely by LOS or similar measures of vehicular
capacity or traffic congestion, shall no longer be considered a significant impact on the
environment pursuant to CEQA, because it does not measure environmental impacts and
therefore it does not protect environmental quality.

e Directed the Environmental Review Officer to remove automobile delay as a factor in
determining significant impacts under CEQA for all guidelines, criteria, and list of exemptions,
and to update the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review and
Categorical Exemptions from CEQA to reflect this change.

e Directed the Environmental Planning Division and Environmental Review Officer to replace
automobile delay with VMT criteria which promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions,
the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses; and
consistent with proposed and forthcoming changes to the CEQA Guidelines by the OPR [Office
of Planning and Research.]

Planning Commission Resolution 19579 became effective immediately for all projects that had not
received a CEQA determination and all projects that had previously received CEQA determinations
but require additional environmental analysis. Accordingly, this EIR does not contain a discussion of
automobile delay impacts based on LOS criteria. Instead, a VMT and induced automobile travel
impact analysis is provided in Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation. Nonetheless, automobile

7 California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on

Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, January 20, 2016, http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_
Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf, accessed February 13, 2018.
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delay may be considered by decision-makers, independent of the environmental review process, as
part of their decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project.

4.A.2 Format of the Environmental Analysis

Each of the resource areas in this chapter includes the following elements:

Introduction

This subsection provides a brief description of the overall contents of the section and a cross-
section to other related resource topics.

Environmental Setting

This subsection describes the existing, physical conditions of the project site and surroundings
relevant to that resource topic when the NOP was issued on November 1, 2017, (except in
certain circumstances as described in 4.A.5 below) in sufficient detail and breadth to allow a
general understanding of and basis for the environmental impacts of the proposed project.

Regulatory Framework

This subsection describes the relevant federal, state, and local regulatory requirements that are
directly applicable to the environmental topic being analyzed.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

As described in more detail below, this subsection identifies the significance criteria specific to
that resource topic, which is followed by the approach to analysis, and concludes with the
impact evaluation.

Significance Criteria

This subsection lists the criteria specific to each resource topic used to identify and
determine significant environmental effects of the proposed project. Under CEQA, a
significant effect is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in
the environment. The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be
based on scientific and factual data, including the entire record for the project, and not on
argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence. The significance criteria used in this
EIR are based on the San Francisco Planning Department’s Environmental Planning
Division guidance regarding the thresholds of significance used to assess the severity of
environmental impacts of the proposed project. It is based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G,
with procedures as set forth in San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31.10.

Approach to Analysis

This subsection first describes the relevant project features that are pertinent to the impact
analysis of that resource topic, followed by the methodology used to analyze potential
environmental impacts based on identified significance criteria and thresholds. The
Approach to Analysis subsection describes the approach used to assess construction,
operational, and cumulative impacts. Depending on the resource topic and applicable
significance criteria, some evaluations (e.g., VMT and transit capacity in transportation and
circulation) are quantitative, while the evaluations for other topics (e.g., cultural resources)
are qualitative.
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Impact Evaluation

This subsection evaluates the potential for the proposed project to result in direct and
indirect adverse effects on the existing physical environment, with consideration of both
short-term and long-term effects. The analysis covers all phases of the proposed project,
including construction and operation, and is based on the significance criteria/thresholds
and the approach to analysis described in the previous subsection. The impacts are
grouped in individually numbered impact statements (shown in boldface type) that
address each significance criterion. If the impact analysis concludes that an impact is
significant and that feasible mitigation measures are available that could reduce the
severity of the impact, the feasible mitigation measure(s) are presented immediately
following the impact analysis, indented and numbered corresponding to the number of
the impact analysis. The conclusion of each impact analysis is expressed in terms of the
impact significance as no impact, less-than-significant impact, less-than-significant impact
with mitigation, significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation, or significant and
unavoidable impact (see Section 4.A 4, Significance Determinations, below).

The impacts of the proposed project are organized into separate categories based on the criteria
listed in each topical section. Project-specific impacts are discussed first, followed by
cumulative impacts (see Section 4.A.6, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis, for further
discussion).

4.A.3 Significance Determinations

For each impact statement and analysis, the impact evaluation provides a conclusion of the impact
significance, which is designated as one of the following;:

e No Impact. A no impact conclusion is reached if there is no potential for impacts or the
environmental resource does not occur within the project area or the area of potential effects.

¢ Less-than-Significant Impact. This determination applies if the impact does not exceed the
defined significance criteria or would be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level
through compliance with existing local, state, and federal laws and regulations. No mitigation
is required for impacts determined to be less than significant.

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

e Significant and Unavoidable Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if the
project would result in a significant adverse effect that exceeds the defined significance criteria,
and although feasible mitigation might lessen the severity of the impact, the residual impact
would still exceed the defined significance criteria. Thus, even with implementation of feasible
mitigation, the impact would be significant, and therefore, unavoidable.

e Significant and Unavoidable Impact. This determination applies if the project would result in
a significant adverse effect that exceeds the defined significance criteria, and there is no feasible
mitigation available to lessen the severity of the impact. Therefore, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.
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4.A.4 Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures

Mitigation measures are identified, where feasible, for impacts considered significant consistent
with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, which states that an EIR “shall describe feasible measures
which could minimize significant adverse impacts.” CEQA requires that a mitigation measure has
an essential nexus and be roughly proportional to the significant effect identified in the EIR.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, mitigation measures are not required for
environmental impacts that are not found to be significant.

In some cases, the impact analysis found the proposed project’s physical environmental impact to
be less than significant, but the planning department has identified feasible measures that would
further lessen the already less-than-significant impacts of the project. These measures are identified
as “improvement measures.” The project sponsor has agreed to implement all improvement
measures identified in this EIR as conditions of approval of the project.

4.A.5 Other Considerations in the Impact Analysis

CEQA Standards of Adequacy

CEQA Guidelines section 15151 describes standards for the preparation of an adequate EIR.
Specifically, the standards under section 15151 state:

¢ An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers
with information that enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes into account
environmental consequences.

e An evaluation of the environmental impacts of a project need not be exhaustive; rather, the
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible.

¢ Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize
the main points of disagreement among the experts.

In practice, the above points indicate that EIR preparers should use a reasonable, professionally
accepted methodology to assess impacts. This approach sometimes requires making reasonable
assumptions using the best information available. In some cases when information is limited or
where there are possible variations in project characteristics, this EIR employs a “reasonable worst-
case analysis” in order to identify the largest expected potential change from existing baseline
conditions that the project may create. This approach thus identifies the most severe impact that
could occur, providing a conservative analysis of potential environmental impacts.

Baseline Conditions for Evaluation of Impacts

CEQA Guidelines section 15125 provide that, in most cases, the environmental conditions at the
time of publication of the NOP of the EIR constitute the appropriate baseline physical conditions
by which the lead agency should evaluate project impacts. These baseline conditions are described
in the Environmental Setting section of each Chapter 4 resource section. The impact analysis
identifies the conditions that are anticipated to occur with implementation of the project and
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compares those conditions against the baseline conditions to determine if the project would result
in a significant environmental impact.

In general, this EIR uses the physical conditions in the project area at the time of NOP publication
(November 2017) as the baseline conditions to evaluate all construction, operational, and cumulative
impacts of the proposed project. However, in some cases, the comparison of existing conditions as of
November 2017 to project conditions does not adequately capture the full range of environmental
effects that could occur with project implementation, so this EIR considers alternate baseline
conditions, depending on the resource topic, in order to present a reasonable worst-case analysis. For
example, the EIR considers other projects within the vicinity of the proposed project that were
under construction as of November 2017, but where construction is expected to be completed prior
to the start of construction of the proposed project. In some cases, such as the shadow analysis,
those projects currently under construction are considered to be fully completed as part of the
baseline conditions, the assumption being that once a project is under construction, the
construction is likely to be completed. The setting section in each environmental topic in this
chapter describes the existing conditions as well as the baseline conditions appropriate for the
impact analysis of that topic.

Proposed Project Flex Use Scenarios, and Other Project Options

The proposed project is described in Chapter 2, Project Description. As described in detail in
subsection 2.E, Project Characteristics and Components (p. 2-12), the project would rezone and
establish development controls for a multi-phased, mixed-use development at the project site.
Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 5.4 million gross square feet
(gsf) of development. Table 2-1 (p. 2-14), summarizes the “preferred project” characteristics (as noted
in Chapter 2, the term "proposed project” is used interchangeably with "preferred project” in this EIR,
including a description of the types and amounts of proposed land uses, details regarding proposed
dwelling units, building heights, vehicle and bicycle parking, and other features. As discussed, the
proposed project includes 2.7 million gsf of residential uses (2,682 residential units), 1.6 million gsf
of commercial uses, 922,000 gsf parking, approximately 100,000 gsf of community facilities,
approximately 25,000 gsf of entertainment/assembly uses and approximately 6.2 acres of open space.
The proposed project also assumes repurposing and converting the Unit 3 power block into a hotel.

However, the proposed project incorporates a flexible land use program (refer to discussion on
p. 2-15, and Figure 2-5 on p. 2-16), in which certain blocks on the project site (“flex blocks”) permit
both residential and commercial uses. Future market conditions and other economic considerations
may, ultimately, determine the type and amount of residential and commercial land uses to be
developed on the flex blocks. Accordingly, the proposed project could include between
approximately 2.4 and 3.0 million gsf of residential uses (between about 2,400 and 3,000 dwelling
units), and between approximately 1.2 and 1.9 million gsf of commercial uses. Additionally, under
the flexible land use program, the Unit 3 power block could be demolished, with construction of a
hotel or residential uses in its place.

Due to the potential land use variation that could occur under the flex blocks and with Unit 3,
implementation of the proposed project could result in a range of impacts. Therefore, in order to
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provide the reasonable worst-case analysis under each impact topic, there are two scenarios that
bracket the full range of potential impacts: (1) development that maximizes residential uses is
considered the maximum residential scenario, and (2) development that maximizes office space uses
is considered the maximum office scenario. Table 4.A-1, Proposed Project and Flex Blocks Size and
Potential Population, presents the assumptions used for these two scenarios in comparison to the
proposed project. In considering the worst-case potential impacts related to the project that could
be generated under the flex use programs, this EIR considers the project and the appropriate
scenario topic by topic to identify the maximum potential impact on a resource. This approach to
analysis is considered and described in each resource topic of Chapter 4 under Project Features.

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project description includes two potential options
for wastewater and stormwater infrastructure as well as two potential options for non-potable
(graywater) systems to serve the project. The project description also identifies two potential widths
for the proposed Humboldt Street, and two potential alternative locations for the district parking
garage. For each of these project components, this EIR analyzes the project option(s) that would
reflect the worst-case impact analysis for the affected resource. If it is not clear which is the
environmentally worst-case scenario, then the EIR analyzes both options. Again, this approach to
analysis is considered and described in each resource topic of Chapter 4 under Project Features.

4.A.6 Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

Cumulative impacts, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15355, refer to two or more individual
effects that, when taken together, are “considerable” or that compound or increase other
environmental impacts. A cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment
that would result from the incremental impact of the proposed project when added to those of other
closely related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Pertinent guidance for
cumulative impact analysis, as provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15130, is presented below:

¢ An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is
“cumulatively considerable” (e.g., the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future
projects, including those outside the control of the agency, if necessary).

¢ An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.

e A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not significant, if the
project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

e The discussion of impact severity and likelihood of occurrence need not be as detailed as for
effects attributable to the project alone.

e  The focus of analysis should be on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects
contribute, rather than on attributes of the other projects that do not contribute to the
cumulative impact.

e The cumulative impact analysis for each individual resource topic is described in each resource
section of this chapter immediately following the description of the direct project impacts and
identified mitigation measures.
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TABLE4.A-1
PROPOSED PROJECT AND FLEX BLOCKS SIZE AND POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL AND EMPLOYMENT POPULATION
) Proposed Project Maximum Residential Maximum Office
Population
Land Use Type Generation Rate Metric | Population | Metric | Population | Metric | Population

Residential Population
Residential (units) | 2.27 resident/unit® 2,682 6,088 3,014 6,842 2,441 5,541
Total Residents 6,088 6,842 5,541
Employee Population
Residential (units) 1 employee/32 unitsP 2,682 84 3,014 94 2,441 76
Hotel (rooms) 0.9 employee/ room¢ 220 198 0 0 220 198
General Office (sf) | 276 sflemployee® 597,723 2,166 421,952 1,529 814,240 2,950
Research & d
Development (sf) 405 sflemployee 645,738 1,594 645,738 1,594 645,738 1,594
PDR (sf) 276 sflemployee® 45,040 163 45,040 163 45,040 163
General Retail (sf) | 350 sf/femployee® 10,744 31 10,744 31 10,744 31
Supermarket (sf) 350 sf/lemployee® 42,975 123 42,975 123 42,975 123
Sit-down c
Restaurant (sf) 350 sf/lemployee 16,116 46 16,116 46 16,116 46
Quick Service 350 sflemployee® 37,604 107 37,604 107 37,604 107
Restaurant (sf) pioy ' ’ ’
Childcare (sf) 345 sflemployeed 15,000 43 15,000 43 15,000 43
Library (sf) 850 sflemployeed 10,000 12 10,000 12 10,000 12
Other Community d
Facilities (sf) 780 sflemployee 75,938 97 75,938 97 75,938 97
Entertainment (sf) | 350 sf/employee 25,000 71 25,000 71 25,000 71
Public O S
(al::relg) Pen space 5 9 acre/employee9 6.3 2 6.3 2 6.3 2
Parking (space) 270 spaces/employeeh | 2,622 10 2,691 10 2,622 10
Total Employees 4,747 3,923 5,524

NOTES:

a
b
c

Residential population generation rate is based off of the U.S. Census 2012-2016 ACS data for San Francisco.

“Residential” employee rate is based off Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR Table 4.9-C.

Table C-1 of the Transportation Impact Guidelines (TIG) provided the generation rates for “Hotel,” “General Office,” “General Retail,”
“Supermarket,” “Sit-down,” and “Composite Rate.” Note, the composite rate is used over the fast food rate, as the nature of the project
would not lend itself to a typical drive-through fast food establishment

“Research and Development,” “Childcare,” “Library,” and “Other Community Facilities,” employee generation rates are based on Adavant
Consulting, April 30, 2018, Estimation of Project Travel Demand -- Appendix F, the were determined using Trip ITE estimates from the
Mission Bay EIR, and are comparable to Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase Il Development Plan EIR rates.

PDR employee generation rates assume the more conservative rate of 276 sf/employee, consistent with “General Office,” as opposed to
“Research and Development,” consistent with Pier 70 Mixed-Use District EIR.

“Entertainment” assumes “Eating/Drinking” generation rate of 350 sf/employee based on Table C-1 of the TIG.

9 “public Open Space” was calculated using the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase Il Development Plan EIR considered
0.26 employees per acre, equivalent to approximately 3.9 acres per employee, this is more conservative than 0.1 employees per acre
considered in the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District EIR.

“Public Open Space” and “Parking” employee generation rate was calculated using 270 spaces per employee based on Table 111.C-7 from
the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase Il Development Plan EIR, consistent with Pier 70 Mixed-Use District EIR.

SOURCE: California Barrel Company, Potrero Power Station — SF Allocation by Block, October 14, 2017.
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Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

The following factors were used to determine an appropriate level for cumulative analysis in this
EIR:

e Similar Environmental Impacts. A relevant project contributes to effects on resources that are
also affected by the proposed project. A relevant future project is defined as one that is
“reasonably foreseeable,” such as a proposed project for which an application has been filed with
the approving agency and/or has approved funding.

e  Geographic Scope and Location. A relevant project is located within the geographic area within
which effects could combine. The geographic scope varies on a resource-by-resource basis. For
example, the geographic scope for evaluating cumulative effects to regional air quality is the
affected air basin.

¢ Timing and Duration of Implementation. Effects associated with activities for a relevant project
(e.g., short-term construction or demolition, or long-term operations) would likely coincide in
timing with the related effects of the proposed project.

Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines section
15130(b)(1): (1) the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects producing closely related impacts that could combine with those of a proposed project, or
(2) a summary of projections contained in a general plan or related planning document. The analyses
in this EIR employ both the list-based approach and a projections-based approach, depending on
which approach best suits the resource topic being analyzed. For example, the analysis of cumulative
recreation impacts uses the list-based approach and considers individual projects that are anticipated
in the project site vicinity that may affect recreational resources also affected by the proposed project.
By comparison, the cumulative transportation and circulation analysis relies on a projection of overall
citywide growth and other reasonably foreseeable projects, which is the typical methodology the
planning department applies to analysis of transportation impacts.

For the resource topics using the list-based approach, Table 4.A-2, Cumulative Projects in the
Project Vicinity, presents a comprehensive list of cumulative development and infrastructure
projects generally located within 0.5 mile of the project site that are considered in the various
cumulative analyses (though in order to consider larger projects this table considers some projects
beyond 0.5 mile). The table identifies cumulative projects and their status as of the date of the
Notice of Preparation (November 1, 2017), and provides a figure key, Figure 4.A-1, Cumulative
Projects in the Project Vicinity, which shows the location of these projects relative to the proposed
project site. In order to differentiate the status of these projects at the time of the Notice of
Preparation, the table includes a column to list each project’s status. In general, these cumulative
projects are either under construction, which means they were “Under Construction” at the date
of the Notice of Preparation and will likely be completed prior to the approval/operation of the
proposed project; “Planning Entitled,” which means the project is approved by the planning
department but not yet approved for construction; “Building Permit Approved,” meaning the
project has permits necessary to start construction but has not yet started construction; and “Under
Review,” in which case, the project has an application on file with the planning department.
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Each cumulative impact analysis considers the projects listed in Table 4.A-2 as appropriate to the
resource topic. Each section identifies which of the cumulative projects could contribute to a
cumulative impact on that specific resource and why. Not all projects on the list apply to every
cumulative analysis. In some cases, as described above, projects on this list are considered as part
of the baseline conditions, as described under each resource topic.
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TABLE 4.A-2
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY
Event Public Total # of
Key | Project Name Dwelling | Commercial/ Industrial Center Open Child Care | Employees &
# (Case File No.) Status as of NOP Units Retail (gsf) | Office (gsf) (gsf) (gsf) Space (gsf) | (students) Residents?
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District (also referred to as . . 900,000-
1 the Pier 70 project) (2014-001272ENV)P Planning Entitled 1,000-2,000 400,000 1,810,000 304,900 12,243
SF Port Re-Tenanting of Pier 70 Shipyard ) .
2 PI Entitled -
(2014.0713E)° anning Entitie
20th Street Historic Core at Pier 70 (2016- _— .
3 000346ENV) Building Permit Approved 16,000 100,000 224,000 42,000 961
4 2420 Third Street (2013.0673E) Building Permit Approved 9 500 22
5 901 Tennessee Street (2013.0321E) Under Construction 40 100
6 950 Tennessee Street (2014.1434ENV) Planning Entitled 103 234
888 Tennessee Street/890 Tennessee Street . .
7 (2013.0975E) Planning Entitled 128 291
8 2290 Third Street (2005.0408E) Building Permit Approved 71 161
9 815-825 Tennessee Street (2013.0220E) Under Construction 69 157
10 | 2230 Third Street (2013.0531E) Under Review 37 2,400 91
11 | 777 Tennessee Street (2013.0312E) Building Permit Approved 59 134
12 | 600 20th Street Under Review 20 1,400 49
2171 Third Street/590 19th Street - .
13 (2013.0784E) Building Permit Approved 109 3,100 256
14 | Crane Cove Park (2015-001314ENV) Under Construction 426,900 3
2092 Third Street/600 18th Street - .
15 (2014.0168E) Building Permit Approved 18 3,100 50
16 | 595 Mariposa Street (2014.1579ENV) Building Permit Approved 20 45
2051 Third Street/650 lllinois Street .
17 (2010.0726E) Under Construction 93 211
Mariposa Pump Station Upgrade (2014- . .
18 002522ENV) Planning Entitled
19 | Mission Bay Ferry Landing (2017-008824ENV) | Under Review -
Golden State Warriors Event Center and .
20 Mixed-Use Development (2014.1441E) Under Construction 125,000 605,000 750,000 139,400 3,728
21 | Bayfront Park (ER 919-97) Under Construction 239,600 1
Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 4.A-13 October 2018
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TABLE 4.A-2 (CONTINUED)
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY

Event Public Total # of
Key | Project Name Dwelling | Commercial/ Industrial Center Open Child Care | Employees &
# (Case File No.) Status as of NOP Units Retail (gsf) | Office (gsf) (gsf) (gsf) Space (gsf) | (students) Residents?
22 | Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 (2013.0208E) Planning Entitled 1,500 1,250,000 700,000 348,500 9,515
23 | 650 Indiana Street (2012.1574E) Under Construction 61 1,900 144
24 | 800 Indiana Street (2011.1374E) Under Construction 326 740
25 | 645 Texas Street (2012.1218E) Under Construction 91 207
790 Pennsylvania Avenue / 1395 22nd Street .
26 (2011.0671E) Under Construction 256 43,600 689
27 | Potrero Hope SF Master Plan (2010.0515E) Planning Entitled 1,700 10,000 40-60 3,905
28 | 1000 Mississippi Street (2014-001291ENV) Building Permit Approved 28 64
29 | 1201-1225 Tennessee Street (2012.0493E) Under Construction 259 2,300 595
1499 lllinois Street, 1401-1443 lllinois Street, &
30 ' ' Under Revi 2,500 230,000 840
700 25th Street (2018-000949ENV)® nderReview
Central Bayside System Improvement Project
31 | (Indiana Street Channel Tunnel and Carolina Under Review -
Street Channel Tunnel) (2017-000181ENV)f
2,545,000-
Totald 6,001-7,001 1,808,200 3.455,000 267,600 750,000 1,501,300 40-60 35,434
NOTES:
a

Employment and Residential generation rates generated using the following: Dwelling Units: 2.27 persons/unit, Commercial/ Retail: 350 sf/employee, Office: 276sf/lemployee, Event Center: uses values from Event Center and
Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Subsequent EIR of 2,728 full time equivalent employees and 1,000 day of game staff, Public Open Space: 3.8acres/employee, Child Care (students) is based on
recommended staff-child ratio by the National Association for the Education of Young Children - 6 kids per employee http://childcareaware.org/child-care-providers/management-plan/staffing, Industrial: 405 sf/employee. Based on
this methodology there would be approximately 19,538 employees and 15,863 residents.

Approved Pier 70 Mixed-Use District entails a range of development land uses, therefore the population generation assumes highest employment and population rates from highest end of project range of approved 2017 project.
SF Port Re-Tenanting of Pier 70 Shipyard project would include renewal of the lease for BAE Ship Repair facility, which calls for the removal of 12 polychlorinated biphenyl electrical transformers and demolition of three buildings:
Building 38 (Pipe and Electric Shop), Building 119 (Yard Washroom), and Building 121 (Drydock Office). In addition, the project would demolish Cranes Nos. 2 and 6. The project would involve routine maintenance and repairs
approximately for a six-week duration once every 18 months over a seven-year period

Mariposa Pump Station Upgrade project will replace an existing 12-inch-diameter sewer pipe with new 24-inch-diameter high density polyethylene pipe within the same alignment of existing pipe, which runs east-west in the
intersection of Terry Francois Boulevard, Mariposa Street, and lllinois Street, on the southern side of a large sub-surface concrete transport/storage sewer box. The project will also replace an existing manhole associated with the
Mariposa Pump Station. Proposed modifications to an existing 20-inch force main and the Mariposa Pump Station also include a new 14-inch-diameter force main that will connect the pump station to the existing 20-inch force
main.

1499 lllinois was not submitted to SF Planning until after NOP date, however due to scale of project, and proximity to the proposed project, it is included in the cumulative table.

The Central Bayside Improvement Project will address the sewer system need; the design team is investigating a potential tunnel to provide reliable and redundant gravity conveyance and storage of wastewater flows from the
Channel Pump Station to the Southeast Treatment Plant. Pump station improvements and a new pump station are also under consideration.

Transportation network improvements and development projects are not included in this table as they primarily relate to Section 4.E, and are therefore addressed in that section.

SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department, Quarter 4, 2017 Pipeline Report, http://sf-planning.org/pipeline-report, and http://developmentmap.sfplanning.org/, accessed May 18, 2018. [The list was cross referenced with the City

and County of San Francisco Pier 70 Mixed-Use District EIR, Case No. 2-14=--1272ENV, August 9, 2017, and each project status and description was verified through the San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 San
Francisco Property Information Map Version 8.5.7 http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/, accessed May 18, 2018.
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4.B Land Use and Land Use Planning

4.B Land Use and Land Use Planning

4.B.1 Introduction

This section describes the existing land uses on and in the vicinity of the project site and analyzes
potential project impacts with respect to land use and land use planning. The setting section
documents the existing land uses, development pattern, and built environment of the project site
and vicinity.! The impacts and mitigation section analyzes whether the proposed project would
physically divide a community or conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Where inconsistencies
are identified that could result in physical effects on the environment, those associated physical
environmental effects are analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, in the appropriate topic section. In particular, Section 4.D, Historic Architectural
Resources, evaluates physical environmental effects related to potential inconsistency with plans
and policies governing historical resources. Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation, analyzes
effects related to potential conflicts with transportation policies. Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration,
evaluates impacts related to potential inconsistency with policies related to noise, while physical
effects related to potential conflict with the regional air quality plans and regulations (e.g., the 2017
Bay Area Clean Air Plan) are analyzed in Section 4.G, Air Quality. Section 4.H, Wind and Shadow,
considers physical effects related to potential conflict with policies regarding pedestrian-level
winds, while Section 4.1, Biological Resources evaluates effects related to potential inconsistency
with policies governing biological resources. Finally, Initial Study Topic E.3, Cultural Resources,
(Appendix B), analyzes physical effects related to potential conflict with policies regarding
archeological resources, including human remains and tribal cultural resources.

4B.2 Environmental Setting

Existing Land Uses

Project Site

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project site is largely occupied by vacant
buildings and facilities; much of the site consists of undeveloped areas and parking lots, covered in
asphalt or concrete. Current uses in the Power Station sub-area, which encompasses the great
majority of the project site (see Figure2-2 in Chapter 2, Project Description, p. 2-6), include
warehouses, surface parking, vehicle storage, and office space. There is also a small modular
“demonstration house” erected to evaluate energy- and water-saving techniques.

In this section, the project vicinity is generally considered the surrounding neighborhood and therefore the
relevant area for consideration of land use impacts. This surrounding neighborhood, or vicinity, includes the
area between San Francisco Bay and just west of the Interstate-280 freeway, and between Islais Creek north to
Mariposa Street.

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 4.B-1 October 2018
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The PG&E sub-area currently houses a portion of the utility’s Potrero substation and is also used
by PG&E for storage and construction staging. The Port sub-area on the bay side of the project site
consists primarily of vacant land, while other portions of the Port and City sub-areas and privately-
owned Southern sub-area are currently part of 23rd Street and are paved.

The project site has a long history of industrial land use, including manufactured gas production,
electrical power generation, and sugar refining, dating from the mid-1800s (see Section 4.K, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, for details on the site history). The last major industrial operation, a power
plant, closed in 2011.

Surrounding Land Uses

Adjacent land uses (see Figure 4.B-1, Generalized Existing Land Uses in Project Vicinity) consist of
light industrial and storage uses (both classified as Production, Distribution and Repair, or PDR uses)
to the south; largely vacant buildings to the north on the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project site,
approved in 2017 as a mixed-use project of a scale comparable to that of the proposed project; and,
to the west, various PG&E facilities, including the existing PG&E Transbay Cable converter station
and PG&E Potrero Substation (part of which occupies the project site’s PG&E sub-area). West of the
PG&E sub-area, across Illinois Street, is the two- to four-story American Industrial Center, whose
four buildings span 865 linear feet, or most of the area between 20th and 23rd streets. This complex
includes light industrial uses on the upper floors and a number of ground-floor retail stores on both
Illinois and Third streets.

Farther south and southwest are Warm Water Cove Park (open space under the jurisdiction of the
Port of San Francisco) and additional industrial and light industrial uses, including Muni’s Metro
East light rail vehicle maintenance and storage yard at 25th and Illinois streets and a diesel bus
maintenance and operations facility at Cesar Chavez and Indiana streets, and the Port of San
Francisco’s Pier 80 container terminal bordering Islais Creek. West of the American Industrial Center
is a mix of residential, retail, and light industrial uses, among them a concentration of historic mostly
residential buildings that comprise the Dogpatch Historic District. There are also several historic
buildings that have been rehabilitated, and new construction, including a recently completed
300-unit apartment building at 23rd and Third streets. Muni’s Woods Division bus yard is farther
west, at 22nd and Indiana streets, and also includes a mini-park facing 22nd Street. Finally, there is
the elevated Interstate 280 (I-280) freeway, generally aligned with the Iowa Street right-of-way. The
mostly residential Potrero Hill neighborhood rises to the west of the freeway.

To the northwest is a continuation of the mixed residential/retail/PDR uses of the Dogpatch
neighborhood, including the area’s only large City park, Esprit Park at 20th and Minnesota streets.
This area also includes large new residential buildings, including some 325 units at 800 Indiana
Street, at 20th Street, approximately 110 units at 650 Indiana Street, at 19th Street; and approximately
69 units at 815 Tennessee Street. As noted, the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project is immediately north
of the project site; it is approved for up to about 5.3 million square feet of residential, commercial,
retail/arts/light-industrial, and open space uses, with buildout anticipated by approximately 2029. At
present, the site is used for temporary events, along with artist studios, storage, warehouse, parking,
a recycling yard, and office space.
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To the north beyond the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project is the so-called “historic core” of Pier 70,
along both sides of 20th Street east of Illinois Street. There, several 19th and early 20th century office
and industrial buildings have recently been rehabilitated and put to reuse as office and light
industrial space. Farther north is the former BAE shipyard (the subject of ongoing Port attempts to
engage a new ship repair tenant); Crane Cove Park, a new Port open space anticipated to open by
2020; and several recently constructed residential buildings on Illinois Street between 20th and
Mariposa streets that together include nearly 400 dwelling units. To the north of Mariposa Street is
the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, including: the new University of California, San Francisco,
hospital and associated buildings; Mariposa Park; the under-construction Golden State Warriors’
arena; and other buildings devoted to office, medical, and research and development uses.

Existing Zoning

Use Districts

Nearly the entirety of the project site is within a M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Use District. The
southeastern tip of the project site, which is within the Port sub-area, is within a PDR-1-G (General
Production, Distribution, and Repair) Use District, while the 23rd Street right-of-way, also within
the Port sub-area, has no zoning designation (as is the case for nearly all streets in San Francisco).
Nearby use districts to the project site include PDR-1-G to the south, southwest, and west; PDR-2
(Core PDR) farther southwest; and M-2 to the north and south (beyond the PDR-1-G district), along
most of the nearby waterfront areas. The site of the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project, immediately
north of the project site, is within the Pier 70 Special Use District (SUD), adopted in 2017 in
connection with approval of that project. The Pier 70 SUD (San Francisco Planning Code
section 249.79) permits various land uses, including residential, institutional (except hospital),
retail, office, entertainment/arts/recreation, certain industrial, and PDR uses and parking, subject
to state laws governing the Port of San Francisco.? To the west and northwest of the project site is
a UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Use District, and there is a NCT-2 (Small-Scale Neighborhood
Commercial Transit) Use District along Third and 22nd streets and RH-3 (Three-family Residential)
on Tennessee and Minnesota streets north and south of 22nd Street. Much of the area west of the
1-280 freeway is within a RH-2 (Two-Family Residential) Use District. North of Mariposa Street,
finally, there are P (Public) Use Districts throughout the project site vicinity. These are home to
parks, municipal facilities such as Muni streetcar and bus yards, and utility facilities. Figure 4.B-2,
Existing Use Districts in the Project Vicinity, depicts use districts in the project vicinity.

M-2 Use Districts are the least restrictive as to permitted uses. M-2 districts permit maritime uses,
shipyards, manufacturing of most types, and agriculture, along with office, retail, and entertainment
uses. Student housing and single-room occupancy residential units are permitted, but other
residential uses, along with hotels, are permitted only with a conditional use authorization. Certain
land uses are expressly prohibited in M-2 districts, including child care, hospitals, and schools.

2 The Pier 70 SUD also incorporates the Pier 70 Design for Development, which sets forth standards and guidelines

with respect to land use; open space; streets and streetscapes; parking and loading; building massing, design,
and compatibility with historical resources; and lighting, signage, and public art.
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4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.B Land Use and Land Use Planning

PDR-1-G Use Districts are intended to retain and encourage PDR uses (generally, agricultural,
automotive, light manufacturing, wholesale, animal hospitals and boarding, repair establishments,
and business service uses, all of which are permitted). Most entertainment and recreation uses are
also permitted, as is child care. Like all PDR districts, PDR-1-G districts do not permit residential or
office uses, nor are schools permitted. Most retail uses are limited to 2,500 square feet per lot.

PDR-2 Use Districts are similar to PRD-1-G districts but are intended to permit more intensive
industrial-type operations.

UMU Use Districts allow for a mix of uses and serve as a buffer between PDR districts and other use
districts. UMU districts permit PDR, arts, entertainment, and recreation uses, along with residential
uses, religious facilities, child care, and schools (post-secondary schools require a conditional use
authorization). Retail use is generally limited to 25,000 square feet per lot, and a conditional use
authorization is required for formula retail (chain stores). Office use is generally permitted at the
ground floor and in designated landmark buildings.

NCT-2 Use Districts are generally intended to allow for residential uses and small retail stores that
provide “convenience goods and services” to the surrounding area. Retail stores larger than
4,000 square feet require a conditional use authorization. Office use is generally limited to design
professionals and offices of building, plumbing, electrical, painting, roofing, furnace, and pest control
contractors, and the like. Automotive and some entertainment uses are permitted, as is child care.

RH-3 and RH-2 Use Districts permit three- and two-unit residential buildings per parcel,
respectively. Child care is also permitted, but most other institutional uses, including schools,
require a conditional use authorization. Retail and office uses are not permitted. Hotels may be
permitted as a conditional use.

Height and Bulk Districts

Most of the project site is within a 40-X Height and Bulk District. This means that the height limit
is 40 feet (certain rooftop projections such as mechanical equipment and screening are exempt) and
there is no limitation on building bulk (i.e., buildings can be built to the height limit and parcel
boundaries with no setbacks required). The western portions of the project site, along Illinois Street
are within a 65-X Height and Bulk District (65-foot height limit, no bulk limit). In the project
vicinity, height limits range from 40 feet to 85 feet, with the greatest heights being permitted
generally along either side of Third Street south of 24th Street. There is also a small 85-foot height
zone on 23rd Street between Third and Illinois streets. Most of the vicinity has an X bulk
designation, meaning there is no bulk limit. Bulk limits are in place south of Cesar Chavez Street,
west of Michigan Street, and south of 25th Street, west of Iowa Street. Figure 4.B-3, Existing Height
and Bulk Districts in the Project Vicinity, depicts height and bulk districts in the project vicinity.
In addition to the heights depicted on Figure 4.B-3, the Pier 70 SUD establishes permitted
maximum building heights for new construction of 65 to 90 feet. In Open Space Districts, where
buildings are typically limited to park structures, height and bulk is determined on an as-needed
basis, consistent with the General Plan. Height and bulk limits in the Mission Bay Redevelopment
Area are governed by the redevelopment plan and associated documents.
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4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.B Land Use and Land Use Planning

4B.3 Regulatory Framework

Please refer to Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, for a discussion of the local and regional land use
regulatory framework applicable to the proposed project.

4B.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Criteria

The criteria for determining the significance of impacts in this analysis are consistent with the
environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which has been modified by the
San Francisco Planning Department. For the purpose of this analysis, the following applicable
criteria were used to determine whether implementing the proposed project would result in a
significant impact on land use and land use planning. Implementation of the proposed project
would have a significant effect on land use and land use planning if the project would:

e Physically divide an established community; or

e Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.

Approach to Analysis

Project Features

The project features relevant to the Land Use and Land Use Planning impact analysis are the
buildings and infrastructure that would be permitted to be developed pursuant to the project’s
proposed amendments to the General Plan and Planning Code through the creation of a new
Potrero Power Station Special Use District (SUD). The SUD would establish land use controls for
the project site and incorporate design standards and guidelines in a new Potrero Power Station
Design for Development document (D for D). The Zoning Maps would be amended to show
changes from the current zoning to the proposed SUD zoning and would also increase the height
limits on the project site from the existing 40 feet and 65 feet to a range of 65 to 300 feet.

Methodology for Analysis of Impacts

The evaluation of the potential for impacts related to land use and land use planning involves a
qualitative assessment of the project’s potential to physically divide the Central Waterfront
neighborhood, or any part thereof. The impact assessment also evaluates any potential conflicts
with applicable plans, policies, and regulations that have been adopted to avoid or reduce
environmental impacts. As such, the policy analysis is not comprehensive, but rather is limited to
policies that are intended to address physical environmental impacts, as analyzed pursuant to
CEQA.
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A conflict between the project and an existing plan or policy does not, in itself, indicate a significant
environmental effect under CEQA, unless the project substantially conflicts with a land use
plan/policy that was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect
and also results in an adverse physical impact on the environment.®> However, such an
inconsistency may potentially, at least in some cases, be indicative of an adverse physical effect.
The determination of a significant impact—which, by definition, must involve a physical change—
is separate from the legal determination of plan consistency. The focus of the analysis under
Impact LU-2 is on the proposed project’s potential for substantial conflicts with applicable plans
and policies, such that a substantial adverse physical change in the environment related to land
use would result from the identified conflict. Impact LU-2 does not present a complete analysis of
project conformity with applicable state, regional, and local plans and policies. Chapter 3, Plans
and Policies, identifies potential conflicts with plans and policies relevant to the proposed project.

However, the City will conduct a comprehensive analysis of the proposed project’s consistency
with the general plan and other applicable plans and policies independent of the CEQA process,
as part of the decision-makers” action to approve, modify, or disapprove the project or aspects
thereof. The planning commission and/or board of supervisors will ultimately determine the
proposed project’s overall consistency on balance with the goals and policies contained in the
general plan and other City requirements and planning documents as part of the decision to
approve or reject the proposed project. The staff report for the planning commission will analyze
the project’s consistency with general plan policies.

To the extent that physical environmental impacts may result from conflicts between the proposed
project and applicable policy language, the EIR discloses and analyzes these physical impacts
under the specific environmental topic sections in EIR Chapter 4 or in the initial study (see
Appendix B). For example, impacts resulting from a change or intensification in the residential
population and/or employment opportunities on the project site are discussed in Section 4.C,
Population and Housing, and are also embodied in environmental impacts related to the capacity
of existing facilities and services to adequately serve the area, including those described in EIR
Chapter 4 and initial study sections related to transportation and circulation, recreation, utilities
and service systems, and public services. The physical impacts of construction and/or operation of
the proposed project on the environment are evaluated in the impact analysis for specific
environmental topics, such as cultural resources, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, wind
and shadow, hydrology and water quality, and hazards and hazardous materials.

Methodology for Analysis for Cumulative Impacts

Section 4.A.6, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis, describes the overall approach to the
cumulative analysis for those topics using a list-based approach and summarizes past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the Potrero Power Station project that could
contribute to a cumulative impact. The geographic scope for cumulative land use impacts is the
Central Waterfront area, including the Dogpatch neighborhood. This area, which comprises the
area between San Francisco Bay and the eastern foot of Potrero Hill, from Islais Creek north to
about 18th Street, is generally considered the surrounding neighborhood and therefore the relevant

3 CEQA Guidelines section 15358(b) states, “Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change.”
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area for consideration of cumulative land use impacts. The cumulative analysis focuses, in
particular, on combined land use effects of the proposed project and the approved Pier 70 Mixed-
Use District project, along with the Pier 70 Historic Core projects (currently under construction), as
these three developments comprise the vast majority of development projected to occur within the
Central Waterfront area. It also considers the numerous recently built, under construction, and
approved residential projects in the Central Waterfront area. The analysis also acknowledges the
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area, (which is nearing buildout) to the north, the approved
reconstruction and expansion of the Potrero Terrace and Potrero Annex public housing sites
(Potrero HOPE SF project), as well as three large but more distant projects on the east side of San
Francisco—the under-development Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard project to the south,
and the approved Mission Rock project and pending Central South of Market Area (SoMa) Plan
area to the north.*

The cumulative analysis evaluates, qualitatively, whether or not there would be a significant,
adverse cumulative land use impact associated with project implementation in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the geographical area, and if so,
whether or not the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would be considerable. Both
conditions must apply in order for a project’s contribution to cumulative effects to be deemed
cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant).

Impact Evaluation

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community.
(Less than Significant)

The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a physical
feature (such as a major roadway or railroad line) or removal of a means of access (such as a street
or bridge) that would impair mobility within an existing community or between a community and
surrounding areas. Physical divisions within a community could also result from large-scale land
use changes that have the potential to isolate existing residential uses from other nearby residential
neighborhoods.

Because of its industrial history, specifically the most recent use of most of the site as the Potrero
Power Plant, and because of the surrounding predominantly industrial and light industrial uses,
both existing and historic, to the north, west, and south, the project site is isolated from the
remainder of the Central Waterfront area, including the nearby Dogpatch neighborhood. The
project site is characterized by clusters of structures and large, paved but undeveloped areas.
Access is limited, as the project site is gated at Humboldt Street, which extends east into the site
from Illinois Street, and on the north side of 23rd Street. There is currently no street access from the
north. As a result, the project site is not well integrated with the surrounding street grid. There is
currently no public access to the waterfront and no visual access to the bay through the project site.

4 Mission Rock (aka Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48) was approved by the Planning Commission in October 2017, the Port
Commission in January 2018, and the Board of Supervisors in February 2018, with legislation creating a special
use district signed by the mayor in March 2018. The Central SoMa Plan is anticipated to be considered for
adoption in 2018.

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 4.B-10 October 2018

Case No. 2017-011878ENV



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Given these isolating factors, the project site does not currently contain, nor does it lie within, an
established community.

As a result, rather than dividing an established community, the proposed project would reconnect
the project site to the established Dogpatch community and the larger Central Waterfront area.
Specifically, the proposed project would improve and extend both Humboldt and 23rd streets,
which would link the project site to the existing neighborhoods to the west, beyond Illinois Street.
Humboldt Street, in particular, would provide for a new view corridor through the site to the San
Francisco Bay. The project would also develop new north-south streets within the project site,
providing for a street connection to the adjacent approved Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project to the
north and further enhancing connectivity with the larger Central Waterfront area. Other
transportation improvements that would increase linkages and connectivity with the surrounding
neighborhoods would include a new pedestrian and bicycle network, a bus layover to
accommodate Muni buses anticipated to serve the site, and the project’s shuttle service to and from
BART and Caltrain.

The project would provide new publicly accessible open space, including new public access to the
San Francisco Bay shoreline, a link for the planned Bay Trail through the project site along the
shoreline, and a floating dock and wharf along the edge of the bay. The open space component
would include several publicly accessible parks and other open spaces that would be accessible not
only to residents and employees of the project site but to nearby residents and workers. Street trees
planted on the project site would help to visually integrate the project site with the existing street
trees on Illinois Street.

Additionally, as a mixed-use project, the proposed project would provide both a substantial
increase in housing, including affordable housing, as well as jobs and retail goods and services to
both project residents and those from the surrounding area, further helping link the project site to
the remainder of the Central Waterfront. The proposed project would not include any features,
such as major roadways, that could serve as a barrier to site access, nor would it remove any
features that currently provide access. Although the replacement of existing buildings and open
areas with a large mixed-use development would increase the development intensity on the project
site, the new buildings would not divide an established community (for example, by isolating an
existing residential area), because the site is at present largely unoccupied and is not an integral
part of the larger Central Waterfront neighborhood. For the same reason, the project would not
constitute a barrier to access because the project site currently provides no public access, either
from the rest of the Central Waterfront to the bay or from north to south through the site, as
described above.

Based on the foregoing, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant effect related to
physical division of a community.

Mitigation: None required.
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Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than
Significant)

Applicable local land use plans that regulate development on the project site include the San
Francisco General Plan and the San Francisco Planning Code. As noted in Chapter 3, Plans and
Policies, the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan has limited applicability to the project site and is not
considered further. Other applicable plans include the Bicycle Plan, the Transit First Policy, the
Better Streets Plan, and the Accountable Planning Initiative. Applicable regional plans include the
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s Bay Plan, and San Francisco
Waterfront Special Area Plan, and Plan Bay Area. The discussion in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies,
generally describes the proposed project’s potential inconsistencies with these plans.®

San Francisco General Plan

The proposed project would be generally consistent with the Central Waterfront Area Plan, which
is the portion of the San Francisco General Plan with the most specific applicability to the project
site. Text accompanying Objective 1.1 of the Central Waterfront Area Plan (adopted in 2008) notes
that the power plant was anticipated to cease operations. As to future use of the project site, the
text at Objective 1.1 continues:

While contamination of the soil here will preclude housing development on the site, it will be
an opportunity, similar to Pier 70, for mixed-use development in the future that could include
larger activities such as commercial as well as research and development uses. A future
community planning process for this site will help determine exactly what should occur on the
site.

The Central Waterfront Area Plan therefore called for maintaining the existing industrial zoning
of Pier 70 site and the project site pending the outcome of a separate planning process for the two
sites.

As called for in the Central Waterfront Plan, the project sponsor has undertaken a “community
planning process,” with numerous public meetings and open houses. The proposed project would
include the “larger-scale commercial and research establishments” called for in the Central
Waterfront Area Plan. With respect to residential use, remediation undertaken and still in progress
by PG&E at the project site is being completed to achieve a commercial/industrial land use
standard at the site. Therefore, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, additional
remediation as deemed appropriate by the Regional Water Quality Control Board may occur
during project construction to allow for residential use and/or to address previously unknown
contaminants discovered during the course of development. Implementation of this additional
project-specific remediation, as required by the regional board, would avoid any physical effects
that the Central Waterfront Area Plan had assumed would be associated with residential use of the

5 Other regional plans, such as the 2017 Clean Air Plan and the Basin Plan concerning San Francisco Bay, address

specific environmental resources and are discussed in the relevant resource sections of this EIR.
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site. Accordingly, in addition to commercial and research and development uses, the proposed
project would include new residential development and amenities such as open space and ground-
floor retail uses that would be available to both project residents and occupants and to others.
While certain conforming amendments to the Central Waterfront Area Plan would likely be
required as part of project approval, the project would not substantially conflict with the Central
Waterfront Area Plan’s environmental policy framework. Likewise, amendments to the San
Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Maps would be required, but these would not, in general,
implicate environmental effects.

As discussed in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, the proposed project’s 300-foot-tall tower could be
seen to partially conflict with Central Waterfront Area Plan Policy 3.1.2, “Development should step
down in height as it approaches the Bay to reinforce the city’s natural topography and to encourage
an active and public waterfront.” Any such partial conflict would potentially result in aesthetic
changes. As explained in Section 3.B, Local Plans and Policies, the proposed project would meet
other design goals of the San Francisco General Plan, including providing orientation points for
areas of activity. As explained in Section 4.A, Impact Overview, however, aesthetic impacts are not
considered significant impacts under CEQA for this proposed project per CEQA Statute section
21099(d). Therefore, this potential conflict would not result in a significant environmental effect.

However, as also discussed in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, the proposed project’s demolition of
historical resources would at least partially conflict with Central Waterfront Area Plan
Objective 8.2, “Protect, preserve, and reuse historic resources within the Central Waterfront area
plan,” and Policy 8.2.1, “Protect individually significant historic and cultural resources and historic
districts in the Central Waterfront area plan from demolition or adverse alteration, particularly
those elements of the Maritime and Industrial Area east of Illinois Street.” The physical
environmental impacts associated with demolition of historical resources are analyzed in
Section 4.D, Historic Architectural Resources.

Additionally, as discussed in Chapter 3, the proposed project could conflict with Central
Waterfront Area Plan Objective 1.5, “Minimize the impact of noise on affected areas and ensure
General Plan noise requirements are met,” because project construction would cause significant
effects, even with mitigation, and project and cumulative traffic volumes could cause substantial
permanent increases in ambient noise levels along some streets in the project vicinity. The physical
environmental noise effects of the proposed project are analyzed in Section 4.F, Noise and
Vibration.

The proposed project could conflict with City policy direction with respect to pedestrian exposure
to hazardous winds; these physical environmental impacts are analyzed in Section 4.H, Wind and
Shadow.

Other Plans

The project site is largely outside the boundary of the Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Land Use
Plan, which applies only to the 1.6-acre waterfront portion of the Port sub-area, between the Power
Station sub-area and the bay (i.e., most of the project site’s bay frontage). This area would be
devoted to publicly accessible open space and includes the project’s proposed recreational dock.
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Because the Waterfront Land Use Plan identifies these as acceptable land uses, the proposed project
would not conflict with the land use guidance in the plan.

The project would be undertaken within a Priority Development Area, as set forth in Plan Bay Area
2040, Final, and thus would be consistent with this regional transportation plan and Sustainable
Communities Strategy. The project would not substantially conflict with the San Francisco Bay
Conversation Development Commission’s San Francisco Bay Plan, in that the project would
provide for extensive public access, including waterfront public access, and would not develop any
new structures within 100 feet of San Francisco Bay.

With respect to the City’s Transit First Policy, project-generated transit demand would not be fully
accommodated by existing Muni service and would result in a substantial increase in transit delay
on the 22 Fillmore, which could result in a significant impact. This impact is analyzed in Section 4.F,
Transportation and Circulation.

San Francisco Planning Code

As explained in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project would include amendments to
the Planning Code and Zoning Maps, creating a new Potrero Power Station Special Use District
(SUD) and increasing height limits on the project site. If approved by the planning commission and
board of supervisors, the SUD would establish land use controls for the project site and incorporate
design standards and guidelines in a new Potrero Power Station Design for Development (D for D)
document, while the new height and bulk map within the Zoning Map would change the existing
height limits of 40 and 65 feet to height limits ranging from 65 to 300 feet.

Conclusions

If the San Francisco Board of Supervisors finds that amendments to the San Francisco General Plan
and Planning Code are warranted to allow for implementation of the proposed project, conflicts
between the San Francisco General Plan and Planning Code, and the project would be resolved
through a legislative amendment of the San Francisco General Plan and Planning Code.

Conflicts with plans, policies, and regulations do not necessarily indicate a significant environmental
land use impact under CEQA, unless the project substantially conflicts with a land use plan/policy
that was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, such that a
substantial adverse physical change in the environment related to land use would result. To the
extent that such substantial physical environmental impacts may result from such conflicts, this EIR
discloses and analyzes these physical impacts under the relevant environmental topic sections, as
noted above in the introduction to this section.

The proposed project would not conflict with land uses plans and policies such that a substantial
adverse physical change in the environment related to land use would result. For this reason, the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant land use effect related to conflict with a land
use plan, policy, or regulation; no mitigation measures are required.

Potential conflicts with applicable San Francisco General Plan objectives and policies will continue
to be analyzed and considered as part of the review of entitlement applications required for the
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proposed project independent of environmental review under CEQA. They also will be considered
by the decision-makers during their deliberations on the merits of the proposed project and as part
of their actions to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project.

Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative
land use impacts related to physical division of an established community. (Less than
Significant)

Section 4.A, Impact Overview, identifies several foreseeable future projects that are located near
the project site. In addition, several area plans have identified the southeastern part of
San Francisco as the location for substantial future growth in housing and employment. These
include the five Eastern Neighborhoods area plans (East SoMa, Western SoMa, Showplace
Square/Potrero Hill, Mission, and Central Waterfront, where the project site is located), the Mission
Bay Redevelopment Plan, the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, and plans for the former Hunters
Point Shipyard, Candlestick Point, Visitacion Valley, and Executive Park. Additionally, the
proposed Central SoMa Plan anticipates further growth in the central portion of the South of
Market neighborhood. The proposed project would add to this growth (see Section 4B, Population
and Housing, for further discussion).

The proposed project would combine with growth in the above areas, the approved Pier 70 Mixed-
Use District project, and the approved Mission Rock project to continue the transformation of much
of eastern San Francisco from a substantially industrial area to a mixed-use residential-commercial
area. However, this transformation would be largely consistent with both adopted local and
regional plans, including the plans noted above and Plan Bay Area 2040, Final.

As discussed above under Impact LU-1, the proposed project would extend a network of public
streets through the project site and would enhance pedestrian and bicycle circulation and add new
open space. All of these changes would enhance public access to and through the project site and
to the waterfront. Development in the above-noted plan areas would likewise enhance circulation
options and open space, as would the approved Pier 70 and Mission Rock projects. Therefore, none
of these projects would divide an established community, nor would they combine to do so in a
cumulative manner. Accordingly, cumulative effects related to physical division of established
communities would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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Impact C-LU-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative
land use impacts related to conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies, and/or
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
(Less than Significant)

The proposed project’s conflicts with existing land use plans and policies adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, discussed above under Impact LU-2, would be
less than significant. To the extent that substantial physical environmental effects may result from
such conflicts, this EIR discloses and analyzes these physical impacts under the relevant
environmental topic areas, including Section 4.D, Historic Architectural Resources, Section 4.E,
Transportation and Circulation, Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration, Section 4.G, Air Quality,
Section 4.H, Wind and Shadow, and Section 4.1, Biological Resources, along with Initial Study
Topic E.3, Cultural Resources, and Initial Study E.13, Geology and Soils, for both the proposed
project and the cumulative projects.

For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would have less-than-significant cuamulative land use impacts.

Mitigation: None required.
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4.C Population and Housing

4.C.1 Introduction

This section describes existing population, housing, and employment characteristics and trends in
San Francisco and the potential for the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development project
(proposed project) to induce substantial unplanned population growth, either directly or indirectly,
or displace housing or residents in the project vicinity or citywide necessitating the construction of
replacement housing. The impact analysis evaluates the potential population, housing, and
employment impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce
adverse impacts, as appropriate. In addition, the project is considered in combination with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects to determine potential cumulative impacts.

4.C.2 Environmental Setting

Study Area

The City of San Francisco is the primary study area that would be affected directly by potential
project-related population and housing effects as well as by employment effects that could in turn
result in demand for additional housing. Because project construction could draw on the regional
labor pool, this section also describes employment trends in surrounding Bay Area counties. In
addition, to address potential indirect and cumulative effects of the project, this Population and
Housing section considers the population within approximately 0.5-miles of the project site the
“project vicinity.” Census tract populations, therefore, considered in the project vicinity include
census tracts 226, 217.02, 604, 614, and 9809.

Regional Setting

Population

In 2010, there were 805,235 people living in San Francisco, a 4 percent increase in the city’s
population compared to 2000.! The California Department of Finance, which provides population
estimates and tracks changes in housing and vacancy rates for years between the decennial census
counts, estimates that the city’s population in 2015 was 845,600, a 5 percent increase since 2010.?
Under the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) Plan Bay Area 2040 Final report, the city’s population is projected to increase by nearly

1 US. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics:

2010, 2010 Demographic Profile Data, San Francisco County, California, 2010; and U.S. Census Bureau, American
FactFinder, DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, San Francisco County, California, 2000.
State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State,
January 1, 2011-2017, with 2010 Benchmark. Sacramento, California, May 1, 2017. This estimate is slightly lower
than the 2015 population projected in 2013 by the regional planning agency, the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG); the Department of Finance estimate is used here for consistency with information on
vacancy rates, which are tracked by the Department of Finance and provided, herein. The difference between
the population estimate and population projections (which may be attributable to more current data available
for the Department of Finance estimate), is negligible (0.16 percent).
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46 percent over the 30-year period between 2010 and 2040 (or approximately 1.5 percent per year)
to an estimated population of 1,173,952.3

The population of the nine-county Bay Area* is expected to increase at a slightly lower rate than
San Francisco’s population over the same 30-year period. The Bay Area’s population is estimated
to increase from approximately 7.2 million persons in 2010 to 9.6 million by 2040.5 Overall, the Bay
Area’s population is expected to increase by 33 percent over this 30-year period.

Housing

Households

In 2010, the Bay Area had approximately 2.6 million households, (defined by the Association of Bay
Area Governments as an occupied residential unit), and by 2040, the association estimates the
number of Bay Area households will increase by approximately 30 percent to 3.4 million households.®
In 2010, San Francisco had approximately 345,810 households comprising approximately 13 percent
of Bay Area households. By 2040, the Association of Bay Area Governments estimates the number of
San Francisco households will increase by 137,800 households to an estimated 483,700 households
and represent approximately 11 percent of Bay Area households.”

According to the U.S. census, the average household size in San Francisco has fluctuated between
2.30 persons per household in 2000 to 2.26 persons per household in 2010, which is smaller than
the Bay Area average household size of 2.76 persons per household in 2010.8 According to the
Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Commission Plan Bay
Area 2040 Final, San Francisco’s average household size is projected to increase to 2.43 persons per
household by 2040.° The Bay Area average household size is expected to increase from 2.76 to
2.80 persons per household between 2010 and 2040.1°

Plan Bay Area 2040 Final does not provide explicit updated population forecasts, therefore this analysis considers

a parallel comparison between persons per households among the most recent data: the 2013 Draft Plan Bay Area,

forecasts 447,800 households within 469,430 housing units in 2040, with a population of 1,085,730 (Table 14,

page 42), while the Plan Bay Area 2040 Final provides an updated forecast with San Francisco expected to have

483,700 households. Adhering to the same population generation rates, the Final Plan Bay Area 2040 thus forecasts

approximately 507,574 housing units, with an overall population of 1,173,952.

The Bay Area's nine counties are Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara,

Solano, and Sonoma.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Plan Bay

Area 2040 Final, July 2017, Table 3.1, p. 33.

6  MTC and ABAG, Plan Bay Area 2040 Final, July 2017, Table 3.1, p. 33.

7 MTC and ABAG, Plan Bay Area 2040 Final, Land Use Modeling Retort, July 2017. Appendix 1- Household and

Employment Growth Forecasts by Jurisdiction, p. 35.

U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics:

2010, 2010 Demographic Profile Data, San Francisco County, California, 2010; U.S. Census Bureau, American

FactFinder, DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, San Francisco County, California, 2000.

And Final Plan Bay Area 2040, July 2017. MTC and ABAG. Table 3.1, p. 33.

9 The 2013 Draft Plan Bay Area, forecasts 447,800 households within 469,430 housing units in 2040, with a
population of 1,085,730 (Table 14, page 42), while the Final Plan Bay Area 2040 provides an updated forecast
with San Francisco expected to have 483,700 households. Adhering to the same population generation rates, the
Final Plan Bay Area 2040 thus forecasts approximately 507,574 housing units, with an overall population of
1,173,952. Based on this growth ration, the 2040 Persons per Household is 2.43.

10" MTC and ABAG, Plan Bay Area 2040 Final, July 2017, Table 3.1, p. 33
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Existing Housing Stock

San Francisco experienced marked housing growth between 2000 and 2010. About 29,600 housing
units were added over this period, a 9 percent increase, for a total of 376,200 housing units in 2010;
the estimated vacancy rate in 2010 was 8.3 percent.!! The number of households (occupied housing
units) increased over this period from 329,700 in 2000 to 345,811 in 2010, a 5 percent increase.!?
There was a net addition of 4,441 units to the City’s housing stock in 2017, a 12 percent decrease
from 2016’s net addition. The net addition in 2017, however, is about 60 percent more than the
10-year average net addition of 2,745, and represents an upward trend in net unit production from
the lowest production point of 2011. By the end of 2017, there were approximately 392,000 housing
units in the city. 3

Employment

According to the California Employment Development Department data, approximately 703,600
people worked in San Francisco in 2016, an increase of 28,400 jobs since 2015 and the City’s peak
annual average employment level to date.*1> This estimate measures workers by place of work
and includes full-time and part-time wage and salary employment; it does not include self-
employed people, unpaid family workers, or private household employees.® From 2010 following
the recession through 2016, more than 160,000 jobs were added in San Francisco.!”

Employment in San Francisco, as in the Bay Area region as whole, has fluctuated substantially
since the mid-1990s. Both the San Francisco and Bay Area economies experienced strong growth
through 2000, fueled by the “dot-com” boom in the high technology and internet sectors; 84,000
jobs were added between 1994 and 2000 for a total of almost 609,000 workers in San Francisco in
2000.'® Following the dot-com crash, San Francisco lost 90,000 jobs between 2000 and 2004. The
City regained almost 48,000 jobs between 2004 and 2008 and lost about 27,000 jobs between 2008
and 2010 during the global recession.!

11 U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics:

2010, 2010 Demographic Profile Data, San Francisco County, California, 2010; U.S. Census Bureau, American

FactFinder, DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, San Francisco County, California, 2000.

U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics:

2010, 2010 Demographic Profile Data, San Francisco County, California, 2010; U.S. Census Bureau, American

FactFinder, DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, San Francisco County, California, 2000.

San Francisco Planning Department, 2017 San Francisco Housing Inventory, published April 2018.

California Employment Development Department (EDD), Labor Market Information (LMI) for San Francisco

County, California, Industry Employment Data, Annual Average Estimates 1990-2015, December 28, 2017.

These estimates of employment by place of work count part-time and full-time jobs equally. People who hold

more than one job may be counted more than once.

16 California EDD, LMI Frequently Asked Questions, 2017, http://wwuw.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/FAQs/FAQs_DD.html,
accessed on March 1, 2018.

17 There were 703,600 jobs cited in 2016, and 543,500 in 2010. Data from: California EDD, LMI for San Francisco
County, California, Industry Employment Data, Annual Average Estimates 1990-2015, December 28, 2017.

18 This estimate is about 6 percent less than ABAG's estimate for 2000; ABAG's data include classes of workers that
the Employment Development Department does not (self-employed workers, unpaid family workers, or private
household employees).

12

13
14

15

19 California EDD, LMI for San Francisco County, California, Industry Employment Data, Annual Average
Estimates 1990-2015, December 28, 2017.
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Construction employment in San Francisco has generally followed the same cycle of job gains and
losses, except that there was a much sharper decline in construction jobs in the city between 2008
and 2010 compared to jobs overall, and construction employment continued to decline in 2011,
whereas employment as a whole in the city began to increase slowly in 2011. From 2008 to 2010,
26 percent of construction jobs in the city — roughly 5,000 jobs — were lost, compared to a 5 percent
decline in all city jobs, and construction jobs declined by another 3 percent in 2011. Construction
employment began to increase in 2012; in 2014, there were 16,800 construction jobs in San Francisco,
a net loss of 2,400 construction jobs since 2008; and by 2016, this number increased to 20,400, a net
increase of 800 jobs since 2008. In a five-county subregion of the Bay Area (San Francisco, Alameda,
Contra Costa, Marin, and San Mateo counties), 37,000 construction jobs were lost between 2007 and
2010. Construction employment for the five-county region began to recover in 2011, and more than
33,000 construction jobs were added in the region between 2010 and 2016; there were 113,600
construction jobs in the five-county region in 2013, a net loss of approximately 4,000 construction jobs
compared to 2007.20

The Plan Bay Area 2040 Final report estimates that 296,000 new jobs will be added to San Francisco
between 2010 and 2040 representing 23 percent of employment growth in the nine-county area of the
Bay Area region.?!

Local Setting

The project site is located within census tract 226, which is bounded by 16th Street to the north,
I-280 to the west, 25th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east. The baseline setting
for which project impacts are assessed under this section considers the November 1, 2017, Notice
of Preparation publication date. At the time of the notice, there were three groups of existing
employees using the project site: (1) up to 10 regular or permanent employees present at the PG&E
Subarea at the General Construction Yard (currently used by PG&E for storage offices, as a
headquarters for San Francisco utility maintenance operations, gas and electric transmission, and an
electrical transmission substation); (2) temporary employees associated with hazardous material
remediation; and (3) approximately 10 temporary employees associated with the project applicant,
California Barrel Company LLC. Because remediation work is a temporary use of the site, and as
remediation must be completed prior to operation of each phase of the project, this temporary
population is not considered a potentially displaced population. Employees of the California Barrel
Company are a newly introduced population by the project and would be relocated onsite once
their current, temporary office space is required to be demolished for project construction. As such,
these are not considered an existing employee population that would be displaced.

20 California EDD, Industry Employment Data for San Francisco County, California December 28, 2017; California

EDD, Industry Employment Data for Alameda County, California, March 1, 2018a; California EDD, Industry
Employment Data for Contra Costa County, California, July 17, 2018b; California EDD, Industry Employment
Data for Marin County, California, San Rafael Metropolitan Division, July 17, 2018c; and California EDD,
Industry Employment Data for San Mateo County, California, July 17, 2018d. Data provided for San Francisco,
Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Mateo Counties are for the industry title “Mining, Logging and Construction”
and for Marin County data are provided for the industry title “Construction.”

21 ABAG and MTC, Plan Bay Area 2040 Final, adopted July, 26, 2017, Map 4.3 p. 47.
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According to the 2010 U.S. Census, census tract 226, for which the project site is located, had a total
population of 1,534 residents.?? According to the American Community Survey’s 2012-2016 five-
year survey, the population of census tract 226 was 2,080, an increase of 36 percent since 2010, for
1,006 units.?® Currently, there are no residential units on the project site.

For the purposes of this population and housing analysis, the project vicinity includes census tract
226, along with census tracts 217.02, 604, 614, and 9809, which are located, at least partially, within
approximately 0.5 miles of the project. Collectively, these five parcels contained approximately
11,028 residents in 2010, and in 2016 according to American Community Survey 2012-2016 five-
year estimates, contained 12,278 residents, in a total of 5,897 units.?#2>

4.C.3 Regulatory Framework

There are no federal regulations and only one state regulation related to population, housing, or
employment that apply to the proposed project. This section discusses state, regional, and local
regulations.

State Regulations

Senate Bill 375

Senate Bill 375 was enacted to encourage regions like the Bay Area to develop solutions to the
challenge of growing congestion, which has disproportionately affected lower-income residents
and burdened them with hours-long commutes on crowded roads, buses or trains. This bill
requires regions to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (or Alternative Planning Strategy)
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by linking growth to transit, resulting in a different
distribution of jobs and housing growth than under pre-strategy projections.

Regional Regulations

Plan Bay Area 2040 Final

Plan Bay Area 2040 Final was necessitated by the adoption of Senate Bill 375. This plan serves as the
Bay Area’s Sustainable Communities Strategy and was prepared by the Association of Bay Area
Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Commission. The Draft Plan Bay Area was published
in 2013, and the final was published July 2017. The Plan Bay Area 2040 Final provides an update to

22 U.S. Census Bureau, DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Demographic

Profile Data, Census Tract 226, San Francisco County, California, https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/
pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1&src=pt, accessed December 29, 2017.

U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, DP05 American Community
Survey Demographic and Housing Estimates, Census Tract 226, 227.02, 604, 614, 9809, San Francisco, California,
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/navljsflpages/index.xhtml#none, accessed March 1, 2018.

U.S. Census Bureau, DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Demographic
Profile Data, Census Tract 227.02, 604, 614, 9809, San Francisco, California, https:/factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/
jsflpages/index.xhtml#none, accessed March 1, 2018.

U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, DP05 American Community
Survey Demographic and Housing Estimates, Census Tract 226, 227.02, 604, 614, 9809, San Francisco, California,
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/navljsf/pages/index.xhtml#none, accessed March 1, 2018.

23

24
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Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 4.C-5 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV


https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1&src=pt
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1&src=pt
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml#none
https://%E2%80%8B/%E2%80%8Bfactfinder.census.gov/%E2%80%8Bfaces/%E2%80%8Bnav/%E2%80%8Bjsf/%E2%80%8Bpages/%E2%80%8Bindex.xhtml#none
https://%E2%80%8B/%E2%80%8Bfactfinder.census.gov/%E2%80%8Bfaces/%E2%80%8Bnav/%E2%80%8Bjsf/%E2%80%8Bpages/%E2%80%8Bindex.xhtml#none
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml#none

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.C Population and Housing

the region’s long-range transportation plan and sustainable communities strategy; it projects
household and employment growth in the Bay Area through 2040, provides a roadmap for
accommodating expected growth, and connects it all to a transportation investment strategy that
strives to move the Bay Area toward key regional goals for the environment, economy, and social
equity. Plan Bay Area 2040 Final is advisory; adherence by each jurisdiction is not compulsory.

The Plan Bay Area 2040 Final estimates approximately 137,800 additional housing units and
295,700 additional jobs will be added in San Francisco between 2010 and 2040. Household growth
would equate to roughly 17 percent of regional growth, while this job growth equates to roughly
23 percent of the total employment growth anticipated in the region.6 Plan Bay Area 2040 Final
sets out a plan to meet most of the region’s growth in Priority Development Areas, or PDAs, as
identified by local governments. Much of the eastern third of San Francisco is within various PDAs;
the project site is primarily located within the Eastern Neighborhoods PDA, (which includes East
SoMa, the Mission, Showplace Square and Potrero Hill, and the Central Waterfront)?” as well as
partially within the Port of San Francisco Waterfront PDA.

Regional Housing Need Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area: 2014-2022

The Regional Housing Need Allocation Plan is the state-mandated process to identify the total
number of housing units (by affordability level) that each jurisdiction must accommodate. As part
of this process, the California Department of Housing and Community Development identifies the
total housing need for the San Francisco Bay Area for an eight-year period (in the current cycle,
from 2015 to 2023). The Association of Bay Area Governments must then develop a methodology
to distribute this need to local governments in a manner that is consistent with the development
pattern included in the Sustainable Communities Strategy. Once a local government has received
its final allocation, it must revise its general plan housing element to accommodate its portion of
the region's housing need.

The housing allocation is expressed not only as an overall housing production target to alleviate
tight housing market conditions and reduce long-distance commuting, but also, as separate targets
for production of housing affordable to various household income categories. Based on this two-
fold expression, San Francisco’s share of the regional housing need for 2014 through 2022 is 28,869
new units, with approximately 57 percent of the target to provide affordable to households making
what is considered above moderate, or 120 percent of the area median income or less.?® This
represents a little over 15 percent of the regional total from 2014 to 2022 and amounts to a total
citywide housing production goal of affordable and market rate units of about 3,609 units per year.
San Francisco’s share of the Regional Housing Need Allocation Plan is incorporated into the City’s
2014 Housing Element (adopted in April 2015). As required by state law, the San Francisco General

26 ABAG and MTC, Plan Bay Area 2040 Final, adopted July, 26, 2017, Maps 4.2 and 4.3 p. 47.

27 City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas, http://sf-
planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1230-Eastern_Neighborhoods_Planning_Areas_Map.pdf,  accessed
July 18, 2018.

Income levels are broken into four categories: very low income is 50 percent or less of area median income, low
income is 51 to 80 percent of area median income, moderate income is 81 to 120 percent of area median income,
and above moderate is more than 120 percent of area median income. City and County of San Francisco, General
Plan Housing Element, adopted April 27, 2015, p. 1.41

28
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Plan Housing Element discusses the City’s fair share allocation of regional housing needs by
income as projected by the Association of Bay Area Governments.

Local Regulations

San Francisco General Plan

Housing Element

The 2014 Housing Element is a component of the San Francisco General Plan and establishes the
City’s overall housing policies. California State Housing Element law (California Government
Code sections 65580 et seq.) requires local jurisdictions to adequately plan for and address the
housing needs of all segments of its population in order to attain the region’s share of projected
statewide housing goals. This law requires local governments to plan for their existing and
projected housing needs by facilitating the improvement and development of housing and
removing constraints on development opportunities. San Francisco’s 2014 Housing Element was
required to plan for an existing and projected housing need of 28,869 new housing units.

The following objectives and policies of the Housing Element are relevant to the population and
housing impact analysis of the proposed project:

e Objective 1: Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet the City’s
housing needs, especially permanently affordable housing.

Policy 1.1: Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco,
especially affordable housing.

Policy 1.3: Work proactively to identify and secure opportunity sites for permanently
affordable housing.

Policy 1.4: Ensure community based planning processes are used to generate changes to
land use controls.

Policy 1.6: Consider greater flexibility in number and size of units within established
building envelopes in community based planning processes, especially if it can increase
the number of affordable units in multi-family structures.

Policy 1.8: Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly
permanently affordable housing, in new commercial, institutional or other single use
development projects.

Policy 1.9: Require new commercial development and higher educational institutions to
meet the housing they generate, particularly the need for affordable housing for lower
income workers and students.

Policy 1.10: Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where
households can easily rely on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority
of daily trips.

e Objective 4: Foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all residents across lifecycles.
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Policy 4.1: Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for
families with children.

Policy 4.4: Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing
permanently affordable rental units wherever possible.

Policy 4.5: Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the city’s
neighborhoods, and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types
provided at a range of income levels.

Policy 4.6: Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and
site capacity.

Policy 4.7: Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing,
especially affordable housing.

e Objective 11: Support and respect the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco’s
neighborhoods.

Policy 11.1: Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that
emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood
character.

Policy 11.3: Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely
impacting existing residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.4: Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential
land use and density plan and the General Plan.

Policy 11.7: Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and
ensuring consistency with historic districts.

Policy 11.8: Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and
minimize disruption caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

Policy 11.9: Foster development that strengthens local culture sense of place and history.

e Objective 12: Balance housing growth with adequate infrastructure that serves the City’s
growing population.

Policy 12.1: Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally
sustainable patterns of movement.

Policy 12.2: Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child
care, and neighborhood services, when developing new housing units.

Policy 12.3: Ensure new housing is sustainably supported by the City’s public
infrastructure systems.

e Objective 13: Prioritize sustainable development in planning for and constructing new housing.

Policy 13.1: Support “smart” regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and
transit.

Policy 13.3: Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with
transportation in order to increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.
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Central Waterfront Area Plan

The Central Waterfront Area Plan is part of the larger Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Area,
which is composed of the Mission, Central Waterfront, East SOMA, Western SoMa, and Showplace
Square/Potrero Hill neighborhoods. The Central Waterfront Area Plan was adopted by the
Planning Commission in 2008. It is bounded by Mariposa Street on the north, San Francisco Bay on
the east, Islais Creek on the south, I-280 on the west, and includes the project site (see Chapter 2,
Project Description, Figure 2-1). The Central Waterfront Area Plan identifies the project site, as the
Potrero power plant, similar to Pier 70 as playing a role in defining the Central Waterfront.
However, because the project site was considered under active operation of industrial uses at the
time of the Eastern Neighborhoods community planning process, the Central Waterfront Area Plan
does not include changes to the zoning and height controls for the project site.?

The following objectives and policies of the Central Waterfront Area Plan are relevant to the
population and housing impact analysis of the proposed project:

e Objective 2.1: Ensure that a significant percentage of new housing created in the Central
Waterfront is affordable to people with a wide range of incomes.

Policy 2.1.1: Require developers in some formerly industrial areas to contribute towards
the City’s very low, low, moderate, and middle income needs as identified in the Housing
Element of the General Plan.

Policy 2.1.2: Provide land and funding for the construction of new housing affordable to
very low and low-income households.

Policy 2.1.3: Provide units that are affordable to households at moderate and “middle
incomes” — working households earning above traditional below-market-rate thresholds
but still well below what is needed to buy a market priced home, with restrictions to ensure
affordability continues.

e Objective 2.3 Require that a significant number of units in new developments have two or
more bedrooms except senior housing and SRO [single room occupancy] developments unless
all below market rate unit are two or more bedroom units.

Policy 2.3.1: Target the provision of affordable units for families.

Policy 2.3.2: Prioritize the development of affordable family housing, both rental and
ownership, particularly along transit corridors and adjacent to community amenities.

Policy 2.3.3: Require that a significant number of units in new developments have two or
more bedrooms, except Senior Housing and SRO developments.

Policy 2.3.4: Encourage the creation of family supportive services, such as child care
facilities, parks and recreation, or other facilities, in affordable housing or mixed-use
developments.

Policy 2.3.5: Explore a range of revenue-generating tools including impact fees, public
funds and grants, assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund
community and neighborhood improvements.

29 City and County of San Francisco, Central Waterfront Area Plan, December 2008, p. 8.
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Policy 2.3.6: Establish an impact fee to be allocated towards an Eastern Neighborhoods
Public Benefit Fund to mitigate the impacts of new development on transit, pedestrian,
bicycle, and street improvements, park and recreational facilities, and community facilities
such as libraries, child care and other neighborhood services in the area.

¢ Objective 2.4 Lower the cost of the production of housing.

Policy 2.4.1: Require developers to separate the cost of parking from the cost of housing in
both for sale and rental developments.

Policy 2.4.2: Revise residential parking requirements so that structured or off-street
parking is permitted up to specified maximum amounts in certain districts, but is not
required.

Policy 2.4.3: Encourage construction of units that are “affordable by design.”

e Objective 2.6 Continue and expand the City’s effort to increase permanently affordable
housing production and availability.

Policy 2.6.1: Continue and strengthen innovative programs that help to make both rental
and ownership housing more affordable and available.

Other Local Regulations

Jobs Housing Linkage Program

The Jobs-Housing Linkage Program was first implemented in 1985 as the Office-Affordable
Housing Production Program as one means by which the impacts of Downtown office employment
growth would be managed and mitigated. The original exaction was limited to Downtown
(C-3 Zoning Districts) office development. The program was updated and expanded in 1997. The
Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis prepared in 1997 for the City demonstrated the relationship between
all types of new commercial development and the need for affordable housing.’ The Jobs-Housing
Linkage Program analyzes the relationships among construction of new non-residential buildings,
added employment, increased demand for affordable housing, and assesses fees based on the costs
of addressing the additional demands for affordable housing.

Policy 1.9 of the 2014 Housing Element calls for enforcement and monitoring of the Jobs-Housing
Linkage Program, requiring that new commercial development (as well as institutions of higher
education) in the City provide affordable housing or pay an in-lieu fee to meet the housing need
attributable to employment or student population growth and new commercial development,
particularly the demand for new housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households.
The current Jobs-Housing Linkage Program applies to office and other types of developments. The
program is incorporated into section 413 of the planning code. This provision would apply to the
project, and could be modified by the project’s development agreement.

30 Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. and Gabriel Roche, Inc., Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis, City of San Francisco, July
1997. Prepared for the Office of Affordable Housing Production Program, City and County of San Francisco.
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Residential Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

San Francisco's Inclusionary Housing Program, requires new residential projects of 10 or more
units to pay an affordable housing fee, or meet the inclusionary requirement by providing a
percentage of the units as below market rate units at a price that is affordable to low or middle income
households, either onsite within the project, or offsite at another location in the city. The program
is governed by San Francisco Planning Code section 415 and the Inclusionary Housing Program
Procedures Manual, and is administered by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community
Development and the Planning Department.3! This provision would apply to the project, and could
be modified by the project’s development agreement.

4.C.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Criteria

The criteria for determining the significance of impacts in this analysis are consistent with the
environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which has been modified by the
San Francisco Planning Department. For the purpose of this analysis, the following applicable
criteria were used to determine whether implementing the proposed project would result in a
significant impact on population and housing. Implementation of the proposed project would have
a significant effect on population and housing if the project would:

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

e Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing; or

e Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.

Approach to Analysis

CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e) notes that an economic or social change by itself would not be
considered a significant effect on the environment. Economic and social changes are only
considered under CEQA to the extent that they may lead to adverse physical impacts on the
environment, such as the construction of replacement housing necessitated by the displacement of
substantial numbers of people. Moreover, population growth is considered in the context of local
and regional plans and population, housing, and employment projections. The following analysis

31 The Inclusionary Housing Program has been in effect since 2002. On July 18, 2017, the board of supervisors
unanimously approved legislation (Board File No. 161351) to significantly revise the key requirements and
provisions contained in section 415 of the planning code, including as they apply to "grandfathered" projects
currently in the development pipeline. The legislation was signed into law by Mayor Ed Lee on July 27, 2017
and become effective on August 26, 2017. Additional trailing legislation (Board File No. 170834) came into effect
on December 3, 2017 to make a handful of technical changes to planning code section 415; including but not
limited to the application of the Inclusionary Program in the Transbay Redevelopment Area and in certain areas
including the Mission Plan Area, and how new requirements for feasibility studies of significant re-zoning
actions will apply.
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therefore considers whether the population and household growth that would occur with
implementation of the proposed project (either directly or indirectly) would lead to unplanned
growth that could in turn result in adverse physical environmental impacts. This analysis presents
the surrounding environment, or the project vicinity of census tracts 226, 217.02, 604, 614, and 9809
for a local comparison. Much of this area is a priority development area.

Criteria Not Analyzed

Due to the project location, there would be no impact related to the following topics for the reasons
described below:

o Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating construction of
replacement housing. The project would be located at existing, mostly vacant industrial sites
that are bordered by non-residential land uses and San Francisco Bay; it would not displace
any housing and therefore would not necessitate construction of replacement housing.
Therefore, this criterion related to housing displacement does not apply and is not addressed
further in this section.

o Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating construction of replacement housing.
The project would be located at existing, mostly vacant industrial sites that are bordered by
non-residential land uses and San Francisco Bay; it would not displace any people and
therefore would not necessitate construction of replacement housing. Therefore, this criterion
related to population displacement does not apply and is not addressed further in this section.

Project Features

The population and housing impact analysis considers the proposed project as a whole; individual
project components or features are not relevant to the analysis. The flexible land use program, as
described in Section 4.A, Impact Overview, permits either residential or commercial uses on certain
blocks on the project site (referred to as “flex blocks,” see Figure 2-5 in Chapter 2, Project
Description). The ultimate type and amount of land use of these blocks would depend on market
conditions and feasibility of remediating to a residential standard. As indicated in Section 4.A,
Impact Overview, total employment under the proposed project would be approximately 4,747
employees, with approximately 6,088 residents. When considering the range of variability with the
flex blocks under a maximum residential scenario, total employment would be approximately
3,923 employees, with approximately 6,842 residents. Under a maximum office scenario, total
employment would be approximately 5,524 employees, with approximately 5,541 residents; (for a
summary of employment by scenario and corresponding land use, see Table 4.A-1, Proposed
Project Scenarios and Potential Population). While the proposed project is the preferred breakdown
of uses within the project site, because of the potential for flex blocks to result in a modified
breakdown of final uses, this analysis considers the worst-case scenario on a topic-by-topic basis
as follows to provide a singular conservative project analysis. As shown in Table 4.A-1, a maximum
residential scenario would provide the highest residential population, while a maximum office
scenario would introduce the highest number of employees.

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 4.C-12 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.C Population and Housing

Methodology for Analysis of Construction Impacts

The evaluation of the potential for project construction to induce substantial direct population
growth (significance criteria bullet one) compares the number of construction jobs that would be
generated by the project to the size of the local and regional labor force. This comparison provides
a means to assess whether project construction jobs are likely to be filled primarily by the local and
regional labor force or to attract substantial numbers of construction workers from outside the
region. If the available local and regional labor force project construction jobs would be sufficient
to fill the project construction jobs for the duration of the construction period, then construction
impacts related to population growth would be less than significant. For purposes of this analysis,
the size of the local and regional labor force is based on the number of people working in construction
jobs in San Francisco and the four surrounding counties: San Mateo, Marin, Alameda, and Contra
Costa counties.

To determine if project construction would create a demand for additional housing, this analysis
assumes that the attraction of a substantial number of construction workers from outside the area
would be expected to create demand for additional housing for such workers. On the other hand,
workers from within the region would be expected to commute to project-generated construction
jobs and not require additional housing.

Methodology for Analysis of Operational Impacts

This analysis evaluates the potential for project operations to induce substantial population growth
or to create a demand for additional, off-site housing. In both cases, the analysis considers the
worst-case foreseeable scenario of the total number of residents and employees generated by the
project.

For the analysis of operational impacts, direct population growth refers to the residents of the
newly developed housing units and the people who would be employed by the proposed land
uses at the project site. Indirect or secondary growth refers to the population associated with
development that could occur as infrastructure is expanded to previously unserved or underserved
areas. This type of growth typically occurs in suburban and rural areas adjacent to or near
undeveloped lands and is not applicable to the project site, which is located in a built-up urban
environment that is already largely served by existing infrastructure.

The Association of Bay Area Governments projections are used to analyze whether the growth
caused by the project would be within planned growth projections. Specifically, U.S. Census and
the association projections (under the Plan Bay Area 2040 Final) for 2015 are used to represent
existing (baseline) conditions, and projections for 2040 are used to represent future planned
conditions. Population increases that substantially exceed projected growth and that could not be
accommodated by existing or planned infrastructure would be considered a significant impact
under CEQA. The 2010 U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey, 2014 San Francisco
General Plan Housing Element, the Association of Bay Area Government’s Regional Housing Need
Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area: 2014-2022, and Plan Bay Area 2040 Final were used to prepare
this analysis because they are the most recent data consistently available for the project site across
all population, employment, and housing indices.
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Residential Population Growth

Based on the project features and population generation rates, as presented in Table 4.A-1, the
project would directly lead to the highest population under the maximum residential scenario, which
could introduce as many as 3,014 housing units, for an estimated residential population of 6,842.
This increase in residential population would result in a significant impact if the increase would
substantially exceed projected or planned residential growth, and would not be accommodated by
existing or planned infrastructure or services.

Employment Growth

As presented on Table 4.A-1, the project would generate the highest number of employees under
a maximum office scenario, for an estimated 5,524 employees at project completion.

Project-generated employment growth would represent a significant impact if the growth would
substantially exceed the employment growth anticipated by the City or region (i.e., ABAG), and
would not be accommodated by existing or planned services, infrastructure or regional housing
projections.

Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts

Plan Bay Area 2040 Final calls for an increasing percentage of Bay Area growth to occur as infill
development in areas with good transit access and where services necessary to daily living are
provided in proximity to housing and jobs. With its abundant transit service and mixed-use
neighborhoods, San Francisco is expected to accommodate an increasing share of future regional
growth. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(1)(B), this cumulative analysis relies
on population forecasts presented in the Plan Bay Area 2040 Final, Land Use Modeling Report. The
report contains an appendix with household and employment forecasts by jurisdiction and county.
The Association of Bay Area Governments forecasts consider the San Francisco County PDAs,
which consist of multiple parcels and developments that are currently in various stages of the
entitlement process, construction, and occupation. Specifically, the project site is partially located
within the Port of San Francisco PDA and Eastern Neighborhood PDA identified in Plan Bay Area
2040 Final.3? Therefore, the Plan Bay Area 2040 Final citywide projections provide the context for
the population and housing cumulative analysis.

In order to assess whether a cumulative impact would occur, the analysis considers those projects
within a quarter mile of the project and slightly beyond that are currently under construction, have
received entitlements or building permits, or are under review, as presented in Table 4.A-2. The
combined growth (residential population, employment, and housing demand) from these projects
is calculated and compared to the Plan Bay Area 2040 Final citywide projections. By 2040, these
projects and the residential and employee populations related to these projects would contribute
to the cumulative development in the project vicinity.

The project would generate a cumulatively significant impact to cumulative population growth
should the cumulative residential or employment growth substantially exceed planned growth,

32 ABAG, Plan Bay Area, Priority Development Area Showcase, http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/, accessed March 1, 2018.
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and the project’s contribution to that growth also be significant such that the growth could not be
accommodated by existing services and infrastructure.

Jobs-Housing Balance

While regional and local governments may use jobs-housing balance as a planning tool to weigh
particular policy outcomes, it does not necessarily imply a physical change to the environment or
relate to any recognized criteria under CEQA. Due to comments raised during the scoping period
for this EIR, jobs-housing balance is discussed following the cumulative impacts for informational
purposes. For local and regional land use planning purposes, the balance between jobs and housing
is assessed on citywide and regional scales, rather than on a project-by-project basis.

Impact Evaluation
Construction Impact

Impact PH-1: Construction of the proposed project would not induce substantial
population growth in an area. (Less than Significant)

Project construction would take approximately 15 years, though the work is considered temporary,
as not all workers would remain on the project through all phases. During the construction period,
the average and peak number of construction workers employed daily would be 154 and 401,
respectively (refer to Table 2-3 in Chapter 2, Project Description). According to the California
Employment Development Department, about 20,400 people worked in construction jobs in
San Francisco in 2016 and 113,600 people worked in construction jobs in San Francisco and the four
surrounding counties (San Mateo, Marin, Alameda, and Contra Costa).33 The peak number of
construction jobs — 401 jobs — would represent 2.0 percent of the construction jobs in San Francisco
in 2016 and 0.4 percent of the construction jobs in the five-county region in 2016; in addition, 401
jobs would be substantially fewer than the 7,170 new construction jobs that the Association of Bay
Area Governments estimates will be added in San Francisco between 2010 and 2020,%* a projection
that is also cited in the San Francisco General Plan Housing Element.?> Given the size of the
regional construction work force compared to the number of workers that would be needed for
project construction, even during peak construction periods, project construction workers would
likely be drawn primarily from the local and regional construction work force. Project construction
workers who do not live in the project vicinity would likely commute from elsewhere in the city
or Bay Area rather than relocate from more distant cities or towns. Consequently, construction of
the Potrero Power Station project would not induce population growth by attracting a substantial
number of construction workers from outside the region to relocate to the area, and therefore,
project construction would not create demand for additional housing or other facilities and services

33 California EDD, Industry Employment Data for San Francisco County, California July 17, 2015a; California EDD,

Industry Employment Data for Alameda County, California, July 17, 2015b; California EDD Industry Employment
Data for Contra Costa County, California, July 17, 2015¢; California EDD, Industry Employment Data for Marin
County, California, San Rafael Metropolitan Division, July 17, 2015d; California EDD, Industry Employment Data
for San Mateo County, California, July 17, 2015e.

34 Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2013, December 2013.
35 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, 2014 Housing Element, adopted April 27, 2015.
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associated with growth. Therefore, the growth-inducing impact of Potrero Power Station project
construction would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Operational Impacts

Impact PH-2: Operation of the proposed project would not induce substantial population
growth in an area. (Less than Significant)

Residential Population Growth

Under the proposed project, the greatest population increase for purposes of CEQA environmental
review would occur under the maximum residential scenario, which could result in 3,014
residential units and a population of 6,842 (see Section 4.A, Table 4.A-1). The 3,014 units would
represent an approximately 51 percent increase in the total number of units compared with the
estimated 5,897 units currently located in the project vicinity (based on the 2012-2016 U.S. Census,
as described above in subsection 4.C.2, Local Setting). The addition of approximately 6,842 new
residents would represent an approximately 56 percent increase for the project vicinity, which
currently has an estimated 12,278 residents (based on the 2012-2016 U.S. Census, as described
above in Section 4.C.2, Local Setting). Although the addition of approximately 6,842 new residents
would be substantial for the project area, it would be not be substantial for the City as a whole, as
it would represent approximately 2.4 percent of the projected increase in citywide population
growth of 280,465 persons between 2010 and 2040 (from 805,235 in 2010 to 1,085,700 in 2040), and
less than 1 percent of the projected increase in the Bay Area-wide population growth of
approximately 2.1 million persons over the same time period.

Similarly, the proposed number of residents would not be considered a substantial adverse impact
in and of itself for the following reasons: the site is located in proximity to a major transit corridor
and highways (I-280 and 1-101) and is served by existing transportation infrastructure such as
streets, light and heavy rail (Muni, Bart, Caltrain). The site is also located near major employment
centers (e.g., the project site itself, the adjacent Pier 70 site, the nearby Mission Bay area, and
Downtown San Francisco); the vicinity is within an area that is currently programed for higher
residential densities in city and regional planning documents; and the site is identified in City and
regional planning documents as an area designated to accommodate a substantial proportion of
the city’s future residential growth. Development of residential uses in this area would conform
with the Association of Bay Area Government’s and the City’s designations of the Eastern
Neighborhood and Port of San Francisco as two of 12 PDAs served by existing and planned
utilities, infrastructure, and transit, and which have the potential to accommodate an increase in
population and housing growth in the City and Bay Area. The project would have a less-than-
significant impact on residential population growth.

Employment Growth

Total operational employment at build out by land use, as presented on Table 4.A-1, shows that
the project would generate the highest number of employees under a maximum office scenario —

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 4.C-16 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.C Population and Housing

approximately 5,524 employees at project completion. Between 2010 and 2040, Plan Bay Area 2040
Final forecasts that the number of total jobs in the city will increase from 576,800 to 872,500, or a
total growth of 295,700 new jobs. Of this growth, the report indicates that 267,700 new jobs will be
located in PDAs. The projected employment increase at the project site would represent
approximately 1.9 percent of this increase or a total of approximately 0.6 percent of jobs in the City
in 2040. While noticeable in a local level, on a citywide basis, this incremental increase in
employment would not be significant, and would not exceed the employment growth identified
by the Association of Bay Area Governments. This growth is therefore, anticipated under current
planning goals created for the City, and employment growth generated by the project would thus
have a less-than-significant impact.

Under the proposed project with a maximum residential scenario, there would be fewer employees
than described above, and would similarly provide employment meeting and not in excess of that
planned by the City and region.

Conclusion

In summary, while operation of the proposed project would result in an increased population in
the project vicinity, this growth would be consistent with the City’s and regional plans for growth
in the area, and as addressed elsewhere in Chapter 4 of this EIR and in Sections E. Evaluation of
Environmental Effects of the attached initial study, this growth can be accommodated with existing
and planned services and infrastructure. Furthermore, the project would contribute to meeting the
regional housing needs goal and would provide employment consistent with Citywide and
regional planning growth projections. Therefore, the growth-inducing impact of Potrero Power
Station project operations would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
to significant cumulative population and housing impacts. (Less than Significant)

Residential Population Growth

Up to 3,014 new residential units would be developed under a maximum residential scenario,
which would result in approximately 6,842 new residents at the project site. Future residential
growth from cumulative projects in the project vicinity would total approximately 15,892 residents
in 7,001 units. San Francisco is expected to reach 483,700 households by 2040, with citywide growth
of 137,800 new units from 2010 to 2040. Much of this growth, as identified under Impact PH-2,
would take place in PDAs. Under the Plan Bay Area 2040 Final report (p.35.), of the 137,800 units,
127,700 units would be located in PDAs such as the project site.

Thus, a maximum residential scenario in combination with cumulative projects would provide
approximately 7.3 percent (approximately 3,014 + 7,001 = 10,015 units) of the total number of units
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required to meet the regional housing need (137,800 new units) and an estimated 22,734 (6,842 +
15,863) new residents. The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would therefore be within the planned growth and would
not contribute to significant unplanned population growth.

Employment Growth

Total project operational employment at build out would generate the highest number of employees
under a maximum office scenario, which would result in approximately 5,524 employees at project
completion. Future employment growth by cumulative projects would total approximately 19,542
jobs. Together, the cumulative employment is estimated to be 25,066 jobs.

Between 2010 and 2040, ABAG Plan Bay Area 2040 forecasts that the number of total jobs in the
City will increase from 576,800 to 872,500, or a total growth of 295,700 jobs. Of this growth, Plan
Bay Area indicates that 267,700 new jobs will be located in PDAs. The proposed project under the
maximum office scenario, in addition to the cumulative projects would generate approximately
25,066 jobs, which represents nearly 8.5 percent of the anticipated employment growth in
San Francisco through 2040 (296,000 jobs), Thus, the proposed project in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would be within the planned
growth and would not contribute to significant unplanned employment growth.

Therefore, the population and housing impact of the Potrero Power Station project operations to
cumulative growth would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Supplemental Information

Jobs-Housing Balance

The balance between jobs and housing is assessed on citywide and regional scales, rather than on
a project-by-project basis. The proposed project would result in 4,747 new jobs and 2,682 new
housing units. This would result in a 0.0067 percent increase in jobs, and 0.0068 percent increase in
housing within San Francisco.3¢ This relatively equal increase in number of jobs and housing units
would not substantially change, or worsen an imbalance of jobs to housing.

While regional and local governments may use jobs-housing balance as a planning tool to weigh
particular policy outcomes, it does not necessarily imply a physical change to the environment or
relate to any recognized criteria under CEQA. Due to comments raised during the scoping period
for this EIR, the jobs-housing balance is discussed here for informational purposes.

The non-residential development at the project site would be subject to San Francisco’s Jobs-
Housing Linkage Fee (Planning Code section 413 et seq.) and could be modified by the project’s

36 Employment growth is based on EDD LMI data of 703,600 jobs, and housing growth is based upon 2017
San Francisco Housing Inventory report of 392,000 housing units, refer to section Setting for additional description.
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development agreement. The fee would apply to the gross square feet of new office, retail, and
restaurant uses to mitigate the impact of employment growth on housing supply and affordability.
The Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee revenue would be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing
Fund to be used to increase the supply of affordable housing in San Francisco. For the reasons
stated above, a maximum office scenario would not create a substantial demand for housing that
could not be accommodated by on-site residential development and by anticipated citywide and
regional development, including affordable housing that would be developed as a result of Jobs-
Housing Linkage Fee revenue.
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4.D Historic Architectural Resources

4.D.1 Introduction

Section 4.D, Historic Architectural Resources, describes historic architectural resources on the
project site, identifies potential historic architectural resources near the project site, evaluates
potential direct and indirect impacts to historic architectural resources that could result from the
proposed project, and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potential adverse impacts.
Project-related impacts to archeological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources are
addressed in Appendix B, Initial Study, of this environmental impact report (EIR). Supplemental
supporting information on historic architectural resources is contained in Appendix I of this EIR.

4.D.2 Environmental Setting

Definitions and Data Sources

An historical resource is defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a) as one that is listed in, or
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (California
Register). In addition, a resource that (i) is identified as significant in a local register of historical
resources, such as article 10 and/or article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code or (ii) is deemed
significant due to its identification in a historical resources survey meeting the requirements of
California Public Resources Code section 5024.1(g) is presumed to be a historical resource “unless
the preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or culturally
significant.” CEQA section 21084.1 also permits a lead agency to determine that a resource
constitutes a historical resource even if the resource does not meet the foregoing criteria.

For the purposes of this EIR, the term, historic architectural resource, is used to distinguish such
resources from archeological resources, which may also be considered historical resources under
CEQA. Archeological resources, including archeological resources that are potentially historical
resources under to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, are addressed in Appendix B, Initial Study,
of this EIR.

The information and analysis included in this section are based on the Potrero Power Station
Mixed-Use Development Project Archeological Sensitivity Assessment (ASA) prepared by ESA;!
the Potrero Power Station Final Historic Resource Evaluation, Parts 1 and 2 (HRE) prepared by
Page & Turnbull;2 and the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) prepared by the San
Francisco Planning Department.? The HRE and HRER are included with this EIR in Appendix I,
Historic Resource Evaluation.

ESA, Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project, City and County of San Francisco, Archeological
Sensitivity Assessment, 2018.
Page & Turnbull, Potrero Power Station Final Historic Resource Evaluation, Parts 1 and 2, 2018.

3 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Potrero Power Station Development
Project, August, 2018 (see Appendix I).
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Historical Background

Site History: Early Industries at Potrero Point

Initial recorded development of the project site occurred in the years following the Gold Rush. The
discovery of gold in the Sierra Nevada in 1848 produced a major population increase in northern
California as immigrants poured into the territory seeking gold or associated opportunities. Before
the Gold Rush, San Francisco was a small community with a population of approximately 800.
With the discovery of gold and the sudden influx of thousands of newcomers, a city of canvas and
wood sprang up around Yerba Buena Cove and on the surrounding sand dunes and hills.

To accommodate the growing population, the city spread out in all directions. During the Gold
Rush period, Potrero Point—a hilly peninsula on San Francisco Bay that would later be graded and
filled and would be the location of the project site—was far south of the sparsely populated
southern edge of development, which was concentrated to the north around Yerba Buena Cove and
Mission Bay. According to G.R. Dow:

“Since the promontory of Potrero Point rose steeply from the waters of San Francisco Bay, it
was one of the few places along San Francisco’s bay-side shoreline where deep water lay
close to shore. This natural advantage was hindered by the lack of level land at Potrero Point,
thus slowing the development of the area until other alternatives had been exhausted.”*

Historical maps and charts of San Francisco indicate that, at the time of the Gold Rush and in the
decade following, land reclamation off-shore of Potrero Point had not yet begun, and the eastern
and southwestern portions of the project site remained submerged in San Francisco Bay.

Gunpowder Production

The combination of distance from the populated areas of San Francisco to the north and lack of
level ground resulted in the project site remaining largely undeveloped throughout the 1850s.
From the 1850s through 1881, buildings located at Potrero Point were used to store black
gunpowder, which was used for hard rock mining in the Sierra Nevada and street grading in
San Francisco. The project site’s isolation and deep-water access made it an ideal location for
storing such a dangerous commodity as gunpowder. Powder magazines operated by the E.I. du
Pont de Nemours and Hazard Powder companies may have employed Chinese laborers.

Hazard Powder Company’s two-story storage building, constructed in 1855 or 1856 south of the
Gibbons and Lammot facility, measured 30 by 50 feet and could hold nearly 400 tons of
gunpowder. The company also built a wharf that ultimately extended some 500 feet into
San Francisco Bay. As depicted on the 1869-1872 tidelands map, only a portion of the Hazard
Powder magazine was located within the project site. The majority of the magazine, as well as its
adjacent wharf, were located south of the project site. After 1881, both gunpowder manufacturers
sold their plants to industrialist Claus Spreckels and moved east to Contra Costa County.

4 Dow, Gerald Robert, Bay Fill in San Francisco: A History of Change, Master’s Thesis, Department of History,

California State University, San Francisco, CA, 1973, p. 145.

Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Draft EIR 4.D-2 October 2018
Case No. 2017-011878ENV



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.D Historic Architectural Resources

Rope-Making

In 1856 the San Francisco Cordage Manufactory (renamed the Tubbs Cordage Company in 1889)
established the West Coast’s first rope-making facility, known as a ropewalk, immediately west of
the project site. Alfred L. Tubbs built a manufacturing plant near the present-day intersection of
Indiana and Tubbs streets, several blocks inland from the water’s edge and outside the project site.
The facility initially included a 1,000-foot ropewalk (an enclosed building used for making rope)
that extended to the bay shore and ended in a short wharf that did not extend into the project site.
A later extension of the ropewalk and wharf did extend into the southwest corner of the project site.

By 1867, the ropewalk had been extended to more than 1,500 feet in length, and it projected well
into San Francisco Bay and into the southwest corner of the project site on 23rd Street. Where the
ropewalk crossed Third Street, a block west of the project site, a bridge was constructed over it. In
1900, the Tubbs Cordage Company’s ropewalk remained about 1,400 feet long, as it had since the
late 1860s, and it still extended into the southwest corner of the project site along 23rd Street. As the
city grade gradually increased and fill was placed in the vicinity, the ropewalk was nearly buried.
The ropewalk was covered with wood planks and pavement where it crossed Third Street and built
on piles where it extended into the bay. The ropewalk extended into the project site until at least
1905. By 1913, the Sanborn map indicates the Tubbs Cordage Company ropewalk had been
shortened so that it no longer extended east past Third Street, and a concrete cap was constructed
on the building’s east side. The 1913 Sanborn map shows that the entire length of 23rd Street had
been filled by that time as well.

Shipbuilding

By the early 1860s, the City’s early wood shipbuilders had abandoned the crowded shoreline
along Steamboat Point in San Francisco’s South of Market district for the deep waters and vacant
lands around Potrero Point. John North, a Norwegian shipbuilder who immigrated to
San Francisco in 1848, was the first shipbuilder to relocate in 1861, and he was followed by
others. A portion of North’s shipyard was located within the northern part of the project site.

North’s shipyard at Potrero Point, located at the foot of what is now 22nd Street, built many
kinds of vessels, but was primarily focused on building wood-hulled steamers for use in
San Francisco Bay and inland waterways. In total, 53 steamers and 273 other vessels were built
there. Sometime before 1869, North sold the shipyard and returned to Norway. North’s shipyard
continued to operate under new ownership at the same location until the 1890s.

North’s shipyard is depicted on a number of historical maps of Potrero Point. The 1869 U.S. Coast
Survey (the predecessor to the U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey) chart shows a structure and
marine railway associated with North’s shipyard just north of the project site, at the foot of
present-day 22nd Street. The 1869 salt marsh and tidelands map also identifies North’s wharf and
shipyard, including an engine house, marine railway and wharf just north of the project site, and
a structure labeled as “North’s Shop” just within the northern boundary of the project site.

When shipbuilders began to move from Steamboat Point to Potrero Point in the early 1860s, it
attracted a significant residential labor force to the area. The influx of immigrant laborers
accelerated after the completion of the Long Bridge in 1867 and the opening of the Pacific Rolling
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Mills north of the project site in 1868. A large number of the workers attracted to the area were
Irish immigrants, and the residential neighborhood that evolved around the industrial complex
on Potrero Point became known as Irish Hill. Irish Hill was crowded with boardinghouses,
saloons, and hotels. The 1869 U.S. Coast Survey map is the first to depict the Irish Hill residential
neighborhood, which included the northwest portion of the project site.

Barrel Production

The California Barrel Company’s first factory was constructed on the project site in 1883.5 The
company’s principal consumer was the adjacent California Sugar Refinery to the east (described
below under Site History: Sugar Refinery); it also served a variety of San Francisco breweries,
wineries, and distilleries. The barrel factory is depicted on the 1886 Sanborn map and consisted of
the factory itself, a boiler room, and three large warehouses for cooperage stock.

At the turn of the twentieth century, the California Barrel Company moved its facility to the corner
of 23rd and Illinois streets, in the northwest corner of the project site, but buildings at the former
location west of the sugar refinery were still present in 1900. The 1900 Sanborn map shows the
California Barrel Company occupying only the northern portion of the parcel, while the southern
half of the parcel was occupied by the Pacific Refining and Roofing Company, which advertised
roofing materials including building paper, tarred felts, roof paints, roofing pitch, and coal tar. By
1905, the California Barrel Company had expanded to occupy the roofing company space. The
California Barrel Company was present there from 1900 to 1956, after which the factory was
demolished.

Site History: Sugar Refinery

The California Sugar Refinery (renamed Western Sugar Refinery in 1891) opened a new plant at
Potrero Point in 1881 to take advantage of the deep water immediately offshore to accommodate
ships arriving with sugar cane from Hawaii. The refinery was built by Claus Spreckels, a prominent
West Coast industrial capitalist. The new refinery occupied five blocks inclusive of the project site
and was located immediately south of the San Francisco Gas Light Company, described below
under “Site History: Power Generation.” At least three of the blocks were tidelands that were filled
for the construction project. The main refinery facilities included a large plank wharf along the bay
shore on its eastern edge; a number of large warehouses and sheds, a melt/filter house, a sugar
refinery, a wash house, a char house, a battery of 22 coal-fired steam boilers to power the facility,
and a large coal bunker along the northern boundary supplied by an elevated tramway from the
wharf. The western part of the facility included storage facilities, a pipe and boiler shop, a tin and
sheet iron shop, a blacksmith, a machine shop, and a carpenter and pattern shop. Water was
supplied to the refinery from a 1.7-million-gallon reservoir set on a bluff to the northwest of the
refinery.

Residential dwelling units (a small portion of the Irish Hill residential neighborhood) remained
in the northwest portion of the project site throughout the remainder of the nineteenth century.

5 The historical California Barrel Company, although the namesake of the project sponsor, is unrelated to the

sponsor.
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The 1883 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey map depicts the residences just northwest of the
San Francisco Gas Light Company gas holders, and the 1886 Sanborn map provides a detailed
view of the dwellings adjacent to the northern side of the California Sugar Refinery reservoir,
south of Sierra (22nd) Street. These dwellings persisted into the twentieth century but were
eventually demolished, and the area was excavated to make way for a Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) gas holder, built in the 1920s to replace the sugar refinery reservoir.

The northwestern portion of the project site underwent significant changes during the 1910s and
1920s. During this period, the Western Sugar Refining Company’s 1.7-million-gallon water
reservoir was demolished, along with the remnants of the southernmost portion of the Irish Hill
residential neighborhood located within the project site. The last remaining residences on Irish
Hill were removed by 1920. In their place, a 10-million-cubic-foot gas holder was constructed,
which dominated this part of the project site until the 1980s when it was demolished.

Additional changes were made in the early twentieth century to the Western Sugar Refinery,
which occupied the entire southeastern part of the project site. Between 1900 and 1913, the large
coal bunker on the northern edge of the sugar refinery was replaced by a large warehouse. In
1915, a new ten-story sugar refinery building was built west of the existing refinery building,
which came to be known as the Sugar House. It had a 16,300 square-foot footprint and a below-
grade basement. Although numerous changes were made to operations at the Western Sugar
Refinery during the twentieth century, the facility itself was never modernized and was
eventually allowed to deteriorate. In the 1920s, several of the older wood-frame sugar
warehouses were demolished and were replaced with modern concrete warehouses—two of
which still survive at 435 23rd Street, across 23rd Street from the project site.

In 1949, the California and Hawaiian (C&H) Sugar Refining Corporation bought out Spreckels’s
plant and concluded that the existing sugar refinery facilities were too antiquated to be profitably
modernized. The 1950 Sanborn map reflects the change in ownership to C&H and depicts the
plant just prior to its near-complete demolition in the 1950s. When C&H shut down the refinery
around 1950, PG&E purchased the site to expand its power plant operations.

Site History: Power Generation

The City Gas Company was one of the first industries to take advantage of newly-reclaimed land
within the project site. It started construction on a gas works (a facility used to produce
flammable gas by heating coal, a product known as manufactured gas) in the northeast portion of
the project site in 1870 and opened the facility in 1872. According to Dow, the facility:

“was located on an area the size of four city blocks at the foot of Humbolt [sic] Street in the
southeastern portion of the peninsula, including two blocks covered by water. The record is
not clear whether these two blocks were filled at the time of the building of the gasworks;
however, it seems likely that a pier of that size would have been constructed in preference to
filling the land and building on it.”®

®  Dow, Gerald Robert, Bay Fill in San Francisco: A History of Change, Master’s Thesis, Department of History,

California State University, San Francisco, CA, 1973, p. 148.
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In 1873, the City Gas Company merged with two other San Francisco gas works companies to
form the San Francisco Gas Light Company, which occupied almost the entire northern half of
the project site. The gas works included, among other facilities, coal sheds adjacent to
San Francisco Bay for convenient unloading of coal from cargo ships, retort houses used to heat
coal and produce gas, a purifying house, and two gas holders (large, above-ground tanks) that
could contain a half million cubic feet of gas each. The 1886 Sanborn fire insurance map indicates
that the two gas holders had been constructed on a level area excavated from the original hillside.

Historical maps indicate that relatively minor physical changes occurred on Potrero Point
between the publishing of the 1886 and 1900 Sanborn maps. The 1900 Sanborn map indicates that
the San Francisco Gas Light Company (later renamed San Francisco Gas and Electric Company)
and the Western Sugar Refining Company facilities had expanded slightly within the footprints
previously depicted on the 1886 Sanborn map.

A notation on the 1900 Sanborn map indicates the former location of the California Barrel
Company on the west side of the Western Sugar Refinery was being excavated for the
Independent Electric Light and Power Company’s electric generating plant. In 1901, Claus
Spreckels purchased the California Barrel Company site adjacent to the Western Sugar Refinery
and demolished the buildings to construct an electric generating station operated by his
Independent Gas and Power Company. The gas-fired, steam-powered station (later to be called
“Station A”) consisted of turbine and boiler halls, as well as accessory shops and offices. It also had
two large gas holders along Michigan Street on its western edge.

By the end of 1903, the purchase and consolidation of various corporations, including Spreckels’s
Independent Electric Light and Power Company and Independent Gas and Power Company,
resulted in the San Francisco Gas and Electric Company owning Potrero Point’s Station A, along
with the gas works. PG&E was formed in October 1905 through a merger of the San Francisco Gas
and Electric Company and the California Gas and Electric Company. The relatively new Station A
was PG&E’s largest steam plant, providing most of the electrical power for the City of
San Francisco from 1902 to 1915. Station A underwent many renovations throughout the twentieth
century, and was in operation until 1983 when PG&E removed it from service.

Beginning in 1951, PG&E demolished the antiquated buildings of the C&H Sugar Refining
Corporation sugar refinery and sold machinery parts for scrap. It then built the new buildings
and structures necessary for its expanding power station. Although PG&E demolished all other
sugar refinery buildings on the project site, it retained the 1915 Sugar House building, which was
used throughout the latter half of the twentieth century for office space and records storage. The
ten-story Sugar House was demolished in 1995, following damage sustained during the 1989
Loma Prieta earthquake.

In 1965, PG&E built a new steam plant on the eastern portion of the project site that included the
Unit 3 Power Block and its accompanying Boiler Stack near the water’s edge. In that same year,
the Station A Boiler Hall was demolished, which removed more than fifty percent of the original
Station A plant. PG&E’s expansion eastward onto the former sugar refinery site during the 1960s
also included demolition of its outmoded gas manufacturing buildings and gas holders located
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north of Station A and the sugar refinery buildings. PG&E constructed three large fuel oil tanks
(Fuel Storage Tanks 3, 4, and 5) on the former site of the gas works in the 1960s. These were
demolished in 2017.

Description of the Potrero Power Station

As noted, when built, Station A included both a Turbine Hall and a Boiler Hall, as well as other
smaller structures. The Turbine Hall is a four-story, unreinforced brick structure some 65 feet in
height (nearly 80 feet to the peaked rooftop) that extends 433 feet from 23rd Street north to
Humboldt Street and has a width of 60 feet. The Turbine Hall was originally joined to a larger (both
in height and width) five-story brick building (the “Boiler Hall”), such that the combined structure
extended 130 feet along 23rd Street and reached a maximum height of more than 100 feet. The
Turbine Hall is extant, although a large portion of its roof covering has been removed, leaving only
the skeletal roof truss system. The Boiler Hall was torn down in 1983, although the lowest
approximately 15 feet of its north and south walls remain, including most of the large double doors
on 23rd Street. Another remaining component of the early power generating station is a small gate
house (the “Gate House”), located on 23rd Street east of the Turbine Hall. The Gate House is
visually connected to the Turbine Hall by the remaining portion of the former Boiler House wall.
The Gate House is a single-story unreinforced brick building, rectangular in plan, with a flat roof,
decorative brick cornice, and rectangular wood-sash windows. It was apparently built some time
before 1914.7

In 1930, a three-story Switching Center was added to the west side of the Turbine Hall. The
Switching Center, which remains extant, is a brick-clad concrete structure that abuts approximately
the southern 60 percent of the Turbine Hall. Together, the two buildings display a four-story brick-
clad fagade along 23rd Street for about 105 feet. The south facade features classical detailing in the
form of brick pilasters (which resemble columns affixed to the facade), as well as a slightly
projecting brick frieze and, on the Switching Center facade, a brick cornice and parapet. The
Switching Center has rectangular multi-lite steel-sash windows. The other facades are largely
unornamented, including on the eastern fagade, which was originally an interior wall dividing the
Turbine Hall from the boiler hall. The northern facade has arched windows, which are now
boarded up.

Immediately north of the Switching Center and west of the Turbine Hall is a single-story concrete
Machine Shop. Built in 1915 this structure is clad in brick. It includes classical details including
brick pilasters and a brick frieze, cornice, and parapet. Finally, north of the Machine Shop is a
small, single-story concrete Machine Shop Office, which faces Humboldt Street. Unlike the other
buildings described here, the office building, constructed in 1911, is not clad in brick. Instead, it is
designed in the Greek Revival style, with a large pediment at the roof and a centrally located
entrance surmounted by a semi-circular pediment and flanked by two windows, each with a
pedimented hood. Pilasters frame the windows and doorway, which is reached by a concrete
stair that is parallel to the fagade.

7 Although the 2008 historic district documentation gives the Gate House construction date as 1901, coinciding with

the construction of the Turbine Hall and Boiler Hall, the HRE opines that it was added somewhat later, because
the building is not depicted on the 1905 Sanborn fire insurance map. It is shown on the 1914 Sanborn map.
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The four extant buildings comprising the Station A complex—the Turbine Hall, Switching Center,
the Machine Shop, and the Machine Shop Office —are interconnected and therefore essentially form
a single unit. They are referred to together as Station A in the remainder of this analysis.

West of Station A along Humboldt Street, another building was built around 1902 as part of the
original power station—the single-story unreinforced brick Meter House. Like most of the other
structures described, the Meter House, which is extant, is classical in style, with arched multi-lite
wood-sash windows, brick pilasters, a brick cornice, and a gable roof. Around 1924, PG&E
constructed the single-story Compressor House, directly west of Station A. This extant unreinforced
brick structure, some 30 feet tall, is also designed in the classical style, with multi-lite steel-sash
windows, brick pilasters, and a low-pitched gable roof. The Compressor House was built on the site
of a former Purifying House for the manufactured gas plant. A metal-framed Pump House, built in
1930 east of the other buildings, was demolished in 2010 to make way for the Transbay Cable
project, through which PG&E now supplies a portion of San Francisco’s electricity, which is
transmitted under San Francisco Bay from conventional aboveground high-voltage lines in
Pittsburg.

At the east end of the project site, the Unit 3 Power Block is an approximately 128-foot, steel-
frame structure that includes a boiler, steam compressor, turbine generator, control room and
offices, and supporting equipment including piping, valves, pumps, a lubrication system, and
other appurtenances; a concrete elevator tower rises approximately 15 feet above the height of the
steel frame for a total height of 143 feet at the top the elevator shaft. Skeletal in appearance and
filled with equipment and appurtenances, the Unit 3 Power Block displays a starkly functional
industrial aesthetic, in marked contrast to the solid brick exterior of the Station A Turbine Hall.
The facility, designed to run on either natural gas or fuel oil, has been decommissioned and idle
since 2011. Adjacent to the Unit 3 Power Block on the east (bay) side is a three-story concrete
office building. It is modernist in design, with exposed concrete elements, large aluminum-
framed windows, and green metal panel cladding. The reinforced concrete Boiler Stack (adjacent
to the Unit 3 Power Block, to the south), at 300 feet in height, is the tallest structure on the
southern waterfront, except for the waterfront crane at the former Hunters Point shipyard. The
Boiler Stack is recognizable by its height, slender profile, smooth concrete exterior, and open flue.

In addition to the above structures, the project site contains about 15 other buildings, all
utilitarian in nature and largely of metal siding or concrete block construction, that have been
built since World War II, with most of these constructed after 1967.

Historic Architectural Resources Located on the Project Site

Individually Eligible Historical Resources

There are three extant buildings on the project site that have previously been determined to be
individually eligible for listing on the California Register. These are Station A, the Meter House,
and the Compressor House. Each of these buildings is eligible under Criterion 1 (association with
important events; see discussion of California Register under Regulatory Framework, p. 4.D-22,
below) for their link to early power generation in San Francisco and, more generally, to industrial
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uses in the Central Waterfront. Accordingly, each of these three buildings is a historical resource
under CEQA. Figure 4.D-1, Historical Resources, depicts the location of each building.
Figure 4.D-2, Photos of Historical Resources, presents photographs of each building. All three
buildings were surveyed in 1999, at which time only the Meter House and the Compressor House
were found significant under Criterion 1 for their association with PG&E’s gas manufacturing
facility. Station A was subsequently identified as individually eligible under Criteria 1 and 3 as
part of expert testimony on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco in 2002, and the HRER
states that the San Francisco Planning Department “finds that Station A is an individually
significant historic resource under Criterion 1” due to its association with the early history of
PG&E and power generation in San Francisco. Although the boiler hall wa