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POTRERO BOOSTERS 
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

SERVIN G THE HILL SIN C ff' l '9 . .2 6 , 

September 25, 2017 

Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Appeal of the Certification of the final Environmental Impact Report for the Pier 
70 Mixed-Use District Project, Planning Department Case No. 2014-00 I 272ENV. 

Via Email and Hand Delivery 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

The Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association (the "Boosters") appeals the certification of the 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project (the "Project") Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") by 
the Planning Commission on August 24, 2017. The Boosters filed written comments regarding 
deficiencies in the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") on February 21, 2017. The 
Boosters submitted an additional letter to the Planning Commission dated August 23, 2017, 
regarding deficiencies remaining in the FEIR. Members of the Boosters Executive Committee 
provided public comment regarding such deficiencies at the August 24, 2017, meeting of the 
Planning Commission, in which it referred to additional deficiencies, particularly those included in 
the additional letters attached hereto regarding the impacts ofTransit Network Companies. 

The Boosters appeal the certification of the FEIR on the following grounds: 

I. The FEIR is inadequate and incomplete, and its Project Description does not provide sufficient 
information to allow adequate analysis of the Project. 

2. The FEIR failed to analyze and disclose significant environmental impacts in the areas of: 
(a) Traffic and Circulation 
(b) Transit 
(c) Population and Housing 
( d) Cumulative Effects 
(e) Inconsistencies with Area Plans and Policies 

3. Proposed mitigations for traffic impacts are inadequate and incomplete. 

4. The FEIR failed to respond adequately to comments to the DEIR. 

5. The City and County of San Francisco failed to consider, analyze and adopt reasonable 
mitigations. 

6. The CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations are inadequate and 
incomplete and are not supported by substantial evidence. 

1459 EIGHTEENTH ST. #133 • SAN FRANCISCO, CA • 94107 
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Attached hereto are the following exhibits: 

Exhibit: A: 

Exhibit B: 

Exhibit C: 

Exhibit: D: 

Sincerely, 

Final Planning Commission Motions 19976, 19977 and 19980 and Final Planning 
Commission Resolutions 19978, 19979 and 19981. Such documents certify the 
FEIR, adopt findings and a statement of overriding considerations, and approve the 
Project. 

Selected letters and documents providing evidence in support of this appeal. 

A Link to video of the August 24, 2017, Planning Commission hearing in which 
testimony was given on the Project. 

A copy of the Request for Appeal Fee Waiver and supporting documents to be 
filed in conjunction with this appeal. 

~~Eppler ~U~--
President 

Cc: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

~~TBoO Mission St. 

Planning Commission Motion 
No. 19976 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: AUGUST 24, 2017 

2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 
M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and P (Public) 
40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts 
Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001, Block 4111/Lot 004 
Block 4120/Lot 002, and Block 4110/Lots 001 and 008A 
David Beaupre/Port of San Francisco 
david.beaupre@sfport.com, (415) 274-0539 
Kelly Pretzer/Forest City Development California, Inc. 
KellyPretzer@forestcity.net. (415) 593--4227 
Melinda Hue -(415) 575-9041 
melinda.hue@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE PROPOSED PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the 
final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2014-001272ENV, the "Pier 70 Mixed-Use 
District Project" (hereinafter "Project"), based upon the following findings: 

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

Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

A. The Department deteunined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR") was 
required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of 
general circulation on May 6, 2015. 

B. The Department held a public scoping meeting on May 28, 2015 in order to solicit public comment 
on the scope of the Project's environmental review. 

C. On December 21, 2016, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(hereinafter "DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the 
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning 

www.sfplannlnq.orq 
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Motion No. 19976 
August24,2017 

CASE NO. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of 
persons requesting such notice. 

D. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted near 
the project site on December 21, 2016. 

E. On December 21, 2016, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons 
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies, the 
latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse. 

F. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on December 21, 2016. 

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on February 9, 2017 at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The 
period for acceptance of written comments ended on February 21, 2017. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public 
hearing and in writing during the 60-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to 
the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that 
became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material 
was presented in a Comments and Responses document, published on August 9, 2017, distributed to 
the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon 
request at the Department. 

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

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

6. On August 24, 2017, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR 
and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was 
prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2014-001272ENV 
reflects the independent judgement and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 
accurate and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document contains no significant 
revisions to the DEIR that would require recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA Guideline 
Section 15088.5, and hereby does CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with 
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Motion No. 19976 
August 24, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project 
described in the EIR would have the following significant unavoidable environmental impacts, which 
cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance: 

A. TR-5: The Proposed Project would cause the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus route to exceed 85 percent 
capacity utilization in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in both the inbound and outbound directions. 

B. TR-12: The Proposed Project's loading demand during the peak loading hour would not be 
adequately accommodated by proposed on-site or off-street loading supply or in proposed on­
street loading zones, which may create hazardous conditions or significant delays for transit, 
bicycles or pedestrians. 

C. C-TR-4: The Proposed Project would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit 
impacts on the 48 Quintara/24th Street and 22 Fillmore bus routes. 

D. N0-2: Construction of the Proposed Project would cause a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. 

E. N0-5: Operation of the Proposed Project would cause substantial permanent increases in ambient 
noise levels along some roadway segments in the project site vicinity. 

F. C-N0-2: Operation of the Proposed Project, in combination with other cumulative development, would 
cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 

G. AQ-1: Construction of the Proposed Project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants. 

H. AQ-2: At project build-out, 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, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants. 

I. 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. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Motion No. 19976 
August 24, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meeting of August 24, 2017. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Hillis, Richards, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore 

None 

Fong 

August 24, 2017 

PLANNl!\IG DEPARTMENT 

.. f) \ ~, 
~/y,t--f:>--"J 
Jonas P. Ionin · 
Commission Secretary 

4 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
--·····--··-·-··-----------------------------

Planning Commission Motion No. 19977 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 24, 2017 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Case No.: 2014-001272ENV 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Project Address: 
Existing Zoning: 

Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Block/Lot: 

M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning District 
P (Public) Zoning District 
40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts 
4052/001, 4110/001and008A, 4111/004, and 4120/002 
Port of San Francisco and FC Pier 70, LLC 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Project Sponsor: 
Staff Contact: Richard Sucre - (415) 575-9108 

richard.sucre@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, INCLUDING FINDINGS OF FACT, FINDINGS REGARDING 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, EVALUATION 
OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES, AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO APPROVALS FOR THE PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT 
("PROJECT"), LOCATED ON ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 4052 LOT 001, BLOCK 4110 LOTS 001and008A, 
BLOCK 4111 LOT 004 and BLOCK 4120 LOT 002. 

PREAMBLE 

The Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project ("Project") comprises a project site of approximately 35-acres, bounded by 
Illinois Street to the west, 20th Street to the north, San Francisco Bay to the east, and 22nd Street to the 
south. Together, the Port of San Francisco ("Port") and FC Pier 70, LLC ("Forest City") are project 
sponsors for the Project. The Project is a mixed-use development containing two development areas-the 
"28-Acre Site" and the "Illinois Parcels" -that will include substantial residential uses (including 
affordable housing), office, retail, light industrial, arts, parks and open space areas. 

The "28-Acre Site" is an approximately 28-acre area located between 20th, Michigan, and 22nd streets, 
and San Francisco Bay. This site includes Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001 and Lot 002 and Block 4111/Lot 
003 and Lot 004. The "Illinois Parcels" form an approximately 7-acre site that consists of an 
approximately 3.4-acre Port-owned parcel, called the "20th/Illinois Parcel," along Illinois Street at 20th 
Street (Assessor's Block 4110/Lot 001) and the approximately 3.6-acre "Hoedown Yard," at Illinois and 
22nd streets (Assessor's Block 4120/Lot 002 and Block 4110/Lot 008A), which is owned by PG&E. The 
Hoedown Yard includes a City-owned 0.2-acre portion of street right-of-way that bisects the site. 

The Project would rezone the entire 35-acre project site (including the 28-Acre Site and the Illinois 
. Parcels) and establish land use controls for the project site through adoption of the Pier 70 Special Use 

District (SUD), and incorporation of design standards and guidelines in a proposed Pier 70 Design for 
Development document. The Project would include the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of three of the 12 

1Nww.sfplannrng.org 
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Motion No. 19977 
August24,2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

on-site contributing resources in the Union Iron Works Historic District, and retention of the majority of 
one on-site contributing resource (Irish Hill). The Ptoject would demolish eight remaining on-site 
contributing resources and partially demolish the single, non-contributing structure, Slipways 5 through 
8, which are currently covered by fill and asphalt. As envisioned, the Project would include market-rate 

I 
and affordable residential uses, commercial use, RAU uses, parking, shoreline improvements, 
infrastructure development and street improvements, and public open space. The Project involves a 
flexible land use program under which certain parcels on the project site could be designated for either 
commercial-office or residential uses, depending on future market demand. Depending on the uses 
proposed, the Project would include between 1,645 to 3,025 residential units, a maximum of 1,102,250 to 
2,262,350 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial-office use, and a maximum of 494,100 to 518,700 gsf of 
retail-light industrial-arts use. The Project also includes construction of transportation and circulation 
improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical and shoreline improvements, 
between 3,215 to 3,345 off-street parking spaces in proposed buildings and district parking structures, 
and nine acres of publicly-owned open space. New buildings would range in height from 50 to 90 feet, 
consistent with Proposition F, which was passed by San Francisco voters in November 2014. Under the 
Project, development of the 28-Acre Site would include up to approximately 3,422,265 gsf of construction 
in new buildings and improvements to existing structures (excluding square footage allocated to 
accessory and structured parking). . Development of the Illinois Parcels would include up to 
approximately 801,400 gsf of construction in new buildings (excluding square footage allocated to 
accessory parking). New buildings on the Illinois Parcels would not exceed a height of 65 feet. The Project 
is more particularly described in Attachment A (See Below). 

The Project Sponsors filed an Environmental Evaluation Application for the Project with the Department 
on November 10, 2014. 

Pursuant to and in accordance with the requirements of Section 21094 of CEQA and Sections 15063 and 
15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning Department ("Department"}, as lead agency, 
published and circulated a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") on May 6, 2015, which notice solicited 
comments regarding the scope of the environmental impact report ("EIR") for the proposed project. The 
NOP and its 30-day public review comment period were advertised in a newspaper of general circulation 
in San Francisco and mailed to governmental agencies, organizations and persons interested in the 
potential impacts of the proposed project. The Department held a public scoping meeting on May 28, 
2015, at the Port of San Francisco, Pier 1. 

During the approximately 30-day public scoping period that ended on June 5, 2015, the Department 
accepted comments from agencies and interested parties that identified environmental issues that should 
be addressed in the EIR. Comments received during the scoping process were considered in preparation 
of the Draft EIR. 

1 
The Project Sponsors describe the RAU use as including neighborhood-serving retail, arts activity, eating and drinking places, 

production distribution and repair, light manufacturing, and entertainment establishments. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Motion No. 19977 
August24,2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

The Department prepared the Draft EIR, which describes the Draft EIR Project and the environmental 
setting, analyzes potential impacts, identifies mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant or 
potentially significant, and evaluates alternatives to the Draft EIR Project. The Draft EIR assesses the 
potential construction and operational impacts of the Draft EIR Project on the environment, and the 
potential cumulative impacts associated with the Draft EIR Project in combination with other past, 
present, and future actions with potential for impacts on the same resources. The analysis of potential 
environmental impacts in the Draft EIR utilizes significance criteria that are based on the San Francisco 
Planning Department Environmental Planning Division guidance regarding the environmental effects to 
be considered significant. The Environmental Planning Division's· guidance is, in turn, based on CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications. 

The Department published a Draft EIR for the project on December 21, 2016, and circulated the Draft EIR 
to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for public review. On 

December 21, 2016, the Department also distributed notices of availability of the Draft EIR; published 
notification of its availability in a newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco; posted the notice of 
availability at the San Francisco County Clerk's office; and posted notices at locations within the project 
area. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 9, 2017, to solicit testimony on the 
Draft EIR during the public review period. A court reporter, present at the public hearing, transcribed the 
oral comments verbatim, and prepared written transcripts. The Department also received written 
comments on the Draft EIR, which were sent through mail, fax, hand delivery, or email. The Department 
accepted public comment on the Draft EIR until February 21, 2017. 

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared the Comments and Responses to Comments on 
Draft EIR document ("RTC"). The RTC document was published on August 9, 2017, and includes copies 
of all of the comments received on the Draft EIR and written responses to each comment. 

During the period between publication of the Draft EIR and the RTC document, the Project Sponsor has 
requested to adopt three variants into the Project, including the Reduced Off-Haul Variant, the 
Wastewater Treatment and Reuse System Variant, and the Irish Hill Passageway Variant. Thus, these 
three variants are added to the Project Description as part of the Project. The Reduced Off-Haul Variant 
would minimize the overall volume of excavated soils and the number of off-haul truck trips required for 
the transport and disposal of excavated soils. Under the Wastewater Treatment and Reuse System 
Variant, blackwater, graywater, and rainwater would be collected from all newly constructed 
buildings, treated, and reused for toilet and urinal flushing, irrigation, and cooling tower makeup. This 
variant differs from the project without the variant, because it assumes blackwater is treated and 
recycled and that all newly constructed buildings would form a district system. Finally, the Irish Hill 
Passageway Variant would realign the proposed pedestrian passageway between Illinois Street and the 
proposed Irish Hill Playground in order to create a view corridor through the proposed infill 
construction, from Illinois Street to the Irish Hill landscape feature. Under this Variant, the 40-foot-wide 
pedestrian passageway connecting Illinois Street and the proposed Irish Hill Playground would separate 
construction within Parcel PKS and Parcel HDY2 at the southwest corner of the project site. The 
pedestrian passageway would be shifted northward by approximately 165 feet, to bisect Parcel PKS 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEP<llRTMENT 3 
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Motion No. 19977 
August 24, 2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

(which would become PKSl and HDY3 with this variant), to allow views of the western face of the Irish 
Hill remnant from Illinois Street. These variants were fully studied in the Draft EIR. 

In addition to describing and analyzing the physical, environmental impacts of the revisions to the 
Project, the RTC document provided additional, updated information, clarification and modifications on 
issues raised by commenters, as well as Planning Department staff-initiated text changes to the Draft EIR. 
The Final EIR, which includes the Draft EIR, the RTC document, the Appendices to the Draft EIR and 
RTC document, and all of the supporting information, has been reviewed and considered. The RTC 
documents and appendices and all supporting information do not add significant new information to the 
Draft EIR that would individually or collectively constitute significant new information within the 
meaning of Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 or CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 so as to require 
recirculation of the Final EIR (or any portion thereof) under CEQA. The RTC documents and appendices 
and all supporting information contain no information revealing (1) any new significant environmental 
impact that would result from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be 
implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact, 
(3) any feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Project, but that was rejected by the 
project sponsor, or (4) that the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

The Commission reviewed and considered the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project 
and found the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, 
publicized and reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources 
Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

The Commission found the FEIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the independent analysis 
and judgment of the Department and the Planning Commission, and that the summary of comments and 
responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified the Final EIR for the Project in 
compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 by its Motion No. 19976. 

The Commission, in certifying the FEIR, found that the Project described in the FEIR will have the 
following significant and unavoidable environmental impacts: 

• Cause one individual Muni route (48 Quintara/24th Street bus routes) to exceed 85 percent 
capacity utilization in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in both the inbound and outbound directions; 

• Cause loading demand during the peak loading hour to not be adequately accommodated by 
proposed on-site/off-street loading supply or in proposed on-street loading zones, which may 
create hazardous conditions or significant delays for transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

• Contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts on the 48 Quintara/24th Street 
and 22 Fillmore bus routes; 

• Cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels during construction in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project; 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No. 19977 
August24,2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

• Cause substantial permanent increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity (22nd Street 
[east of Tennessee Street to east of Illinois Street]; and Illinois Street [201h Street to south of 22nd 
Street]); 

• Combine with cumulative development to cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity (22nd Street [east of Tennessee Street to east of Illinois Street] 
and Illinois Street (201h Street to south of 22nd Street]); 

• Generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants during construction, which would violate an air 
quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and 
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants; 

• Result in operational emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality 
standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants; and 

• Combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project area to 
contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. 

The Planning Commission Secretary is the custodian of records for the Planning Department materials, 
located in the File for Case No. 2014-001272ENV, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, 
California. 
On August 24, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting on Case No. 2014-001272ENV to consider the approval of the Project. The Commission has heard 
and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further considered written 
materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the Project, the Planning Department staff, expert 
consultants and other interested parties. 

This Commission has reviewed the entire record of this proceeding, the Environmental Findings, 
attached to this Motion as Attachment A and incorporated fully by this reference, regarding the 
alternatives, mitigation measures, environmental impacts analyzed in the FEIR and overriding 
considerations for approving the Project, and the proposed MMRP attached as Attachment B and 
incorporated fully by this reference, which material was made available to the public. 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts these findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, as further set forth in Attachment A hereto, and adopts the MMRP attached 
as Attachment B, based on substantial evidence in the entire record of this proceeding. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5 
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Motion No. 19977 
August 24, 2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 24, 2017. r\ . 
; J . .... ·.··· :.t .. 

. ) .~ . J~r'' 
Jona!f P::· Ioi:tin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore and Richards 

None 

Fong 

August 24, 2017 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 6 
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Motion No. 19977 
August24,2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

Attachment A 

Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

California Environmental Quality Act Findings: 

FINDINGS OF FACT, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND 
ALTERNATIVES, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 

August 24, 2017 

In determining to approve the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project ("Project"), as described in Section I.A, Project 
Description, below, the following findings of fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures and 
alternatives are made and adopted, and the statement of overriding considerations is made and adopted, 
based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21189.3 ("CEQA"), 
particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for implementation of CEQA, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000-15387 ("CEQA Guidelines"), particularly Sections 15091 through 
15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the project proposed for adoption, project objectives, the 
environmental review process for the project, the approval actions to be taken, and the location of 
records; 

Section II identifies the impacts that were not studied in the EIR; 

Section III identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation; 

Section IV identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than­
significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Section V identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels 
and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Section VI evaluates the different project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, technological, and 
other considerations that support approval of the project and the rejection as infeasible of alternatives, or 
elements thereof, analyzed; and 
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Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of 
the actions for the project and the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives not incorporated into the 
project. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that have 
been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Attachment B to Motion No. 19977. The 
MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The MMRP provides a 
table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project 
("Final. EIR'') that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. The MMRP also specifies 
the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a 
monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in the MMRP. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the San Francisco Planning 
Commission. The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EIR" or "DEIR") or the Responses to Comments document ("RTC") 
in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence 
relied upon for these findings. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION, OBJECTIVES, ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS, 
APPROVAL ACTIONS, AND RECORDS 

The [Project is a mixed-use development project, located on an approximately 35-acre portion of Pier 70 
bounded by Illinois Street to the west, 20th Street to the north, San Francisco Bay to the east, and 22nd 
Street to the south. Together, the Port of San Francisco ("Port") and FC Pier 70, LLC ("Forest City'') are 
project sponsors for the Project. The Project contains two development areas: the "28-Acre Site" and the 
"Illinois Parcels." The "28-Acre Site" is an approximately 28-acre area located between 20th, Michigan, 
and 22nd streets, and San Francisco Bay. This site includes Assessor's Block 4052/Lot 001 and Lot 002 and 
Block 4111/Lot 003 and Lot 004. The "Illinois Parcels" form an approximately 7-acre site that consists of 
an approximately 3.4-acre Port-owned parcel, called the "20th/Illinois Parcel," along Illinois Street at 20th 
Street (Assessor's Block 4110/Lot 001) and the approximately 3.6-acre "Hoedown Yard," at Illinois and 
22nd streets (Assessor's Block 4120/Lot 002 and Block 4110/Lot 008A), which is owned by PG&E. The 
Hoedown Yard includes a City-owned 0.2-acre portion of street right-of-way that bisects the site. 

The Project would provide a phased mixed-use land use program in which certain parcels could be 
developed with either primarily commercial uses or residential uses, with much of the ground floor 
dedicated to retail/arts/light-industrial ("RALI") uses. In addition, two parcels on the project site (Parcels 
Cl and C2) could be developed for structured parking, residential/commercial use, or solely residential 
use, depending on future market demand for parking and future travel demand patterns. Development of 
the 28-Acre Site would include up to a maximum of approximately 3,422,265 gross square feet (gsf) of 
construction in new buildings and improvements to existing structures (excluding square footage 
allocated to accessory parking). New buildings would have maximum heights of 50 to 90 feet. 
Development of the Illinois Parcels would include up to a maximum of approximately 801,400 gsf in new 
buildings; these new buildings would not exceed a height of 65 feet, which is the existing height limit 
along Illinois Street on both the Port-owned and the western portion of the Hoedown Yard. 
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The 35-acre project site is located within the 69-acre Pier 70 area on San Francisco Bay along San 
Francisco's Central Waterfront. It is just south of Mission Bay South and east of the Potrero Hill and 
Dogpatch neighborhoods. The American Industrial Center, a large multi-tenant light-industrial 
building, is located across Illinois Street, west of the Illinois Parcels. To the north of the project site are 
the BAE Systems Ship Repair facility, the 20th Street Historic Core (Historic Core) of the Union Iron 
Works Historic District, future Crane Cove Park (construction of which is scheduled to begin in 2016), 
and the Mission Bay South redevelopment area. To the south of the project site are PG&E's Potrero 
Substation (a functioning high-voltage transmission substation serving San Francisco), the 
decommissioned Potrero Power Plant, and the TransBay Cable converter station, which connects the 
Pittsburg-San Francisco 400-megawatt direct-current, underwater electric transmission cable to 
PG&E' s electricity transmission grid by way of the Potrero Substation. There is a dilapidated pier 
extending from the project site into San Francisco Bay immediately northeast of the slipways, but is not 
part of the Project analyzed in this EIR. 

The project site currently contains approximately 351,800 gsf of buildings and facilities, most of which 
are deteriorating. Current uses on the site, all of which are temporary, include special event venues, 
artists' studios, self-storage facilities, warehouses, automobile storage lots, a parking lot, a soil 
recycling yard, and office spaces. The project site has varying topography, sloping up from San 
Francisco Bay, with an approximately 30-foot increase in elevation at the western extent of the 28-Acre 
Site. The 35- foot-tall remnant of Irish Hill is located in the southwestern portion of the project site and 
straddles both the 28-Acre Site and Illinois Parcels. Impervious surface covers approximately 98 
percent of the 28-Acre Site and approximately 43 percent of the Illinois Parcels. 

b. Union Iron Works Historic District. 

Most of Pier 70 (66 of the total 69 acres) is listed in the Union Iron Works Historic District. The Historic 
District's National Register nomination report documents the significance of Union Iron Works (UIW) 
and Bethlehem Steel at Pier 70 and their role in the nation's maritime history, supporting multiple war 
efforts, as well as in the evolution of industrial architecture in San Francisco. The Historic District's 44 
contributing features and 10 non-contributing features include "buildings, piers, slips, cranes, 
segments of a railroad network, and landscape elements." Most of the buildings are of an industrial 
architectural style and historic use, and made of "unreinforced brick masonry, concrete, and steel 
framing, with corrugated iron or steel cladding." UIW built or repaired ships at Pier 70 from the time 
of the Spanish American War in 1898, and ship repair operations continue today. 

The project site contains 12 of the 44 contributing features in the Historic District and one of the ten 
non-contributing features in the Historic District. The Hoedown Yard is not within the Historic 
District, but it has also been used for industrial purposes since the 1880s. Identifiable historical uses at 
the Hoedown Yard appear to have been limited to the storage of fuel oil in above-ground storage tanks 
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(30,000- to 40,000-barrel capacity) for adjacent industrial activities. PG&E acquired the Hoedown Yard 
over time from various companies, including UIW and Bethlehem Steel. 

c. Historic Uplands and Tidelands. 

The largest portion of the Pier 70 site comprises lands mapped and sold by the Board of Tide Land 
Commissioners (BTLC). The sales were authorized by Chapter 543 of the Statutes of 1868. Most of the 
BTLC lots were owned by Bethlehem Steel or Risdon Iron & Locomotive Works by the turn of the 
nineteenth century into the twentieth century. All of the filled lands north of the Bethlehem Steel 
property appear to have been reserved from sale by the State, including Illinois Street, portions of 20th and 
Michigan streets, and the Central Basin. The State conveyed these lands to the City as part of the Burton 
Act grant. 

d. Proposition F, 

On November 4, 2014, the San Francisco electorate approved Proposition F, a ballot measure that 
authorized a height increase at the 28-Acre Site from the existing 40 to 90 feet, directed that the project 
proposed on the 28-Acre Site undergo environmental review, and established policies regarding the 
provision of certain significant public benefits as part of the proposed project at the 28-Acre Site. 
Proposition F complied with the requirement established by Proposition B CTune 2014) for San Francisco 
voter approval for any proposed height limit increase along the San Francisco waterfront on Port-owned 
property that would exceed existing height limits in effect on January 1, 2014. Proposition B does not 
apply to the Hoedown Yard, because the property is not owned by the Port. Proposition F conditioned 
the effective date of the proposed height increase on completion of an EIR and approval of a development 
plan for the 28-Acre Site by the Port Commission and Board of Supervisors. Proposition F did not address 
heights on the Illinois Parcels. 

The height increase approved in Proposition F was contingent on the City's later approval of a project at 
the 28-Acre Site that would include the following: 

• Provision of 9 acres of waterfront parks, playgrounds, and recreation opportunities on and 
adjacent to the 28-Acre Site; 

• Construction of between approximately 1,000 and 2,000 new housing units; 

• Provision of 30 percent of all new housing units at below-market rates; 

• Stipulation that the majority of new housing units be offered for rent; 

• Restoration of those historic structures on the site that are essential to the integrity of the Union 
Iron Works Historic District; 

• Creation of substantial new and renovated space for arts, cultural, small-scale manufacturing, 
local retail, and neighborhood-serving uses; 

• Preservation of the artist community currently located in Building 11 (the Noonan Building) by 
providing new state-of-the-art, on-site space that is affordable, functional and aesthetic, and by 
continuing to accommodate the Noonan Building community within the Union Iron Works 
Historic District during any transition period associated with the construction of new space; 
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• Creation of between approximately l;000,000 and 2,000,000 square feet of new commercial and 
office space; and 

• Provision of accessory parking facilities and other transportation infrastructure as part of a 
transportation demand management program that enhances mobility in the district and 
neighborhood. 

2. Project Characteristics. 

a. Demolition and Rehabilitation. 

The project site has 12 contributors to the Union Iron Works Historic District and one non-contributor, 
totaling 351,800 gsf. The Project includes rehabilitation, in compliance with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, of approximately 227,800 gsf in Buildings 
2, 12, and 21 for reuse. Buildings 2 and 12 would remain in their current location. Building 21 would be 
relocated about 75 feet to the southeast, to create public frontage along the waterfront park and 
maintain a visual connection to Buildings 2 and 12. Seven of the remaining contributing buildings and 
structures on the site (Buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66), containing 92,945 gsf, would be 
demolished. A small portion of the contributing feature, the remnant of Irish HilL would also be 
removed. The Port has proposed to demolish the 30,940-gsf Building 117, located on the Project site, as 
part of the 20th Street Historic Core project to allow the adjacent building (Building 116) to be 
rehabilitated to meet fire code. 1hls demolition is proposed separately from and prior to approval of 
the Project. The non-contributing feature on the project site (subterranean portions of Slipways 5 
through 8) would be partially removed as part of the Project. 

b. Special Use District and Land Use Program 

The Project amends the Planning Code to create the Pier 70 Special Use District (SUD), and amends the 
Zoning Maps to make conforming changes related to Pier 70 SUD. The Pier 70 SUD requires compliance 
with the proposed Pier 70 SUD Design for Development, which is discussed on p. 2.35 of the DEIR. 
Under the SUD, the Project provides a mixed-use land use program in which certain parcels (Parcels F, G, 
Hl, H2, HDYl, and HDY2) and Building 2 could be developed for either primarily commercial uses or 
residential uses. Parcels Cl and C2 would be designated for structured parking, but could be developed 
with either residential or commercial (Parcel Cl) or residential uses (Parcel C2), depending on future 
methods of travel for residents and visitors. 

The Zoning Maps are amended to show changes from the current zoning (M-2 [Heavy Industrial] and P 
[Public]) to the Pier 70 SUD. Height limits on the 28-Acre Site would be increased from 40 to 90 feet, 
except for a 100-foot-wide portion adjacent to the shoreline that would remain at 40 feet, as authorized by 
Proposition Fin November 2014. The Zoning Map amendments also modify the existing height limits on 
an eastern portion of the Hoedown Yard from 40 to 65 feet. The height limits for the Illinois Street parcels 
would remain the same at 65 feet. Height limits are further restricted through the design standards 
established in the Pier 70 SUD Design for Development (Design for Development). The Project also 
amends the Port's Waterfront Land Use Plan (WLUP). 
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Proposed new zoning in the SUD would permit the following uses, listed below by parcel and shown in 
DEIR Table 2.2: Proposed Pier 70 Special Use District - Primary Uses by Parcel and Rehabilitated 
Building. 

On the 28-Acre Site: 

• Parcels A and B: Restricted to primarily commercial use, with RALi uses allowed on the 
ground floor. 

• Parcel Cl: Permitted for commercial, residential, or structured parking uses with RALi uses 
allowed on the ground floor. 

• Parcel C2: Permitted for either residential or structured parking uses, with RALI uses 
allowed on the ground floor. 

• Parcels D, El, E2, and E3: Restricted to primarily residential use, with RALI uses allowed on 
the ground floor. 

• Parcels F, G, Hl, and H2, and Building 2: Permitted for either commercial or residential uses, 
with RALI uses allowed on the ground floor. 

• Parcel E4 and Buildings 12 and 21: Permitted for RALI uses with commercial allowed on the 
upper floor of Parcel E4 and Building 12. 

• All 28-Acre Site parcels except existing Buildings 2, 12, and 21 and Parcel E4: Permitted to 
include accessory parking. 

On the Illinois Parcels: 

• 20th/Illinois Parcel (Subdivided into Parcel K North [PKN} and Parcel K South [PKSJ): 
Restricted to primarily residential use, with RALI uses on the ground floor. 

• Hoedown Yard (Subdivided into Parcel Hoedown Yard 1 [HDYl] and Parcel Hoedown Yard 
2 [HDY2]): Permitted for either commercial or residential uses, with RALI uses allowed on 
the ground floor. 

• All Illinois Parcels: Permitted to include accessory parking. 

To cover a full range of potential land uses that could be developed under the proposed SUD, the EIR 
analyzed a maximum residential-use scenario and a maximum commercial-use scenario for the project 
site. The Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial Scenario for both the 28-Acre 
Site and the Illinois Parcels are mutually exclusive: the maximum commercial and maximum 
residential programs could not both be built. Depending on the uses developed over time, the Project's 
total gross square feet (gsf) would range between a maximum of 4,212,230 gsf, under the Maximum 
Residential Scenario, to 4,179,300 gsf, under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, excluding square 
footage associated with accessory and structured parking. Total construction would not exceed a 
maximum of 3,422,265 gsf on the 28-Acre Site and 801,400 gsf on the Illinois Parcels. 

Maximum Residential Scenario 
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Development under the Maximum Residential Scenario on the 28-Acre Site would include a maximum 
of up to 3,410,830 gsf in new and renovated buildings (excluding square footage allocated to parking). 
Under this scenario, there would be up to 2,150 residential units (up to approximately 710 studio/one­
bedroom units and 1,440 two- or more bedroom units), totaling about 1,870,000 gsf, as well as 
approximately 1,095,650 gsf of commercial space and 445,180 gsf of RAU space (241,655 gsf of retail 
space, 60,415 gsf of restaurant space, and 143,110 gsf of arts/light-industrial space). Under a scenario 
where the Project provides up to 10 percent three-bedroom units, there would be up to 2,150 
residential units (up to approximately 925 studio/one-bedroom units and 1,225 two- or more bedroom 
units), totaling about 1,870,000 gsf. The overall development envelope includes rehabilitation of 
237,800 gsf in Buildings 2, 12, and 21 in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

Development under the Maximum Residential Scenario on the Illinois Parcels would include a 
maximum of up to 801,400 gsf in newly constructed buildings. Under this scenario, there would be up 
to 875 residential units (up to approximately 290 studio/one-bedroom units and 585 two- or more 
bedroom units), totaling about 760,000 gsf, as well as approximately 6,600 gsf of commercial area and 
approximately 34,800 gsf of RAU space (27,840 gsf of retail space and 6,960 gsf of restaurant space) in 
new buildings. Under a scenario where the Project provides up to 10 percent three-bedroom units, 
there would be up to 875 residential units (up to approximately 377 studio/one-bedroom units and 498 
two- or more bedroom units) totaling about 760,000 gsf. Under the Maximum Residential Scenario a 
maximum of 3,370 off-street parking spaces would be allowed. 

Maximum Commercial Scenario 

Development on the 28-Acre Site under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would include a 
maximum of up to about 3,422,265 gsf in new and renovated buildings. Under this scenario, there 
would be up to 1,100 residential units (up to approximately 365 studio/one-bedroom units and 735 
two- or more bedroom units), totaling about 957,000 gsf, as well as approximately 2,024,050 gsf of 
commercial area, and 441,215 gsf of RAU space (238,485 gsf of retail space, 59,620 gsf of restaurant 
space, and 143,110 gsf of arts/light-industrial space). Under a scenario where the Project provides up to 
10 percent three-bedroom units, there would be up to 1,100 residential units (up to approximately 473 
studio/one-bedroom units and 627 two- or more bedroom units) totaling about 957,000 gsf. The overall 
development envelope includes the rehabilitation of 227,800 gsf in Buildings 2, 12, and 21 in 
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. 

Illinois Parcels 

Development on the Illinois Parcels under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would include a 
maximum of about 757,035 gsf in new buildings. Under this scenario, there would be up to 545 
residential units (up to approximately 180 studio/one-bedroom units and 365 two-or-more bedroom 
units), totaling about 473,000 gsf, as well as approximately 238,300 gsf of commercial area and 
approximately 45,735 gsf of RAU (36,590 gsf of retail space and 9,145 gsf of restaurant space) in new 
buildings. Under a scenario where the Project provides up to 10 percent three-bedroom units, 545 
residential units (up to approximately 235 studio/one-bedroom units and 310 two-or-more bedroom 
units ) totaling about 473,000 gsf. Under the Maximum Commercial Scenario a maximum of 3,496 off­
street parking spaces would be allowed. 
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Portions of the 28-Acre Site and Illinois Parcels are subject to the common law public trust for commerce, 
navigation, and fisheries and the statutory trust under the Burton Act, as amended (the Public Trust). In 
order to clarify the Public Trust status of portions of Pier 70, the Port has obtained State legislation (AB 
418) that authorizes the State Lands Commission to approve a Public Trust exchange that would free 
some portions of the project site from the Public Trust while committing others to the Public Trust. To 
implement the Project in accordance with the proposed SUD, the Port and State Lands Commission 
would have to implement a public trust exchange that would lift the Public Trust from designated 
portions of Pier 70 in accordance with the terms of a negotiated trust exchange agreement meeting the 
requirements of AB 418. The Hoedown Yard is not subject to the Public Trust and will not be affected by 
the trust exchange. 

d. Affordable Housing Program. 

Under the Project, 30 percent of all completed residential units on the 28-Acre Site would be required to 
be offered at below market rate prices, and a majority of residential units constructed would be rentals, in 
compliance with Proposition F. Residential units on the Illinois Parcels would be subject to the affordable 
housing requirements in Section 415 of the Planning Code. Under Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 
54-14, if the City exercises its option to purchase the Hoedown Yard from PG&E, proceeds from the sale 
of the Hoedown Yard would be directed to the City's HOPE SF housing program, which includes the 
Potrero Terrace and Annex HOPE SF project. 

e. Pier 70 SUD Design for Development. 

The Pier 70 SUD Design for Development sets forth the underlying vision and principles for 
development of the project site, and establishes implementing standards and design guidelines. The 
Design for Development includes building design standards and guidelines (Building Design 
Standards) that are intended to address compatibility of new development within the project site with 
the Historic District, guide rehabilitation of existing historic buildings as critical anchors, and 
encourage architecture of its own time in new construction. 

Future vertical development at the project site, whether constructed by Forest City, Forest City 
affiliates, or third-party developers selected by the Port through broker-managed offerings, would be 
bound by the Design for Development, including the Building Design Standards. 

The Design for Development provides standards and guidelines for Zoning and Land Use; Open Space 
& Streetscape Improvements; Streets and Streetscapes; Parking and Loading; Building Form, Massing, 
and Architecture; and Lighting, Signage, and Art. 

f. Project Open Space Plan. 

The Project includes 9 acres of publicly owned open space, in addition to private open space areas such 
as balconies, rooftops with active recreational spaces, and courtyards that would be accessible only to 
building occupants. The open spaces are anticipated to accommodate everyday passive uses as well as 
public outdoor events, including art exhibitions, theater performances, cultural events, outdoor fairs, 
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festivals and markets, outdoor film screenings, evening/night markets, food events, street fairs, and 
lecture services. Fewer than 100 events per year are anticipated and would likely include 
approximately 25 mid-size events attracting between 500 to 750 people, and four larger-size events 
attracting up to 5,000 people. The proposed open space would supplement recreational amenities in 
the vicinity of the project site, such as the future Crane Cove Park in the northwestern part of Pier 70, 
and would include extension of the Blue Greenway and Bay Trail through the southern half of the Pier 
70 area. Publicly owned open space on the site is allocated as follows: Waterfront Promenade; 
Waterfront Terrace; Slipway Commons; Building 12 Plaza and Market Square; Irish Hill Playground; 
20th Street Plaza; and Rooftop Open Space Areas. 

g. Traffic and Circulation Plan. 

i. Street Improvements. Circulation and Parking. 

The primary streets on the project site would be 20th and 22nd streets, built out from west to east. 
Maryland Street would be a secondary north-south-running street designed as a shared street. New 
minor streets include a new 21st Street, running west to east from Illinois Street to the waterfront, and 
Louisiana Street, running north from 22nd Street. New traffic signals would be installed at the 
intersection of Illinois and 21st streets. Louisiana Street from 21st Street to 20th Street would include a 
jog to accommodate existing historic structures within the Historic Core. Except for the western side of 
Louisiana Street adjacent to the Historic Core, all new streets would include sidewalks, and street 
furniture where appropriate. Maryland, 20th, and 22nd streets would include bicycle infrastructure or 
signage. With the exception of Louisiana Street between 20th and 21st streets, all streets would be two­
way, with a single lane of travel in each direction. Louisiana Street would be one-way in the 
southbound direction, with a single lane of travel. 

As part of the Project, Michigan Street from the southern side of 20th Street towards 21st Street shall be 
narrowed from 80 to 68 feet with 12 feet of the right-of-way converted from a public street to private 
use, i.e., "vacated," and developed as part of the Illinois Parcels. Vehicle travel would not be connected 
through to 21st Street due to a grade change, but pedestrian pathways would connect. 

The Project provides parking spaces within a site-wide maximum and a maximum ratio per use. Under 
the Maximum Residential Scenario a maximum of 3,370 off-street parking spaces would be allowed, 
and under the Maximum Commercial Scenario a maximum of 3,496 off-street parking spaces would be 
allowed. The Project provides about 285 on street parking spaces along most the streets internal to the 
project site under either scenario. One parking space per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area would be 
provided for office/commercial and RAU uses, and 0.75 parking spaces per residential Unit would be 
allowed. If not developed as residential or commercial uses, planned structured parking on Parcels Cl 
and C2 would provide shared parking for multiple uses. The Illinois Parcels and most parcels on the 
28-Acre Site, excluding Buildings 2, 12, and 21, would also have accessory parking. All residential 
parking would be unbundled, which means parking would be an optional, additional cost to the price 
of renting or purchasing a dwelling unit. 

ii. Transportation Plan. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 15 

755



Motion No. 19977 
August 24, 2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

The Project includes a Pier 70 SUD Transportation Plan intended to manage transportation demands 
and to encourage sustainable transportation choices, consistent with the City of San Francisco's Transit 
First, Better Streets, Climate Action, and Transportation Sustainability Plans and Policies. The Pier 70 
SUD Transportation Plan includes a transportation demand management ("TOM") plan, which is 
described in an exhibit to the Development Agreement for the Project. The TDM Plan provides a 
comprehensive strategy to manage the transportation demands that the Project would create, and is 
also required as a mitigation measure under the Final EIR [See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1£]. The 
street improvements and TOM Plan would be the same for both the Maximum Residential Scenario 
and the Maximum Commercial Scenario. 

The Project's IDM Plan would be administered and maintained by a Transportation Management 
Association (TMA). The TMA would be responsible for provision of shuttle service between the project 
site and local and regional transit hubs. 

The TMA would work collaboratively with SFMTA and Bay Area Bike Share (BABS) representatives to 
finalize the design, location, installation timeline, and funding arrangements for both initial installation 
and ongoing operation and maintenance of any proposed bikesharing station. Supplementary 
components such as provision of passenger amenities, real-time occupancy data for shared parking 
facilities, on-street carshare spaces, unbundled parking for residents, and preferential treatment for 
high-occupancy vehicles would be coordinated and provided through the TMA, as required by the 
TOM Plan and mitigation measure. 

iii. Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements. 

The Project includes bike lanes, bike-safety-oriented street design, and bike-parking facilities to promote 
bicycling in and around the project site. Under the provisions of the SUD, bike amenities would be 
constru~ted on the project site that would meet or exceed the existing Planning Code requirements at the 
time of permit submittal. Under the Maximum Residential Scenario, 1,142 Class 1and514 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces would be required. Sufficient Class 2 bicycle parking should also be provided at key 
entrance areas of the major open spaces. Under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, 995 Class 1 and 475 
Class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be required. Improvements proposed for the Project include 
construction of Class II facilities (bicycle lanes) and Class III facilities (shared-lane markings and signage) 
on 20th, 22nd, and Maryland streets. A Class I separated bicycle and pedestrian facility would be 
provided along the Bay Trail and Blue Greenway the length of the project site along the shoreline, 
connecting at Georgia Street to the northbound path to Crane Cove Park and the southern waterfront 
park boundary to the future southern connection through the former Potrero Power Plant site. 

Pedestrian travel would be encouraged throughout the project site by establishing a network of connected 
pedestrian pathways running both west-to-east and north-to-south to connect open spaces. Street and 
open space design would also incorporate pedestrian-safe sidewalk and street design and signage. All 
streets on the project site would include 9- to 18-foot-wide sidewalks. The project site is designed to 
make the area east of Maryland Street a predominantly pedestrian zone, and there would be no vehicular 
streets along the length of waterfront parks, with the exception of the north-south running portion of 20th 
Street. Maryland Street and 20th Street could potentially have a shared street condition, to reinforce the 
pedestrian connection from the western portion of the site, across the street, and to San Francisco Bay. 
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Both 20th and 22nd streets would feature pedestrian amenities to encourage walking from the Dogpatch 
neighborhood, as well as transit use along the Third and 22nd streets corridors. 

iv. Loading. 

The proposed new streets would provide access for emergency vehicles and off-street freight loading. 
Michigan, Louisiana, and 21st streets would be designed as primary on-street loading corridors. 

h. Infrastructure and Utilities. 

i. Potable Water. 

Potable water distribution piping would be constructed in trenches under the planned streets to 
provide water for site uses and firefighting needs. To reduce potable water demand, high-efficiency 
fixtures and appliances would be installed in new buildings, and fixtures in existing buildings would 
be retrofitted, as required by City regulations. 

ii. Recycled (Reclaimed) Water. 

The project site is located within the City's desigriated recycled water use area and is subject to Article 
22 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the Recycled Water Use Ordinance, whose goal is to 
maximize the use of recycled water. Therefore, buildings and facilities that are subject to this 
ordinance must use recycled water for all uses authorized by the State once a source of recycled water 
is available and projects must include recycled water distribution systems within buildings as well as 
throughout the project sites. Although a source of recycled water is not yet available from the City, the 
project sponsors would install distribution pipelines to ultimately connect with the City's recycled water 
distribution system once it is constructed. Accordingly, the Project includes the installation of 
distribution pipelines beneath existing and proposed streets within the project area. Once the City's 
recycled water system is constructed, the Project's recycled water pipelines w,ould connect to the City's 
recycled water system. 

iii. On-Site Non-Potable Water. 

San Francisco's Non-potable Water Ordinance requires new buildings larger than 250,000 square feet to 
use on-site "alternate water sources" of graywater, rainwater, and foundation drainage water to meet that 
building's toilet and urinal flushing and irrigation demands. The Project would include the diversion 
and reuse of graywater and rainwater for toilet and urinal flushing and irrigation. 

iv. Auxiliary Water Supply System. 

To meet supplemental firefighting water requirements for the Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS), 
the Project would be required to include on-site A WSS high-pressure distribution piping. The pipelines 
would be installed beneath existing and proposed streets and would supply fire hydrants within the 
project site for the purposes of ~irefighting. The A WSS may also include a permanent manifold installed 
upland of the shoreline that can be connected to a temporary, portable submersible pump for 
redundancy. 

v. Wastewater (Sanitary Sewer) and Storm water Facilities. 
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Wastewater and stormwater flows from the project site are currently conveyed to the Southeast Water 
Pollution Control Plant ("SEWPCP") for treatment via the City's combined sewer system. The Port also 
owns and maintains many gravity sewer lines that connect the existing buildings on the site to the SFPUC 
sewer lines. The project sponsors are considering three options for managing wastewater and stormwater 
flows from the project site: Option 1, Combined Sewer System; Option 2, Separate Wastewater and 
Stormwater Systems; and Option 3, Hybrid System. 

vi. Electricity and Natural Gas. 

The Project would replace overhead electrical distribution with a joint trench utilities distribution system 
which would follow the proposed realigned roadways. The Project would also extend the existing 
natural gas distribution system from 20th Street to connect to the 28-Acre Site. A new natural gas 
distribution system would be constructed to extend to the Illinois Parcels. New gas lines would be placed 
in the joint utilities trench distribution system following the realigned roadways. 

The Project would comply with San Francisco Green Building Requirements for energy efficiency in new 
buildings. Energy-efficient appliances and energy-efficient lighting would be installed in the three 
rehabilitated historic buildings. 

Back-up emergency diesel generators are required by the San Francisco Building Code for new 
buildings with occupied floor levels greater than 75 feet in height. There are 10 parcels (all in the 28-
Acre Site) that would allow building heights of up to 90 feet: Parcels A, B, Cl, C2, D, El, F, G, Hl, and 
H2. Each of the buildings on Parcels A, Cl, C2, D, El, F, G, Hl, and H2 would have a back-up diesel 
generator, if built with occupied floor levels greater than 75 feet; such generators would operate in 
emergency situations, each having an average size of 400 horsepower. Due to the larger size of Parcel 
B, the building proposed for that parcel would have two 400-horsepower, back-up diesel generators to 
operate in emergency situations. In total, 11 generators are anticipated on the project site. 

vii. Renewable Energy. 

The Project is required to meet the State's Title 24 and the San Francisco Green Building Requirements for 
renewable energy and the Better Roof Requirements for Renewable Energy Standards. The Project would 
allow for roof-mounted or building-integrated solar photovoltaic (PV) systems and/or roof-mounted 
solar thermal hot water systems for all proposed buildings, excluding existing Buildings 2, 12, and 21. At 
least 15 percent of the roof area would include roof-mounted or building-integrated PV systems and/or 
roof-mounted solar thermal hot water systems that would be installed in residential and commercial 
buildings. These systems would partially offset the energy demands of the associated buildings. No 
ground-mounted facilities are proposed under the Project. The solar PV arrays located on various 
rooftops could be interconnected via a community microgrid that serves as a site-wide distribution 
network capable of balancing captive supply and demand resources to maintain stable service within the 
Project. 

i. Grading and Stabilization Plan. 

i. Site Grading. 
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The Project would involve excavation of soiis for grading and construction of the 15- to 27-foot-deep 
basements planned on Parcels A, B, Cl, C2, D, El, E2, E3, E4, F, G, Hl, H2, PKN, PKS, HDYl and HDY2. 
No basement levels are planned for existing Buildings 2, 12, or 21. The Project will likely require bedrock 
removal by controlled rock fragmentation techniques. Controlled rock fragmentation technologies may 
include pulse plasma rock fragmentation, controlled foam or hydraulic injection, and controlled blasting. 
In some scenarios it may be necessary to utilize a combination of these techniques. 

The Project would raise the grade of the 28-Acre Site and the southern, low-lying portions of the Illinois 
Parcels by adding up to 5 feet of fill in order to help protect against flooding and projected future sea 
level rise and as required for environmental remediation. 

A portion of the northern spur of the remnant of Irish Hill would be removed for construction of the new 
21•1 Street. Retaining walls would be necessary along the sides of the new 21•t Street to protect the 
adjacent Building 116 in the Historic Core as well as the remnant of Irish Hill and along the reconfigured 
22nd Street, to account for the proposed elevation difference between the streets and adjacent ground 
surfaces. 

ii. Geotechnical Stabilization. 

To address the potential hazard of liquefaction and lateral spreading that may occur during a major 
earthquake, the Project would include construction of improvements to control the amount of lateral 
displacement that could occur. These improvements could include either reinforcing the existing slope 
with structural walls or implementing ground improvements. 

iii. Shoreline Protection Improvements and Sea Level Rise 
Adaptation. 

The objectives of the proposed shoreline protection improvements include maintaining a stable shoreline 
in the project area by preventing shoreline erosion and protecting the proposed development from coastal 
flooding. The proposed shoreline protection system is designed to minimize the need for placing fill in 
San Francisco Bay; maximize open space and public access to the shoreline edge; improve existing slope 
protection, where feasible; develop aesthetically pleasing and cost-efficient shoreline protection; and 
provide for future sea level rise adaptation. For design purposes, the existing shoreline is divided into 
four separate "reaches." Options for shoreline protection improvements were developed for each reach. 
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The improvements constitute minor repairs to the existing shoreline protection system along the bayfront 
of the 28-Acre site that is currently in disrepair. These improvements are restricted to repair or 
replacement of the existing bulkhead in Reach II, and repair or replacement of the existing rip rap slopes 
in Reaches I, III, and IV. As proposed, the improvements would provide shoreline protection from 
erosion based on current flooding conditions, and the worst case flooding projected for the year 2100. 
The entire 100-foot shoreline band, including the shoreline protection features, would be reserved for 
public access that is safe and feasible. The project sponsors would also implement a long-term inspection 
and maintenance program to observe for deterioration of the shoreline protection system, and would 
repair any deficiencies noted to ensure adequate erosion and flood protection for the life of the project. 

3. Project Variants. 

The Draft EIR studied five variants to the Project. Each variant would modify a limited feature or aspect 
of the Project. During the period between publication of the Draft EIR and the RTC document, the Project 
Sponsor requested adoption of three variants into the Project, including the Reduced Off-Haul Variant, 
the Wastewater Treatment and Reuse System Variant, and the Irish Hill Passageway Variant. Thus, these 
three variants are added to the Project. 

The Reduced Off-Haul Variant would minimize the overall volume of excavated soils and the number of 
off-haul truck trips required for the transport and disposal of excavated soils. Under the Wastewater 
Treatment and Reuse System Variant, blackwater, graywater, and rainwater would be collected from all 
newly constructed buildings, treated, and reused for toilet and urinal flushing, irrigation, and cooling 
tower makeup. This variant differs from the project without the variant, because it assumes blackwater is 
treated and recycled and that all newly constructed buildings would form a district system. Finally, the 
Irish Hill Passageway Variant would realign the proposed pedestrian passageway between Illinois Street 
and the proposed Irish Hill Playground in order to create a view corridor through the proposed infill 
construction, from Illinois Street to the Irish Hill landscape feature. Under this Variant, the 40-foot-wide 
pedestrian passageway connecting Illinois Street and the proposed Irish Hill Playground would separate 
construction within Parcel PKS and Parcel HDY2 at the southwest comer of the project site. The 
pedestrian passageway would be shifted northward by approximately 165 feet, to bisect Parcel PKS 
(which would become PKS1 and HDY3 with this variant), to allow views of the western face of the Irish 
Hill remnant from Illinois Street. 

Additionally, the FEIR analyzed two additional project variants that are not proposed for approval at this 
time: the District Energy System Variant and the Automated Waste Collection System Variant. The 
Project assumes all heating and cooling would be done at the individual building level and independent 
from adjacent buildings, and PG&E would provide natural gas, and electricity would be provided by the 
SFPUC and renewable power generated on the project site. Under the District Energy System Variant, a 
single central energy plant would be located in one of the basement levels of a newly constructed 
building on Parcel CL The proposed central energy plant would provide heating and cooling for a linked 
group of residential and commercial buildings. 

Under the Project, typical collection trucks would drive around the project site to pick up solid waste 
(separated by residents and businesses into recyclables, cornpostables, and trash/waste) from each 
individual building for transport to Pier 96 (recyclables) in San Francisco, the Jepson-Prairie facility 
(cornpostables) in Solano County, and the Hay Road Landfill (trash/waste) in Solano County. Under the 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING .DEPARTMENT 20 

760



Motion No. 19977 
August 24, 2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

Automated Waste Collection System (AWCS) Variant, an automated waste collection system would be 
installed to transport solid waste from individual new buildings and in public areas, replacing interior 
and outdoor trash receptacles. The central waste collection facility would be located in a stand-alone 
building near the proposed 20th Street Pump Station on the BAE Systems Ship Repair site directly north 
of Parcels A and B on the project site. This variant has the potential to operate more efficiently and would 
reduce the number of trash collection truck trips and the associated noise and air pollutant emissions. 

1. Project Construction Phasing and Duration. 

For both development scenarios, the Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario, Project construction is conceptual; however it is expected to begin in 2018 and would be 
phased over an approximately 11-year period, concluding in 2029. Proposed development is expected 
to involve up to five phases, designated as Phases 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. The Project's construction and 
rehabilitation phasing for the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios are outlined 
in Tables 2.5 and 2.6 in the DEIR on pp. 2.80 to 2.84. 

Infrastructure improvements (utilities, streets, and open space) and grading and excavation activities 
would be constructed by Forest City, as master developer, and would occur in tandem, as respective 
and adjacent parcels are developed. Vertical development on the various parcels could be constructed 
by Forest City and its affiliates, or by third party developers. 

B. Project Objectives. 

The Port and Forest City seek to achieve the following objectives by undertaking the Project: 

• Create a unique San Francisco neighborhood within an industrial historic district that includes 
new, activated waterfront open spaces with the amenities and services necessary to support a 
diverse, thriving community of residents and workers, while addressing potential land use 
conflicts with ongoing ship repair at Pier 70. 

• Implement the open space, housing, affordability, historic rehabilitation, artist community 
preservation, commercial, waterfront height limit and urban design policies endorsed by the 
voters in Proposition F for the 28-Acre Site (November 2014). 

• Provide dense, mixed-income housing that includes both ownership and rental opportunities, to 
attract a diversity of household types in order to help San Francisco meet its fair share of regional 
housing needs. 

• Provide a model of 21•1 century sustainable urban development by implementing the Pier 70 Risk 
Management Plan approved by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board; 
encouraging energy and water conservation systems; and reducing vehicle usage, emissions, and 
vehicle miles traveled to reduce the carbon footprint impacts of new development, consistent 
with the Port's ciimate Action Plan. 

• Provide access to San Francisco Bay where it has been historically precluded, by opening the 
eastern shore of the site to the public with a major new waterfront park, extending the Bay Trail, 
and establishing the Blue Greenway, and create a pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly environment. 
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• Rehabilitate three contributors to the Union Iron Works Historic District to accommodate new 
uses consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, and design and build new infrastructure, public realm areas, parks and buildings 
consistent with the Infill Development Design Criteria within the Port's Pier 70 Preferred Master 
Plan and support the continued integrity of the Union Iron Works Historic District. 

• Create business and employment opportunities for local workers and businesses during the 
design, construction, and operation phases of the Project. 

• Elevate and reinforce site infrastructure and building parcels to allow the new Pier 70 
neighborhood to be resilient to projected levels of sea level rise and any major seismic event, as 
well as incorporate financing strategies that enable the project and the Port's Bay shoreline to 
adapt to future, increased levels of sea level rise. 

• Along with the Historic Core and Crane Cove Park, serve as a catalyst project for Pier 70 to 
support the Port's site-wide goals established in the Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan, including new 
infrastructure, streets and utilities, and new revenue to fund other Pier 70 improvements. 

• Construct a high-quality, public-private development project that can attract sources of public 
investment, equity, and debt financing sufficient to fund the Project's site and infrastructure 
costs, fund ongoing maintenance and operation costs, and produce a market rate return 
investment that meets the requirement of Assembly Bill (AB) 418 (2011) and allows the Port to 
further its Public Trust mandate and mission. 

• Through exercise of the City's option with PG&E to purchase the Hoedown Yard, provide funds 
for the City's HOPE VI rebuild projects in accordance with Board Resolution No. 54-14, such as 
the Potrero Terrace and Annex project. 

C. Apnroval Actions. 

The Project is subject to review and approvals by local, regional, State, and Federal agencies, with 
jurisdiction after completion of environmental review, including the following: 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

• Approval of General Plan amendments. 

• Approval of Planning Code Text Amendments and associated Zoning Map Amendments. 

• Approval of a Development Agreement. 

• Approval of the Interagency Cooperation Agreement. 

• Approval of a Public Trust Exchange Agreement. 

• Approval of a Disposition and Development Agreement, including forms of ground leases and 
purchase and sale agreements. 

• Approval of Final Subdivision Maps. 

• Approval of street vacations, approval of dedications and easements for public improvements, 
and acceptance (or delegation to Public Works Director to accept) of public improvements, as 
necessary. 
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• Approval of the formation of one or more community facilities districts and adoption of a Rate 
and Method of Apportionment for the districts and authorizing other implementing actions and 
documents. 

• Approval of one or more appendices to the Infrastructure Financing Plan for City and County of 
San Francisco Infrastructure Financing District No. 2 (Port of San Francisco) and formation of 
one or more sub-project areas.for the 28-Acre Site and some or all of the Illinois Parcels and 
authorizing other implementing actions and documents. 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

• Certification of the Final EIR. 

• Adoption of findings that the Public Trust Exchange is consistent with the General Plan. 

• Approval of Pier 70 SUD Design for Development. 

• Initiation and recommendation to Board of ~upervisors to approve amendments to the General 
Plan. 

• Initiation and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve Planning Code 
amendments adopting a Special Use District and associated Zoning Map amendments. 

• Recommendation to Board of Supervisors to approve a Development Agreement. 

• Approval of the Interagency Cooperation Agreement. 

San Francisco Port Commission 

• Adoption of findings regarding Public Trust consistency. 

• Approval of Disposition and Development Agreement, including forms of Ground Leases and 
Purchase and Sale Agreements, authorizing other actions and documents necessary to implement 
the project, and recommending that the Port Commission and the Board of Supervisors take other 
actions and documents necessary to implement the project. 

• Consent to a Development Agreement and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to 
approve. 

• Approval of the Interagency Cooperation Agreement. 

• Approval of a Development Plan for the 28-Acre Site in accordance with Section 11 of 
Proposition F. 

• Approval of Pier 70 SUD Design for Development. 

• Approval of amendments to Waterfront Land Use Plan. 

• Public Trust consistency findings and approval of Public Trust Exchange Agreement with the 
State Lands Commission. 

• Approval of project construction-related permits for property within Port jurisdiction. 

• Approval of Construction Site Stormwater Runoff Control Permit. 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
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• Consent to Development Agreement. 

• Consent to Interagency Cooperation Agreement. 

San Francisco Public Works 

• Review of subdivision maps and presentation to the Board for approval. 

• Approval of Interagency Cooperation Agreement. 

• Issuance of Public Works street vacation order. 

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. 

• Consent to Interagency Cooperation Agreement. 

San Francisco Fire Department 

• Consent to Interagency Cooperation Agreement. 

San Francisco Art Commission 

• Approval of design of public structures and private structures located within public property, to 
the extent any such structures are located outside of Port jurisdiction. 

San Francisco Department of Public Health 

• Oversee compliance with San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance). 

Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

• Approval of permits for improvements and activities within the San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission's jurisdictions. 

State Lands Commission 

• Approval of Public Trust Exchange Agreement. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Francisco Bay Region 

• Approval of Section 401 water quality certification. 

• Site-Specific Remediation Completion Approval(s) under Risk Management Plan. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
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• 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 

• Approval of PG&E' s sale of Hoedown Yard parcel, if PG&E' s operations on the site have not 
already been relocated. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

• Possible Section 404/Section 10 Permit. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

• Possible Section 404/Section 10 Permit. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

• Possible Section 404/Section 10 Permit. 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

• Possible Essential Fish Habitat Consultation. 

• Possible Endangered Species Act Consultation. 

D. Findings About Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

The following Sections II, III, IV, and V set forth the findings about the determinations of the Final EIR 
regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to address them. 
These findings provide written analysis and conclusions regarding the environmental impacts of the 
Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR and adopted as part of the Project. 

In making these findings, the opinions of the Planning Department and other City staff and experts, other 
agencies and members of the public have been considered. These findings recognize that the 
determination of significance thresholds is a judgment within the discretion of the City and County of 
San Francisco; the significance thresholds used in the Final EIR are supported by substantial evidence in 
the record, including the expert opinion of the Final EIR preparers and City staff; and the significance 
thresholds used in the Final EIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance 
of the adverse environmental effects of the Project. 

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the 
Final EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the 
Final EIR and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR 
supporting the determination regarding the Project impacts and mitigation measures designed to address 
those impacts. In making these findings, the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures, are hereby ratified, adopted and incorporated in these 
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findings, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly 
modified by these findings. 

As set forth below, the mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP are hereby 
adopted and incorporated to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant impacts of the 
Project. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR has inadvertently 
been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is nevertheless hereby adopted 
and incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a 
mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation 
measure in the Final EIR due to a clerical error, the language of the mitigation measure as set forth in the 
Final EIR shall control. The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings 
reflect the numbers contained in the Final EIR. 

In Sections II, III, IV, and V below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts 
and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to address each and 
every significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition 
because in no instance are the conclusions of the Final EIR, or the mitigation measures recommended in 
the Final EIR for the Project, being rejected. 

E. Location and Custodian of Records. 

The public hearing transcripts and audio files, a copy of all letters regarding the Final EIR received 
during the public review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final 
EIR are located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. The Planning 
Commission Secretary, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records for the Planning Department and the 
Planning Commission. 

II. IMP ACTS NOT CONSIDERED 

CEQA Section 21099(d), provides that "aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use 
residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be 
considered significant impacts on the environment." Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are not 
considered in determining whether the Project has the potential to result in significant environmental 
effects since the Project meets all of the following three criteria: 

1. The Project is in a transit priority area; 

2. The Project is on an infill site; and 

3. The Project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 

A "transit priority area" is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit 
stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in California Public Resources Code Section 21064.3 as a rail 
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or 
more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and 
afternoon peak commute periods. 
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III. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND 
THUS DO NOT REQUIRE MITIGATION 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Res. 
Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). As more fully described in the Final EIR 
and based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, it is hereby found that implementation 
of the Project would not result in any significant impacts in the following areas and that these impact 
areas therefore do not require mitigation. 

A. Land Use. 

Impacts LU-1: The Project would not physically divide an existing community. 

Impacts LU-2: The Project would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies or regulations 
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. 

Impact C-LU-1: The Project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative land use impacts related to (a) 
physical division of an established community, or (b) conflicts with applicable land use plans and policies 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

B. Population, Employment and Housing. 

Impacts PH-1: The Project would not substantially induce population growth, either directly or 
indirectly. 

Impacts PH-2: The Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or create 
demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 

Impact C-PH-1: The Project under the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial scenarios, 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. 

C. Cultural Resources. 

Impact CR-3: Construction activities for the Project would aot cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, if such 
resources are present within the project site. 

Impact CR-4: The Project would result in the demolition of seven buildings that contribute to the 
significance of the UIW Historic District. These are Buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66. 

The demolition of these buildings would not result in a substantial adverse change in the historic 
significance of the UIW Historic District, nor would the demolition result in a deleterious effect on most 
of the District's character-defining features. The u1W Historic District would retain sufficient 
contributing features, character-defining features, and overall integrity to continue its listing in the NRHP 
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and the CRHR. As such, the demolition of contributing Buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66 would not 
materially impair the physical characteristics that justify the UIW Historic District's inclusion in the 
NRHP or the CRHR. Although demolition of contributing Buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66 would 
have a less-than- significant impact on individual historical resources identified in this EIR and the UIW 
Historic District as a whole, implementation of Improvement Measure I-CR-4a: Documentation and I­
CR-4b: Public Interpretation, which call for the documentation and interpretation of the UIW Historic 
District for the general public, would further reduce the less-than-significant impact resulting from the 
proposed demolition of contributing features. 

Impact CR-6: The relocation of contributing Building 21 would not materially alter, in an adverse 
manner, the physical characteristics of the UIW National Register Historic District that justify its inclusion 
in the California Register of Historical Resources, nor the physical characteristics of Building 21 that 
justify its eligibility for individual inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

Impact CR-7: The demolition of non-contributing slipways would not materially alter, in an adverse 
manner, the physical characteristics of the UIW National Register Historic District that justify its inclusion 
in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

Impact CR-8: The site grading work associated with contributing Buildings 2 and 12 would not 
materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of the UIW National Register Historic 
District that justify its inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

Impact CR-9: The alteration of Irish Hill, a contributing landscape feature, and the proposed infill 
construction surrounding Irish Hill, would not materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical 
characteristics of the UIW National Register Historic District that justify its inclusion in the California 
Register of Historical Resources. 

Impact CR-10: The changes and additions to the network of streets and open space would not materially 
alter, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of the UIW National Register Historic District that 
justify its inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

Impact CR-12: The Project would not materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics 
of other historical resources (outside of the UIW National Register Historic District) that justify inclusion 
of such resources in a Federal, State or local register of historical resources. 

Impact C-CR-3: The impacts of the Project, in combination with other past, present, and future projects, 
would not materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of historical resources 
(outside of the UIW National Register Historic District) that justify its inclusion in the California Register 
of Historical Resources, resulting in a cumulative impact. 

D. Transportation and Circulation. 

Impact TR-1: Construction of the Project would not result in significant impacts on the transportation 
and circulation network because they would be of limited duration and temporary. 

Although no mitigation measures would be required, Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Construction 
Management Plan is identified to further reduce less-than-significant potential conflicts between 
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construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and autos, and between construction activities 
and nearby businesses and residents. 

Impact TR-2: The Project would not cause substantial additional VMT nor substantially induce 
automobile travel. 

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

Impact TR-4: The Project would not result in any Muni screenlines or sub-corridors exceeding 85 percent 
capacity utilization nor would it increase ridership by more than five percent on any Muni screenline or 
subcorridor forecast to exceed 85 percent capacity utilization under Baseline conditions without the 
Project. 

Impact TR-6: Two individual Muni routes would continue to operate within the 85 percent capacity 
utilization standard in the a.m. and p.rn. peak hours in both the inbound and outbound directions with 
addition of the Project. 

Impact TR-7: The Project would not cause significant impacts on regional transit routes. 

Impact TR-8: Pedestrian travel generated by the Project could be accommodated on the new roadway 
and sidewalk network proposed for the project site. 

Although the Project's parking facility access points would comply with appropriate design standards, 
the less-than-significant effect of vehicle queuing across sidewalks would be minimized with 
implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Queue Abatement, to ensure that pedestrian travel is 
unimpeded. 

Impact TR-9: Existing pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project site, while incomplete, would not 
pose substantial hazards to pedestrian traffic generated by the Project. 

Impact TR-11: The Project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists and would not 
interfere with bicycle accessibility to the project site or adjoining areas. 

Impact TR-13: The Project would not result in significant impacts on emergency access to the project site 
or adjacent locations. 

Although not required to address significant impacts, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-C: 
Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions During Events would ensure that events at Pier 70 are 
coordinated with events at AT&T Park to further reduce the less-than-significant effects of congestion on 
emergency vehicle circulation. 

Impact C-TR-1: Construction of the Project would occur over an approximately 11-year time frame and 
may overlap with construction of other projects in the vicinity. Due to the detailed planning and 
coordination requirements, the Project would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative 
impact in the area. 

SAN FRAflGISGO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 29 

769



Motion No. 19977 
August 24, 2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

Although no mitigation measures would be required, Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Construction 
Management Plan is identified to further reduce impacts associated with construction of the Project. 

Impact C-TR-2: The Project's incremental effects on regional VMT would not be significant, when viewed 
in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. 

Impact C-TR-3: The Project would not contribute to a major traffic hazard. 

Impact C-TR-5: The Project would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on the 
KT Third Ingleside Muni line. 

Impact C-TR-6: The Project would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts at Muni 
Downtown screenlines or subcorridors. 

Impact C-TR-7: The Project would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts on 
regional transit routes. 

Impact C-TR-8: The Project would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative pedestrian 
impacts. 

Impact C-TR-9: The Project would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative bicycle impact. 

Impact C-TR-10: The Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative loading impact. 

Impact C-TR-11: The Project would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on 
emergency vehicle access. 

E. N9ise. 

Impact N0-8: Operation of the Project would not expose people and structures to or generate excessive 
groundbome vibration or noise levels. 

Impact C-N0-1: Construction of the Project combined with cumulative construction noise in the project 
area would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity during construction. 

F. Air Quality. 

Impact AQ-5: The Maximum Residential or Maximum Commercial Scenarios would not create 
objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people. 

G. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Impact C-GG-1: The Project would generate GHG emissions, but not at levels that would result in a 
significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
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Impact WS-3: At full build-out, the Project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects 
ground-level public areas. The pedestrian comfort criterion is not considered within the CEQA 
significance threshold; however, Improvement Measures I-WS-3a: Wind Reduction for Public Open 
Spaces and Pedestrian and Bicycle Areas, I-WS-3b: Wind Reduction for Waterfront Promenade and 
Waterfront Terrace, I-WS-3c: Wind Reduction for Slipways Commons, I-WS-3d: Wind Reduction for 
Building 12 Market Plaza and Market Square, I-WS-3e: Wind Reduction for Irish Hill Playground. and 
I-WS-3£: Wind Reduction for 20th Street Plaza would improve the comfort, suitability, and usability of 
public open spaces and further reduce this less-than-significant impact. City decision makers may choose 
to impose these improvement measures on the Project as conditions of approval. 

Impact WS-4: The Project would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor 
recreation facilities or other public areas. 

Impact C-WS-1: The Project at full build-out, when combined with other cumulative projects, would not 
alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas within the vicinity of the project site. 

Impact C-WS-2: The 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. The Project would not make a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative shadow impact. 

L Recreation. 

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

Impact RE-2: Construction of the parks and recreational facilities proposed as part of the Project would 
not result in substantial adverse physical environmental impacts beyond those analyzed and disclosed in 
the Final EIR. 

Impact C-RE-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
development, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative 
impacts on recreation. 

J. Utilities and Service Systems. 

Impact UT-1: The City's water service provider would have sufficient water supply available to serve the 
Project from existing entitlements and resources, and would not require new or expanded water supply 
resources or entitlements. 

Impact UT-2: The Project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 
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Impact UT-3: The Project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Southeast Water 
Pollution Control Plant. 

Impact UT-4: The 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. 

Impact UT-5: The 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. 

Impact UT-6: The Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient capacity to accommodate the 
Project's solid waste disposal needs. 

Impact UT-7: The Project would not fail to comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. 

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

K. Public Services. 

Impact PS-1: The Project would not result in the need for new or physically altered facilities in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for police protection. 

Impact PS-2: The Project would not result in the need for new or physically altered facilities in order to 
maintain acceptable response times for fire protection and emergency medical services. 

Impact PS-3: The increase in students associated with implementation of the Project would not require 
new or expanded school facilities, the construction of which could result in substantial adverse impacts. 

Impact PS-4: The Project would not result in an increase in demand for library services that could not be 
met by existing library facilities. 

Impact C-PS-1: The Project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant adverse cumulative 
impacts that would result in a need for construction of new or physically altered facilities in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public 
services, including police protection, fire protection and emergency services, schools, and libraries. 

L. Biological Resource. 

Impact BI-6: The Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, and would not have a substantial conflict with 
the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
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Impact GE-1: The Project would not 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. 

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

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

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

Impact C-GE-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on geology and soils. 

N. Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Impact HY-1: Construction of the Project would not violate a water quality standard or a waste discharge 
requirement, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

Impact HY-3: The Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table. 

Impact HY-4: The 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. 

Impact HY-5: Operation of the 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. 

Impact HY-6: Operation of the Project would not place structures within a future 100-year flood zone that 
would impede or redirect flood flows. 

Impact HY-7: The Project would not expose people or structures to substantial risk of loss, injury, or 
death due to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

Impact C-HY-1: The 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. 

0. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Impact HZ-1: Construction and operation of the Project would not create a significant hazard through 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
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Impact HZ-9: The 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, 

Impact HZ-10: The 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 an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

Impact C-HZ-1: The 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. 

P. Mineral and Energy Resources. 

Impact ME-1: The Project would not have a significant adverse impact on the availability of a known 
mineral resource and/or a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 

Impact ME-2: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the use of fuel, water, or energy 
consumption, and would not encourage activities that could result in the use of large amounts of fuel, 
water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. 

Impact ME-3: The Project would not result in new or expansion of existing electric or natural gas 
transmission and/or distribution facilities that would cause significant physical environmental effects. 

Impact C-ME-1: The Project, in combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
adverse cumulative impact on mineral and energy resources. 

Q. Agriculture and Forest Resources. 

Impact AG-1: The Project would not convert designated farmland under the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program, nor would it conflict with any existing agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act 
contract, nor would it involve any changes to the environment that would result in the conversion of 
designated farmland. The Project would have no impact on farmland and land zoned or contracted for 
agricultural uses. Therefore no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact AG-2: The Project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or 
timberland, nor would it result in the loss of or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. There would 
be no impact with respect to forest land or timberland, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-AG-1: The Project, in combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
adverse cumulative impact on agricultural resources or forest land or timberland, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 
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R. Growth Inducement. 

While the Project in itself represents growth, the prov1s1on of new housing and employment 
opportunities would not encourage substantial new growth in the City that has not been previously 
projected or in an area of the City that has not been identified through local and regional planning 
processes as an area that could accommodate future population, housing, and employment growth. Thus, 
the Project would not have a substantial growth-inducing impact. 

IV. FINDINGS OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR 
REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND THE 

DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 
identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless 
mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings in this 
Section IV and in Section V concern mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR These findings discuss 
mitigation measures as identified in the Final EIR for the Project. The full text of the mitigation measures 
is contained in the Final EIR and in Attachment B, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
The impacts identified in this Section N would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
implementation of the mitigation measures contained in the Final EIR, included in the Project, or 
imposed as conditions of approval and set forth in Attachment B. The impacts identified in Section V, 
below, for which feasible mitigation has been identified in the Final EIR also would be reduced, although 
not to a less-than-significant level. 

This Commission recognizes that some of the mitigation measures are partially within the jurisdiction of 
other agencies. The Commission urges these agencies to assist in implementing these mitigation 
measures, and finds that these agencies can and should participate in implementing these mitigation 
measures. 

A. Cultural Resources. 

Impact CR-1: Construction activities for the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of archeological resources, if such resources are present within the project site. 

Construction activities, in particular grading and excavation, could disturb archeological resources 
potentially located at the project site. Unless mitigated, ground-disturbing construction activity within 
the project site, particularly within previously undisturbed soils, could adversely affect the significance of 
archeological resources under CRHR Criterion 4 (Information Potential) by impairing the ability of such 
resources to convey important scientific and historical information. This effect would be considered a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource and would therefore be a 
potentially significant impact under CEQA. 

Mitigation Measures M-CR-la: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting and 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-lb: Interpretation, as more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby 
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be implemented as 
provided therein. 
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Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measures M-CR-la and M-CR-lb would reduce Impact CR-1 to a less-than­
significant level. 

Impact CR-2: Construction activities for the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of human remains, if such resources are present within the project site. 

Because the project site has been substantially disturbed over the last two centuries, the possibility of 
discovering human remains is considered low. Although unlikely, it is possible human remains may be 
encountered during project implementation. If human remains are present within the project site, 
construction activities for the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
human remains. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that with 
implementing Mitigation Measures M-CR-la, referenced above, would reduce Impact CR-2 to a less­
than-significant level. 

Impact C-CR-1: Disturbance of archeological resources, if encountered during construction of the 
Project, in combination with other past, present, and future reasonably foreseeable projects, would 
make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on archeological 
resources. 

Ground-disturbing activities of foreseeable projects, in particular (but not limited to) those along San 
Francisco's Central Waterfront, have the potential to disturb previously unidentified archeological 
resources that could yield information pertaining to common research themes identified for the Project in 
the ARDTP (consumer behavior, social status and identity, wharf and pier construction, land reclamation, 
and industrialization and technology). As such, the potential disturbance of archeological resources 
within the project site could make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a loss of significant historic 
and scientific information about California, Bay Area, and San Francisco history. 

There is no evidence that the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource. For this reason, the Project in combination with past, present, and future 
reasonably foreseeable projects would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact on tribal cultural resources. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-la and M-CR-1b, referenced above, the Project's 
contribution to cumulative impacts on archeological resources would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Impact CR-5: The rehabilitation of Buildings 2, 12, and 21 would materially alter, in an adverse 
manner, the physical characteristics of the UIW National Register Historic District that justify its 
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources and would materially alter the physical 
characteristics of Building 21 that justify its individual eligibility for inclusion in the California 
Register of Historical Resources. 
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Buildings 2, 12, and 21 would be rehabilitated under the Project for a range of possible reuse purposes. 
Prior to Port issuance of building permits, the City and the Port of San Francisco would require the 
project sponsors to rehabilitate Buildings 2, 12, and 21 in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation (Secretary's Standards). As noted in CEQA Section 15064.5(a)(3), "a project 
that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings ... shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less-than-significant 
impact on the historical resource." 

As the rehabilitation efforts for these buildings are still in the design phase, the Planning Department 
conservatively finds that the impact of the proposed rehabilitation to Buildings 2, 12, and 21 to be 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5: Preparation of Historic Resource Evaluation Reports, Review, and 
Performance Criteria, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in 
the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-5 would reduce Impact CR-5 to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact CR-11: The proposed infill construction would materially alter, in an adverse manner, the 
physical characteristics of the UIW National Register Historic District that justify its inclusion in the 
California Register of Historical Resources. 

As new construction is expected to begin in 2018, would be phased over an approximately 11-year period, 
and could be designed and constructed by different development teams responding to varying real estate 
market conditions, it is possible that new infill development could change the historic significance of the 
UIW Historic District by introducing a wide variety of new building designs and types that may not be 
compatible with the historic character of adjacent historical resources. This could incrementally reduce 
the integrity of the UIW Historic District to the extent it may no longer qualify for the National Register, 
which would be considered a significant impact on historical resources. 

However, the Project site was more densely developed at the end of the UIW Historic District's period of 
significance (1945) than it is today. As such, the proposed infill construction would return the site to a 
building density that is more in keeping with its historic density. 

The application of the Pier 70 Design for Development standards and guidelines, including the 
application of maximum heights, building articulation, material grain and palette, and building-specific 
responsiveness, would help maintain the integrity of the UIW Historic District by emphasizing the 
industrial character of the District. The Project would also establish buffer zones surrounding the core of 
historic buildings and landscapes that specify the minimum distances of separation between historic 
buildings and landscapes and new construction. These measures would reduce the impacts of new 
construction on the integrity of adjacent contributing buildings and the UIW Historic District. 

The proposed new construction would not result in the need to adjust the boundary of the UIW Historic 
District, because the boundary is based on the boundary of the shipyard at the end of WWII, according to 
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the Bethlehem Shipbuilding Division's 1944 Master Plan. The district boundary, therefore, captures the 
entire shipyard's development from 1884 through 1945. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-11: Performance Criteria and Review Process for New Construction, as 
more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the 
attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. Based on the Final EIR and the entire 
administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that implementation of Mitigation Measure M­
CR-11 would reduce Impact CR-11 to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact C-CR-2: The impacts of the Project, in combination with other past, present,. and future 
projects, would materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of the UIW 
National Register Historic District that justify its inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, and could materially alter the physical characteristics of Building 21 that justify its 
individual eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

In addition to the Project, there are three anticipated projects within the UIW Historic District that have 
the potential to have a significant cumulative impact on the significance of the UIW Historic District: (1) 
Crane Cove Park project, (2) BAE Systems Lease Renewal project, and (3) revisions to the on-going 20th 
Street Historic Core project, which would demolish historic Buildings 40 and 117. 

The Planning Department completed the environmental review for the Crane Cove Park project in 
October 2015. As part of the Crane Cove Park environmental review, Planning Department Preservation 
staff completed a HRER that evaluated the impacts of the project on historical resources. Department 
staff found that the demolition of two contributing buildings (Buildings 30 and 50) within the UIW 
Historic District would not cause a significant adverse impact upon any qualified historical resource. 

The Planning Department completed the environmental review for the BAE Systems Lease Renewal 
Project in March 2015. As part of the BAE Systems Lease Renewal Project environmental review, Planning 
Department Preservation staff completed a HRER that evaluated the impacts of project on historical 
resources. Department staff found that the demolition of Buildings 38, 119, and 121 would not impact the 
integrity of the UIW Historic District. 

In 2014, the Planning Department issued a CPE for the 20th Street Historic Core Project (Case No. 
2013.1168E) to the Port of San Francisco for the rehabilitation of 10 historic buildings at Pier 70. The 
rehabilitation project is currently underway. In 2015, the Port added demolition of contributing 
Buildings 40 and 117, located within the Pier 70 project site. Although Building 40 is a contributor to the 
District, it was not found to possess individual significance because it is one of many architecturally 
undistinguished support buildings from World War II and it has lost integrity due to advanced 
deterioration. Therefore, it would not qualify for listing under the National or California Registers as an 
individual historical resource. The Planning Department and Port of San Francisco found that the 
proposed demolition of Building 40 would have a less-than-significant impact on the integrity of the UIW 
Historic District. 

Although Building 117 is a contributor to the District, it was not found to possess individual significance 
because its simple, undistinguished, and utilitarian design lacks architectural distinction, and it had a 
minor support function as a parts storage warehouse in the shipbuilding and repair process. Therefore, it 
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would not qualify for listing under the National or California Registers as an individual historical 
resource. The Planning Department and Port of San Francisco found that the proposed demolition of 
Building 117 would have a less-than-significant impact on the integrity of the UIW Historic District. 

All projects described above cumulatively would result in the collective loss of 14 historic buildings that 
contribute to the significance of the UIW Historic District, as well as the retention and rehabilitation, or 
no change, to the other 30 contributing features. The collective demolition of these buildings and its 
cumulative impact on the integrity of the UIW Historic District were analyzed in a report prepared by 
Carey & Co., Inc. for the Port of San Francisco in August 2015. The Planning Department concurs that that 
despite the new construction under the Crane Cove Park project and the loss of two contributing 
buildings (Buildings 30 and 50), the loss of three contributing buildings (Buildings 38, 119, and 121) from 
the BAE Systems Lease Renewal project, and the loss of two contributing buildings (Buildings 40 and 117) 
from the revised 20th Street Historic Core project, these three projects would have a less-than-significant 
impact on the integrity of the UIW Historic District. 

The Project would also result in a less-than-significant impact to historical resources (demolition of seven 
contributing resources), and would result in significant but mitigable impacts to historical reso~rces 
resulting from rehabilitation of three contributing features and new infill construction. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-5 and M-CR-11, referenced above, the Project and other 
projects described above would collectively result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact upon 
historical resources. 

B. Transportation and Circulation. 

Impact TR-10: Existing pedestrian facilities at the Project's access points would present barriers to 
accessible pedestrian travel. 

The Project's access points would use existing stop-controlled intersections on Illinois Street at 20th Street 
and 22nd Street and a new intersection at the new 21•1 Street to be added west of Illinois Street. Several 
barriers to accessible pedestrian travel currently exist between these intersections, including missing 
ADA curb ramps at the intersection of 22nd Street and Illinois Street and a narrow stretch of sidewalk with 
obstructions mid-block on Illinois Street between 22nd and 20th streets. This lack of an accessible path of 
travel to and from the project site would be a significant impact. 

Additionally, the Project's transit riders would cross Illinois Street at the intersections with 20th, 2tst, and 
22nd streets. Although the Project is proposing to construct a new signal at the new intersection at Illinois 
Street and 21•1 Street, pedestrian crossings at the all-way stop controlled intersections along Illinois Street 
at 20th and 22nd streets would be particularly challenging, given forecasted increases in traffic along 
Illinois Street. This would also be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Improve pedestrian facilities on Illinois Street adjacent to and leading 
to the project site, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the 
Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 39 

779



Motion No. 19977 
August 24, 2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 would reduce Impact CR-5 to a less-than-significant level. 

C. Noise. 

Impact N0-1: Construction of the Project would 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. 

Operation of jackhammers, concrete saws, controlled rock fragmentation (CRF) equipment, rock drills, 
and a rock/concrete crusher would have the potential to exceed the noise limit for construction 
equipment (as specified by the Police Code) by 2 to 4 dBA. While jackhammers with approved acoustic 
shields as well as rock drills and pile drivers with approved intake and exhaust mufflers are exempt from 
this ordinance limit, concrete saws and rock/concrete crushers would not be exempt. Therefore, 
operation of concrete saws, a rock/concrete crusher, or any other equipment not exempt from the Police 
Code that exceeds the noise limit would be a significant noise impact. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Construction Noise Control Plan, as more fully described in the Final EIR, 
is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the MMRP and will be implemented as 
provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Construction Noise Control Plan would reduce Impact N0-1 
to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact N0-3: Construction of the Project .would expose people and structures to or generate excessive 
groundbome vibration levels. 

The Project would include the types of construction activities that could produce excessive groundborne 
vibration (i.e., CRF during excavation and pile driving for foundations or secant walls). In addition, 
construction equipment used for demolition, site preparation, and shoring activities, such as 
jackhammers, pavement breakers, and drills, could generate varying degrees of temporary groundborne 
vibration, with the highest levels expected during demolition, excavation, and below-grade construction 
stages of each construction phase. If groundborne vibration generated by project-related demolition and 
construction activities were to exceed 0.5 in/sec PPV, it could cause cosmetic damage to a nearby 
structure. Pile driving, CRF, and building locations on project parcels have not been specified for the 
entire site, but pile driving is proposed adjacent to and east of the 20th Street Historic Core, which adjoins 
the northwestern boundary of the 28-Acre Site and eastern boundary of the 2Qlh/Illinois Parcels. CRF may 
need to be employed along the western portion of the site (Parcels PKN, PKS, and HDY), as well as 
Parcels Cl, D, E2, F and G on the 28-Acre Site. While it may be possible to maintain a setback of 70 feet or 
more between pile drivers and adjacent structures at many locations to avoid cosmetic damage to 
adjacent structures, the minimum separation between some parcels such as between Parcel El, Parcel E4, 
and Building 21 or between Parcels E2 and E3 would be less than 70 feet. At distances of less than 70 feet, 
vibration from impact or vibratory pile-driving activities could result in cosmetic damage to Project 
structures and historic Buildings 113 and 114, a significant vibration impact. 
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Depending on the timing of development at Parcels E2, E3, and E4, as well as the timing of the proposed 
relocation of Historic Building 21 to within 25 feet of new development, construction-related vibration 
impacts on this building from adjacent pile driving activities could be avoided entirely if development 
precedes relocation. If, however, relocation of Building 21 precedes development at adjacent Parcels E2, 
E3, and E4, significant vibration impacts could occur. When the more stringent threshold of 0.2 in/sec 
PPV is applied to historic buildings, cosmetic damage could occur at distances of up to 160 feet from 
historic buildings. 

While vibratory pile driving (or similar continuous vibration sources) can reduce the potential impacts to 
fragile structures that can occur with impact pile driving (where higher intermittent vibration levels can 
occur when the hammer strikes the pile), continuous vibration can also cause liquefaction (or differential 
settlement in sandy soils), due to the continuous nature of the vibration. The potential for structural 
damage from vibration-induced liquefaction would be a significant vibration impact. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Vibration Control Measures During Construction, as more fully 
described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the MMRP and 
will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, implementing Mitigation Measure M-N0-3 
would reduce Impact N0-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact N0-4: Operation of the Project would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the immediate project vicinity, or permanently expose persons to noise levels in excess 
of standards in the San Francisco General Plan and San Francisco Noise Ordinance. 

Stationary Equipment 

Assuming HV AC equipment operates 24 hours per day (worst-case), such noise levels would exceed 
ordinance noise limits if this equipment is placed near parcel boundaries, resulting in a significant 
impact. 

Emergency generators would be required on at least 11 of the proposed parcels where building heights 
would exceed 70 feet under both the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial scenarios, as well 
as at the proposed pump station. The only exception would be Parcel El, which would not require an 
emergency generator under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, because the building on this parcel 
would be 65 feet high under this scenario. The Project's residential receptors could be located as dose as 
50 feet from these buildings/parcels. At this distance, noise levels generated by operation of emergency 
generators would exceed noise limits specified in the City's Noise Ordinance and result in a significant 
impact. 

A wastewater pump station (the 20th Street Pump Station) and electrical transformers are proposed to be 
located to the north of the 28-Acre Site between Building 108 and Building 6. Combined noise generated 
by these facilities would have a slight potential to increase ambient noise levels in this vicinity. Given the 
range of existing ambient noise levels in the pump station vicinity, addition of the proposed pump station 
is conservatively considered to have the potential to slightly exceed ordinance noise limits, and result in a 
significant impact. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING Ot;PARTMENT 41 

781



Motion No. 19977 
August 24, 2017 

Other Noise-Generating Uses 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

Development of commercial-office uses in proximity to existing residential uses would increase the 
potential for noise disturbance or conflicts. Sources of noise typically associated with such non-residential 
uses that can cause sleep disturbance include mechanical equipment, delivery trucks and associated 
loading areas, parking cars, and use of refuse bins. There would be a potential for sleep disturbance from 
these types of noise under both scenarios, because all future commercial-office or RALI buildings would 
be located adjacent to one or more residential buildings (as dose as 23 to 38 feet in some instances), a 
potentially significant noise impact. 

If deliveries and associated unloading/loading activities occur in proximity to future residential buildings 
and during the nighttime hours, future residents could be subject to sleep disturbance by noise from these 
activities. 

Noise associated with parking cars includes engines starting and car doors slamming. Such noise can 
cause annoyance at adjacent residential uses if it is concentrated in one area (i.e., a surface parking lot is 
located adjacent to residences), and if it occurs during the evening or nighttime hours, it could cause 
sleep disturbance, a potentially significant impact. 

Noise associated with trash or refuse facilities for both future residential and commercial-office uses 
could disturb or annoy any future nearby residents, a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures M-N0-4a: Stationary Equipment Noise Controls, M-N0-4b: Design of Future 
Noise-Generating Uses near Residential Uses and M-N0-6: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses, as 
more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the 
MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire .administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measures M-N0-4a, M-N0-4b and M-N0-6 would reduce Impact N0-4 to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Impact N0-6: The Project's occupants would be substantially affected by existing and future noise 
levels on the site. 

The primary sources of future noise on the project site and its vicinity are from BAE Systems Ship Repair 
facility activities, earthmoving activities in the southwestern corner of the Illinois Parcel (PG&E Hoedown 
Yard), Existing Plus Project traffic noise on Illinois Street and other local streets, tonal noise from 
transformers at PG&E Potrero Substation, and loading dock activities along Illinois Street at the AIC 
Building. In addition to shipyard-related noise, there is continuous, distant background traffic noise from 
the I-280 freeway and other roadways. Passing Muni light rail and Caltrain rail operations also contribute 
to background noise. 

Future noise levels at all Project parcels designated for residential use have existing noise levels that are 
considered Conditionally Acceptable according the City's Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community 
Noise ranging between 60 dBA and 70 dBA (Ldn), except residential units facing the future 21st Street on 
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Parcels PKN and PKS would be subject to noise levels of up to 72 dBA (Ldn), resulting in a significant 
impact. 

The applicant would be required to demonstrate that the 45-dBA (Ldn or CNEL) interior noise standard 
specified by Title 24 would be met at all project residences, and additional noise attenuation measures are 
required to be incorporated into the project design as necessary to meet this interior standard, but also 
address potential sleep disturbance effects on affected parcels from adjacent or nearby industrial 
activities. It is noted that on-site noise levels could increase with proposed building demolition, but also 
decrease in the future with project implementation if existing heavy equipment operations at the 
Hoedown Yard cease and Project buildings are up to 90 feet tall in the northern portion of the 28-Acre 
Site. Such building heights could help partially shield the rest of the site from noise generated by the 
BAE Systems Ship Repair facility (i.e., BAE boilers and generators). Such future noise reductions, 
however, would ultimately depend on the final locations and heights of proposed buildings but could 
reduce the extent of noise attenuation required at some residential units. Compliance with Title 24's 
interior standard would reduce noise compatibility impacts to less-than-significant levels at all residential 
units except those subject to noise levels above 70 dBA (Ldn). Mitigation Measure M-N0-6 would require 
design elements for those units subject to noise levels of up to 72 dBa (Ldn) to meet Title 24' s interior 
standard. 

Future noise levels at all but three Project parcels designated for open space/park/playground uses are 
considered acceptable. However, park users could access quieter areas within these parks (away from 
adjacent streets), and noise levels would be considered generally acceptable at all proposed open 
space/park/playground areas. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-N0-6: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses, referenced above, 
would reduce Impact N0-6 to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact N0-7: The Project's special events would result in substantial periodic, temporary noise 
increases. 

The proximity of future residential uses to open space uses-would pose the potential for Project residents 
. to be disturbed or annoyed by noise from outdoor active recreation/open space activities. Noise levels 
associated with the proposed cafe terrace, social lawn, beer garden, food/beverage operations, picnic 
areas and the playground would be typical of an urban, mixed-use residential area and would be less 
than significant in regards to compatibility with nearby sensitive receptors. The potential noise conflicts 
would be greatest where amplified sound systems would be used and/or events occur during the more 
noise-sensitive late evening/nighttime hours when sleep disturbance could occur. 

Promoters of any proposed outdoor events on the site's outdoor plaza that would use amplified sound or 
music would be required to obtain a permit from the City prior to the event. This permit process requires 
a public hearing and includes a requirement for neighborhood outreach. Article 1, Section 47.2 of the 
Police Code, while generally focused on truck-mounted amplification equipment, regulates the use of any 
sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise. Hours of operation are restricted to 
between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., unless permitted by the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. 
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Due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outdoor events at the project site, the use of 
amplified sound equipment could still have the potential for significant noise impacts to nearby sensitive 
receptors in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise 
Ordinance. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-7: Noise Control Plan for Special Outdoor Amplified Sound, as more fully 
described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the MMRP and 
will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-N0-7, and compliance with Sections 47.2, 1060.1 and 2909 of the 
Police Code, would reduce Impact N0-7 to less than significant. 

D. Air Quality. 

Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation of the Project would generate toxic air contaminants, 
including DPM, which would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Site preparation activities, such as demolition, excavation, grading, foundation construction, and other 
ground-disturbing construction activity, in addition to the long-term emissions from the Project's mobile 
and stationary sources would affect localized air quality during the construction phases of the Project. 
Neither the proposed receptors nor the nearest off-site receptors are located within an area that currently 
meets the APEZ criteria. Therefore, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was conducted for the Project to 
determine whether the Project would, in combination with other existing sources in the area, result in a 
given off-site or on-site receptor meeting the APEZ criteria. 

!;;_x,~ess Cancer Risk from Construction and Operation Emissions at Off-Site Receptors 

The HRA showed that unmitigated emissions plus existing background emissions would not result in a 
total excess cancer risk of 100 in one million at the most impacted off-site receptor. This would be below 
the level for causing a new location to meet the APEZ excess cancer risk criteria, and thus would be a less­
than-significant impact. 

Excess Cancer Risk from Construction and Operation Emissions at On-Site Receptors 

Both the Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial Scenario would include 
development of residential units, which is considered a sensitive land use for purposes of ai; quality 
evaluation. 

The HRA showed that the project's emissions would combine with existing background concentrations 
and would exceed the APEZ excess cancer risk criteria of an excess cancer risk of 100 per one million 
persons exposed. Therefore, the impact with regard to increased cancer risk would be significant for on­
site receptors for the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios. The mitigated 
condition assumed in the HRA included emission reductions quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ­
la: Construction Emissions Minimization, M-AQ-lb: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications, M-AQ­
lc: Use Low- and Super-Compliant VOC Architectural Coatings in Maintaining Buildings through 
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CC&Rs, and M-AQ-1£: Transportation Demand Management. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-AQ-la alone would be sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

PM2.5 Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions at Off-Site Receptors 

The HRA showed that unmitigated emissions in combination with background concentrations would 
result in PM2.5 concentrations of 8.5 µg/m3 for both scenarios, which would be below the levels for 
causing a new location to meet the APEZ criteria of 10 µg/m3• Therefore, this would be a less than 
significant impact. 

PM2.5 Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions at On-Site Receptors 

The HRA showed that unmitigated emissions in combination with background concentrations would 
result in PM2.5 concentrations of 8.6 µg/m3 for both scenarios, which would be below the levels for 
causing a new location to meet the APEZ criteria of 10 µg/m3• Therefore, this would be a less than 
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la: Construction Emissions Minimization, as more fully described in the 
Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the MMRP and will be 
implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la would reduce Impact AQ-3 to less than significant. 

Impact AQ-4: The Maximum Residential or Maximum Commercial Scenarios would conflict with 
implementation of the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the SFBAAB is the 2010 Clean Air Plan. The Clean Air Plan 
includes 55 control measures aimed at reducing air pollutants in the SFBAAB. Twenty-five of these 
measures are suited to implementation through local planning efforts or project approval actions. 
Without certain mitigation measures incorporated into the Project, the Project would not include 
applicable control measures from the 2010 Clean Air Plan and this impact would be significant. As such, 
mitigation described below requires incorporation of applicable measures, the Project would include the 
applicable control measures. Transportation control measures that are identified in the Clean Air Plan are · 
implemented by the San Francisco General Plan and the Planning Code, for example, through the City's 
Transit First Policy, the bicycle parking requirements, and transit impact development fees. The Project 
will comply with these policies and regulations. 

Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1£: Transportation Demand Management, M-AQ-lg: Additional Mobile 
Source Control Measures, and M-AQ-lh: Offset -of Operational Emissions, as more fully described in 
the Final EIR, are hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will 
be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that with 
implementing Mitigation Measures M-AQ-la (referenced above), M-AQ-1£, AQ-lg, and M-AQ-lh, Impact 
AQ-4 would be less than significant. 
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Impact C-AQ-2: The Maximum Residential or Maximum Commercial Scenarios, in combination with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project area, would contribute to 
cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. 

The HRA takes into account the cumulative contribution of existing localized health risks to sensitive 
receptors from sources included in the Citywide modeling plus the Project's sources. There are, however, 
other future projects, whose. emissions have not been incorporated into the existing citywide health risk 
modeling because analysis with respect to CEQA for these future project either has not yet been prepared 
or is pending. 

There are 16 cumulative projects within the 1,000 foot zone of influence, two of which are already 
completed and/or occupied. Another one of these cumulative projects is for the renewal of the lease for 
BAE Systems whose operations were already considered in the HRA analysis. The remaining projects are 
either residential, most of which have a ground floor retail or commercial component, or the proposed 
development of Crane Cove Park 

Cumulative year 2040 conditions without the project show lower background risks than the existing 
baseline cancer risks and consequently, addition of the project's risks cancer risk to 2040 conditions 
would similarly not result in new locations meeting the APEZ criteria that otherwise would not without 
the project with mitigation. Therefore, the project plus cumulative development projects and background 
risks in 2040 would not result in significant health risk impacts and the analysis in Impact AQ-3 presents 
a worst-case cumulative health risk analysis. 

The Project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la: Construction Emission 
Minimization, referenced above. Additionally, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b: Diesel Backup 
Generator Specifications, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth 
in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measures M-AQ-la and M-AQ-lb would reduce the Project's contribution to 
cumulative air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

E. Wind and Shadow 

Impact WS-1: The phased development of the Project would temporarily alter wind in a manner that 
substantially affects public areas. 

Although the Project at full build-out would generally slightly improve wind conditions on the project 
site, potentially significant interim wind impacts may occur prior to the completion of construction. Due 
to phased build-out, a particular building configuration resulting from partial completion of the Project 
could last for one or more years, creating the potential for interim wind impacts. 

The potential for exceedances of the wind hazard criterion during the phased construction period would 
occur under the Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial Scenario. Additionally, 
the ultimate build-out of the Project might not maximize the development potential under either of these 
two scenarios. Such wind hazards would likely exist until buildings on adjacent parcels are completed 
and provide shelter from the unabated force of the wind. These hazards would be a significant impact. 
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Mitigation Measure M-WS-1: Identification and Mitigation of Interim Hazardous Wind Impacts, as 
more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the 
attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 would reduce Impact WS-1 to a less-than- significant level. 

Impact WS-2: For public open space built on rooftops, the Project would alter wind in a manner that 
affects those public open spaces. 

If Parcels Cl and C2 are developed with structured parking, public open space would be provided on the 
rooftops. Under the Maximum Residential Scenario and Maximum Commercial Scenario, the wind 
hazard criterion of Planning Code Section 148 would be exceeded on the rooftop of Building Cl at test 
point 143 for 1 hour per year. Under the Maximum Commercial Scenario - Pedestrian Passageway 
Option, test point 143 would have 2 hours of exceedance of the hazard criterion. In all three modeled 
instances, Building Cl was modeled at a maximum height of 90 feet. These exceedances represent a 
potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure M-WS-2: Wind Reduction for Rooftop Winds, as more fully described in the Final 
EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be 
implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-WS-2 would reduce Impact WS-2 to a less-than- significant level. 

F. Biological Resources 

Impact BI-1: Construction and operation of the Project would 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. 

Construction Impacts 

Construction activities within both the 20th/Illinois Parcel and the 28-Acre Site, especially those that 
involve heavy machinery, may adversely affect nesting bird species within 0.25 mile of the project site 
during the nesting season Oanuary 15-August 15). 

Birds currently residing in both the terrestrial and marine study areas are accustomed to varying levels of 
ambient noise emanating from existing human activities in the area. Typical noise levels for some 
construction activities anticipated during project implementation would exceed ambient levels in the 
project vicinity. Construction activities that would substantially alter the noise environment could disrupt 
birds attempting to nest, disrupt parental foraging activity, or displace mated pairs with territories in the 
project vicinity. Given the long build-out period for the Project, the potential impacts of noise and visual 
disturbance to breeding birds are likely to occur over several nesting seasons, with the highest potential 
impacts associated with initial disturbance to idle parcels of the site. 
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As the project progresses and the level of disturbance to the site increases with parcel development, 
nesting birds are less likely to be attracted to the site and the potential for construction-related impacts to 
birds and their nests will decrease over time. The loss of an active nest attributable to project activities 
would be considered a significant impact under CEQA. 

Disruption of nesting migratory or native birds is not permitted under the MBT A or California Fish and 
Game Code. Thus, the loss of any active nest by, for example, removing a tree, or shrub, or demolishing a 
building containing an active nest or causing visual or noise disturbance which leads to nest 
abandonment must be avoided under Federal and California law. 

Mitigation Measures M-BI-la: Worker Environmental Awareness Program Training and M-Bl-lb: 
Nesting Bird Protection Measures, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the 
form set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measures M-Bl-la and M-BI-lb, in combination with compliance with the 
MBTA and California Fish and Game Code, would avoid or reduce Impact BI-1 to a less-than- significant 
level. 

Operational Impacts 

Direct effects on migratory as well as resident birds moving through the project site could include bird 
death or injury from collisions with lighted structures, and bird exhaustion and death due to light 
attraction, as well as bird collisions with glass during the daytime. Indirect effects to migratory birds 
could include delayed arrival at breeding or wintering grounds, and reduced energy stores necessary for 
migration, winter survival, or subsequent reproduction. 

Due to the surrounding urban setting, the Project is not expected to appreciably increase the overall 
amount of lighting along the San Francisco waterfront as a whole, considering existing nighttime lighting 
conditions within the project site and adjacent development along the eastern shoreline from San 
Francisco Bay to AT&T Park; however, avian collisions with glass or reflective surfaces used in the 
proposed buildings could result in mortality, which would be a significant impact under CEQA. 

The Project would comply with San Francisco's adopted Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning 
Code Section 139) and would incorporate specific design elements into the development to avoid or 
minimize avian collisions with buildings or other project features. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
Project compliance with the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, as administered by the San Francisco 
Planning Department, would avoid or minimize the adverse effects of avian collisions; therefore, no 
additional mitigation is necessary. 

Impact Bl-2: Construction of the Project would have a substantial adverse effect either directly or 
through habitat modifications on bats identified as special-status in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 
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Common bats (Mexican free-tailed bat) and special-status bats (Pallid bat and Yuma myotis) have the 
potential to roost in existing vacant or underutilized buildings, other human-made structures, and trees 
within or near the 20th/Illinois Parcel and 28-Acre Site of the Project. Destruction of an occupied, non­
breeding bat roost, resulting in the death of bats; disturbance that causes the loss of a maternity colony of 
bats (resulting in the death of young); or destruction of hibemacula are prohibited under the California 
Fish and Game Code and would be considered a significant impact. This may occur due to direct or 
indirect disturbances. 

Demolition of Buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66, and rehabilitation of Buildings 2, 12, and 21 could 
result in direct mortality of or indirect disturbance to roosting special-status bats, if present. Additionally, 
any bats roosting in eucalyptus trees in the project site could be disturbed by periphery construction 
activity. Direct mortality of special-status bats would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Bats, as more fully described 
in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and 
will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-BI-2 would reduce Impact BI-2 to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact BI-3: Construction of the Project would have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on aquatic species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local, regional, or Federal plans, policies, or regulations, or by California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, or National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. 

San Francisco Bay waters adjacent to the Project site are used by multiple special-status marine species 
known to be present in the project site, including longfin smelt, green sturgeon, Pacific herring, harbor 
seals, California sea lions, and native Olympia oysters. In addition to FESA-, CESA-, and MMP A-listed 
species, as well as species of special concern, San Francisco Bay waters adjacent to the project site are used 
by 16 fish species managed by one of three Fisheries Management Plans under the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act. 

Accidental Discharge and Stormwater Run-Off Impacts 

The potential accidental discharge of hydrocarbon-containing materials (fuel, lubricating oils, 
construction materials), construction debris, and packing materials from staged equipment, building 
materials, and demolition debris that might be located or staged close to or adjacent to San Francisco Bay 
waters could pose a short-term and temporary risk of exposing these taxa to toxic contaminants and non­
edible forage. Normal BMPs implemented as part of City of San Francisco, BCDC, and State Water 
Quality Control Board permits are expected to make the impact of these potential sources of 
contamination and their impact on special-status marine species less than significant. 

Demolition activities at the project site could also result in extensive ground disturbance and increased 
surface run-off through existing and future stormwater drains to San Francisco Bay, resulting in increased 
sedimentation and organic and inorganic contaminant loading to San Francisco Bay waters with low-level 
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exposure to protected species. Potential impacts on special-status fish and marine mammal species due to 
increased contaminant loading to San Francisco Bay waters from low-level contaminated sediments could 
be significant if uncontrolled. Implementation of normal construction and demolition BMPs required as 
part of City of San Francisco, regional (BCDC), and State (State Water Quality Control Board) permits 
would be expected to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. In addition, specific 
requirements issued by the RWQCB for stormwater discharges within the City and County of San 
Francisco in accordance with the Statewide stormwater permit contain additional actions to prevent 
and/or reduce project site sediment from reaching Bay waters and causing any significant effect on 
resident offshore biological resources. 

Sewer/Stormwater Options 

The Project proposes to upgrade the sewer and stormwater collection and transport system according to 
one of three options: a combined sewer and stormwater system, a separated sewer and stormwater 
system, and a hybrid option where a combined sewer and stormwater system would be located only in 
the eastern portion of the project site, with the rest of the site having a separated sewer and stormwater 
system. All three options would include repaired or improved outfalls at 20th and 22nd streets; however, in 
a separated and hybrid system option, a potential new outfall at 21•1 Street would be constructed in San 
Francisco Bay. The repair and potential construction of these outfalls would be expected to result in short­
term disturbance to existing subtidal soft and hard substrate habitat and associated biological 
communities. Although the potential disturbance and/or loss of these habitats and associated marine 
communities could have an effect on special-status fish and marine mammal foraging, the overall effect· 
would be minor and less than significant because of the very small area being disturbed and the 
temporary nature of the disturbance. Once installed and repaired, these stormwater outfalls and any 
temporarily disturbed subtidal habitat associated with them would be expected to recover naturally and 
quickly to pre-disturbance conditions. 

Additionally, planned upgrades to the project site stormwater and sanitary waste collection, transport, 
and treatment system would ultimately reduce the contaminant loading of organic, inorganic, and fecal 
bacteria into San Francisco Bay waters. Therefore, potential impacts to special-status species from the 
improved stormwater and sanitary wastewater system and discharges to San Francisco Bay would be less 
than significant. 

Sheet Pile and Soldier Pile Impacts 

The repair of the bulkhead would entail the installation of either a new sheet pile bulkhead or a soldier 
pile wall seaward of the existing bulkhead. The construction activities associated with either option 
would be expected to result in the temporary loss of the sessile marine invertebrate community currently 
present, loss of a small area of soft substrate intertidal habitat in Reach I and associated marine 
communities, and potential temporary disturbance to soft and hard substrate habitat and associated 
marine communities where personnel and equipment transit to work on the reconstructed bulkhead. 
Recovery of disturbed intertidal habitat to pre-disturbance conditions is expected to occur naturally 
within 6 to 18 months with no remediate actions required. Consequently, these disturbances are expected 
to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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The installation of either the sheet pile or soldier wall bulkhead (using precast H-piles) for improving 
Reach II, could result in the generation of potential underwater noise from either vibratory or impact pile­
driving hammers used. to install the pilings. This underwater noise could have a damaging effect on 
special-status fish species and marine mammals. Further, although the potential for acute barotrauma to 
occur is limited, behavioral changes in fish movement or activity can be expected. 

The use of vibratory pile drivers rather than impact pile drivers, or the application of established industry 
BMPs to reduce underwater noise generation from either equipment type, would be expected to 
substantially reduce underwater pile-driving noise, so that the potential impact would be less than 
significant. 

However, if the sheet piling or H-piling installation occurs when the tide is in, the potential exists to 
generate underwater noise levels that could result in significant impacts to special-status fish species, and 
multiple marine mammal species. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3: Pile Driving Noise Reduction for Protection of Fish and Marine 
Mammals, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final 
EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-BI-3 would reduce Impact BI-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact BI-4: The Project would have a substantial adverse effect on Federally-protected waters as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means. 

San Francisco Bay is considered a navigable water of the United States and is therefore considered 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. regulated by the Corps under Section 404 of the CWA up to the high tide 
line, and under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act up to the mean high water mark. These waters 
also are regulated by the RWQCB as Waters of the State and by BCDC, which has jurisdiction over all 
areas of San Francisco Bay that are subject to tidal action, as well as a 100-foot shoreline band. 

Project activities such as demolition, extensive ground disturbance, grading, and shoreline improvements 
could result in increased surface run-off through stormwater drains to San Francisco Bay, or erosion or 
siltation into San Francisco Bay. In the case of soil erosion or an accidental release of damaging materials 
during construction, the Project could indirectly impact water quality, a significant impact. However, 
because the project site exceeds 1 acre in size, the project sponsors or future developers would be 
required to apply for coverage under the Construction General Stormwater Permit to comply with 
Federal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations (NPDES permit), and 
would be required to develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that 
identifies appropriate construction BMPs designed to prevent pollutants from coming into contact with 
stormwater and to keep all products of erosion and stormwater pollutants from moving offsite into 
receiving waters. Implementation of the SWPPP would maintain the potential for degradation of water 
quality in wetlands and other jurisdictional waters at a less-than-significant level. 
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The Project includes shoreline improvements to the 28-Acre Site that would repair or replace existing 
shoreline protection and the existing bulkhead along Reach II with a new sheet piling or soldier wall 
adjacent to the east (seaward) of the existing concrete bulkhead. Additionally, planned upgrades to the 
project site's storm water and sanitary waste collection, transport, and treatment system could include 
rebuilding the outfalls at 20th and 22nd streets or the installation of a new outfall at 21•1 Street under the 
separated system approach or the hybrid system approach and possible cleanup and rehabilitation of the 
intertidal areas in Reaches I and IV. Should this option be selected, these activities would result in both 
temporary impacts to jurisdictional waters during repair of the existing shoreline protection, bulkhead, or 
20th and 22nd streets outfalls, or installation of the new 21•1 Street outfall, as well as potential permanent 
impacts through placement of fill material associated with a new bulkhead and/or a new 21 '1 Street 
stormwater outfall, which would be considered a significant impact. 

Project activities resulting in the discharge of Bay fill or other disturbance to jurisdictional waters (i.e., 
below the high tide line) require permit approval from the Corps, and a water quality certification and/or 
waste discharge requirements from the RWQCB. Those projects within San Francisco Bay or within the· 
shoreline band require a permit from BCDC. Collectively, these regulatory agencies and the permits and 
authorizations they issue for the Project would require that placement of new fill in jurisdictional waters 
be avoided or minimized to the maximum extent practicable while still accomplishing the Project's 
purpose, and would specify an array of measures and performance standards as conditions of Project 
approval. In addition, permanent placement of new fill resulting in the loss of jurisdictional waters in 
excess of that necessary for normal maintenance may trigger a requirement for compensatory mitigation 
that will be aimed at restoring or enhancing similar ecological functions and services as those displaced. 
The types, amounts, and methods of compensatory measures required will differ between the permitting 
agencies depending on the specific resources they regulate and the policies and guidelines they 
implement. · 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-4: Compensation for Fill of Jurisdictional Waters, as more fully described in 
the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will 
be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-BI-4 would reduce Impact BI-4 to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact BI-5: The Project would interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

Terrestrial 

Construction of the Project could affect birds attempting to nest within the project site directly through 
nest destruction or avian mortality, and indirectly through an increase in the ambient noise environment 
that might disrupt breeding behavior, discourage nesting, or cause nest abandonment. _Compliance with 
the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code, and compliance with the San Francisco Standards for Bird­
Safe Buildings are expected to reduce potential construction-related effects on birds nesting within the 
project site and surrounding vicinity and potential collision hazards for migrating birds to less-than­
significant levels. 
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If impact hammers are used for pile driving, harbor seals and California sea lions could be subjected to 
underwater noise levels high enough to cause avoidance behavior while they migrate to or from haul-out 
or pupping locations or during normal foraging. Therefore, the potential impact from impact-hammer­
generated noise on special-status marine mammal species, including harbor seals and California sea lions, 
migrating to or from haul-out and pupping sites or foraging could be significant. 

There is a very low probability of any salmonids being present in the shallow waters adjacent to the 
project site where potential underwater noise levels would be high enough to result in any behavioral 
disturbance. As a consequence, any potential disturbance to migrating salmonids (steelhead and salmon) 
would be very minimal in the waters adjacent to the project site. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-3: Pile Driving Noise Reduction for Protection of Fish 
and Marine Mammals, referenced above, would reduce Impact BI-5 to a less-than-significant level. 

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

Terrestrial 

The Project would have a limited effect on terrestrial biological resources that inhabit the Project site and 
surrounding vicinity primarily because the existing built-out environment of the study area offers 
marginal habitat value to resident species. Short-term construction impacts and long-term operational 
impacts to nesting birds and roosting bats, and the mitigation of the Project's impacts are discussed in this 
Section above under Impact BI-1 an BI-2, including Mitigation Measures M-Bl-la: Worker 
Environmental Awareness Program Training and M-BI-lb: Nesting Bird Protection Measures, and M­
BI-2: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Bats. These impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

Development of the projects on San Francisco's eastern waterfront is likely to have limited effects on 
nesting birds and roosting bats, similar to those with the Project; however, given the limited extent of 
existing habitat and poor habitat quality in these planned development areas, project implementation 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact on terrestrial resources. Mitigation measures 
similar to those for the Project would reduce the incremental effect of the individual projects on such 
resources. 

Landside redevelopment projects in the vicinity of the Project may result in similar temporary impacts to 
biological resources considered under the project analysis; however, given their existing conditions and 
location away from the eastern waterfront, these project sites likely offer even less habitat for terrestrial 
resources than the Project site. 

None of the potential adverse effects identified for the Project would result in a cumulative effect with 
other approved or anticipated projects considered in this analysis. 
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The Project would have limited activities and potential effects on marine habitats and associated 
biological communities within the Central Bay basin waters and marine habitats adjacent to the Project 
site, primarily because limited project components would occur below the high tide mark. Potential 
effects on marine habitat and biological taxa, and the mitigation of the Project's impacts are discussed in 
this Section above under Impact BI-3, BI-4, and BI-5, including Mitigation Measure M-BI-3: Pile Driving 
Noise Reduction for Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals and M-BI-4: Compensation for Fill of 
Jurisdictional Waters. 

All of these potential impacts are common to any project sited on the San Francisco Bay shoreline. 
Despite this commonality with other similar projects, none of these Project impacts are anticipated to 
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact with other approved 
or reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BI-1: Worker Environmental Awareness Program Training, 
M-BI-2: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Bats, M-BI-3: Pile Driving Noise Reduction for 
Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals and M-BI-4: Compensation for Fill of Jurisdictional Waters, 
all referenced above, the Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant 
biological resources impacts. 

G. Geology and Soils. 

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 Project. 

Settlement During Construction 

The Project could induce ground settlement during construction as a result of excavation for construction 
of utilities as well as for the building foundations and basement levels, construction dewatering, and 
heave during pile installation. 

Pile driving may cause the ground to heave up to several inches, and the heave could adversely affect 
structures adjacent to the pile driving work, such as existing utilities and streets as well as the 2Qth Street 
Historic Core, the existing historic buildings that would be retained on the project site (Buildings 2, 12, 
and 21), and buildings constructed as part of the Project during earlier development phases. 

DBI or the Port would require a site-specific geotechnical report for the specific developments to be 
constructed under the Project in accordance with Section 1803 of the San Francisco and Port of San 
Francisco Building Codes. DBI or the Port would review the report to ensure that the potential settlement 
effects of excavation, construction-related dewatering, and pile driving are adequately addressed. With 
implementation of the recommendations provided in the site-specific geotechnical report, subject to 
review and approval by DBI or the Port as part of the building permit approval process, as well as 
monitoring by the project sponsor (if required), impacts related to the settlement and subsidence due to 
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construction on soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of excavation, dewatering, 
and pile driving, would be less than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Settlement and Unstable Conditions During Operation 

Once constructed, differential settlement within the Young Bay Mud could occur as a result of placement 
of up to 5 feet of soil to raise the site grade. In addition, cuts made into the bedrock of the remnant of 
Irish Hill for the construction of the new 21st Street could become unstable if not supported. Rock fall 
hazards also would be present near the remnant of Irish Hill and exposed bedrock cuts. The dilapidated 
pier extending from the project site into the Bay could also fail if it is used by site occupants and visitors. 

Long-term dewatering would not be required because the below-grade walls and basement slabs would 
be waterproofed and designed to withstand the anticipated hydrostatic pressure in accordance with the 
recommendations of the preliminary geotechnical evaluations that have been completed for the Project. 
The design of these features would be further evaluated in the site-specific geotechnical report required 
under Section 1803 of the San Francisco and Port of San Francisco Building Codes. 

The preliminary geotechnical evaluations for the Project estimate that the placement of fill throughout the 
site to raise site grades by up to 5 feet would generate large amounts of total and differential settlement in 
areas underlain by Young Bay Mud. These settlement effects would be restricted to those areas north and 
east of the historic 1869 shoreline that are underlain by artificial fill, marsh deposits, and Young Bay Mud. 
The proposed streets and non-building improvements also could experience settlement in areas underlain 
by Young Bay Mud where fill is placed. The magnitude of settlement would depend on several factors, 
including the thickness of fill, the thickness of Young Bay Mud, and the state of consolidation of the 
Young Bay Mud. 

Specific intervention would be further refined in the site-specific geotechnical report and would be 
subject to review and approval by DBI or the Port as part of the building permit approval process. 
Therefore, impacts related to settlement following construction of the proposed buildings would be less 
than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

The existing near-vertical cuts in the serpentinite bedrock of the project site, including the remnant of 
Irish Hill, could be subject to rock fall hazards, as noted in the preliminary geotechnkal evaluation for the 
Illinois Parcels. Any rock fall could potentially damage nearby structures, including buildings on Parcels 
PKS, C-1, and C-2, or injure site occupants, particularly visitors to the Irish Hill playground and 
pedestrians on 21st Street. Therefore, rock fall hazards would be significant. 

A dilapidated pier extends from the project site into the Bay immediately northeast of the slipways. 
Although the pier is not a geologic unit, its use by future site occupants and visitors could cause it to fail 
due to the increased loads, which would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3a: Reduction of Rock Fall Hazards and M-GE-3b: Signage and Restricted 
Access to Pier 70, as more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby adopted in the form set forth in the 
Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 
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Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-GE-3a and M-GE-3b would reduce Impact GE-3 to a less-than­
significant level. 

Impact GE-6: The Project would directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site. 

Given that sedimentary rocks of the Franciscan Complex have produced significant fossils important for 
understanding the age, depositional environments, and tectonic history the San Francisco area, 
paleontological resources could exist in the sedimentary rocks of the Franciscan Complex that underlie 
the project site. Project construction activities, including excavation for the planned basement levels and 
anticipated pile-driving activities, could disturb significant paleontological resources if such resources are 
present within the project site. Unless mitigated, implementation of the Project could impair the 
significance of unknown paleontological resources on the project site; this would be considered a 
significant impact 

In addition to Mitigation Measures M-CR-la: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and 
Reporting, and M-CR-lb: Interpretation, referenced above, Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: 
Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program, as more fully described in the Final 
EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be 
implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measures M-CR-la, M-CR-lb and M-GE-6 would reduce Impact GE-6 to a less­
than-significant level. 

H. Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Impact HY-2: The Project could violate a water quality standard or waste discharge requirement or 
otherwise substantially degrade water quality, but runoff from the Project could exceed the capacity 
of a storm drain system or provide a substantial source of stonnwater pollutants. 

The Project includes three options for stormwater and wastewater management: Option 1, Combined 
Sewer System; Option 2, Separate Wastewater and Stormwater Systems; and Option 3, Hybrid System. 

Water Quality Effects Related to Exceedance of Water Quality Criteria and Waste Discharge 
Requirements 

Discharges to the Combined Sewer System 

Option 1, Combined Sewer System, and Option 3, Hybrid System, would both involve discharges of 
wastewater and storm water to the City's combined sewer system, and Option 2, Separate Wastewater and 
Stormwater Systems, would involve discharges of wastewater to the combined sewer system. However, 
these discharges would not violate water quality standards or otherwise degrade water quality because 
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all discharges would be in accordance with City regulatory requirements that have been developed to 
ensure compliance with the Bayside NPDES permit. 

Wastewater discharges from future development projects would be subject to the permit requirements of 
Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code and supplemented by SFPW Order No. 158170. 
Accordingly, future commercial users of the site would be required to develop and implement a 
pollution prevention program and comply with the pretreatment standards and discharge limitations 
specified in Article 4.1. These dischargers would also be required to monitor the discharge quality for 
compliance with permit limitations. 

Additionally, Stormwater discharges to the combined sewer system under Options 1 and 3 would be 
subject to Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147 and the San Francisco 
Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines that apply to future development projects 
that create and/or replace 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces. 

All wastewater and stormwater discharges to the combined sewer system would be treated at the 
SEWPCP and Bayside wet-weather facilities in compliance with the Bayside NPDES permit for 
discharges from the SEWPCP, North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the Bayside wet-weather 
facilities. Therefore, project-related discharges to the combined sewer system during operation under all 
three options would not cause a violation of water quality standards or WDRs and would not otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality. This impact would be less than significant for discharges to the 
combined sewer system, and no mitigation is necessary. 

Discharges to a Separate Stormwater System 

Under Option 2, Separate Wastewater and Stormwater Systems, and Option 3, Hybrid System, future 
development projects would discharge stormwater to new separate stormwater systems constructed 
under the Project. These discharges would not violate water quality standards or otherwise degrade 
water quality because all discharges would be in accordance with City regulatory requirements that have 
been developed to ensure compliance with the Small MS4 General Stormwater Permit. 

Stormwater runoff from the project site to the separate stormwater system would be managed in 
accordance with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147, and the Stormwater 
Management Requirements and Design Guidelines. 

Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147, and the Stormwater Management 
Requirements and Design Guidelines implement the stormwater treatment requirements of the Small 
MS4 General Stormwater Permit. Therefore, project-related stormwater discharges to the separate 
stormwater system that would be constructed under Options 2 and 3 would not cause a violation of water 
quality standards or WDRs and would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality. This impact 
would be less than significant for discharges to the separate stormwater system, and no mitigation is 
necessary. 

Water Quality Effects Related to Exceeding the Capacity of the Stormwater System 

None of the three stormwater management options would result in stormwater runoff that would exceed 
the capacity of the stormwater conveyance system because the new stormwater systems would be 
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constructed in accordance with the City Subdivision Regulations. Accordingly, the new separate 
stormwater system and components of the combined sewer system would be sized to accommodate the 5-
year storm, and flows for the 100-year storm would be directed to San Francisco Bay via streets and other 
approved corridors that would be designed to accommodate 100-year flood flows in excess of the 5-year 
storm in accordance with the subdivision regulations. Therefore, water quality effects related to 
exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
necessary. 

Water Quality Effects Related to Additional Sources of Polluted Runoff 

Option 1, Combined Sewer System, and Option 3, Hybrid System, would both involve discharges of 
stormwater to the City's combined sewer system. Option 2, Separate Wastewater and Stormwater 
Systems, and Option 3 would both involve discharges of stormwater to the separate stormwater system 
that would be built for the Project. However, these discharges would not provide an additional source of 
stormwater pollutants, because all discharges would be in accordance with Article 4.2, Section 147 of the 
San Francisco Public Works Code and Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines 
that have been developed to ensure compliance with the Bayside NPDES permit and the Small MS4 
General Stormwater Permit. With implementation of the source control and treatment BMPs in 
accordance with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Part 147, the Project would not 
provide an additional source of stormwater pollutants, and this impact would be less than significant. 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Water Quality Effects Related to Changes in Combined Sewer Discharges 

The project site is located within the 20th Street sub-basin of the City's combined sewer system. The 
Bayside NPDES permit requires that the wet-weather facilities within this sub-basin be designed for a 
long-term average of no more than 10 CSD events per year. The permit allows for this annual average to 
be exceeded in any particular year as long as the long-term average is maintained at the appropriate level. 
However, a permanent increase in wastewater flows could affect the ability to maintain the long-term 
average of no more than 10 CSD events, potentially resulting in a violation of the NPDES permit, a 
significant water quality impact. 

Option 1: Combined Sewer System 

Under Option 1, Combined Sewer System, both wastewater and stormwater from the project site would 
be conveyed to the new 20th Street Pump Station for ultimate conveyance to the SEWPCP via the City's 
combined sewer system. Without sufficient pumping capacity, the new pump station could cause the 
frequency of CSDs from the 20th Street sub-basin and/or downstream basins to increase beyond the long­
term average of 10 CSD events per year, in violation of the Bayside NPDES permit. This would constitute 
a significant impact. 

Option 2: Separate Wastewater and Stormwater Systems 

Under Option 2, Separate Wastewater and Stormwater Systems, wastewater from the project site would 
continue to be conveyed to the City's combined sewer system for treatment at the SEWPCP. A new 
separate stormwater system would also be constructed to convey stormwater flows to a new outfall 
located near the foot of the realigned 21st Street. This option would eliminate all stormwater flows from 
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the project site to the combined sewer system, although stormwater flows from the 201h Street IIistoric 
Core site and BAE Systems Ship Repair facility to the north of 201h Street would continue to discharge to 
the combined sewer system. 

Under this option, wet-weather discharges to the new pump station would consist of wastewater from 
the entire sub-basin, and stormwater from the 20th Street Historic Core and BAE Systems site. Because of 
the elimination of stormwater discharges from the project site and the addition of wastewater discharges 
from the project site to the new 20th Street Pump Station, future combined sewer discharges would consist 
of a much larger portion of sanitary sewage and industrial wastewater relative to existing conditions. The 
Bayside NPDES permit includes collection system management requirements that require the combined 
sewer system to be operated in a manner that does not result in a release of untreated or partially treated 
wastewater. Therefore, this option could result in a violation of the Bayside NPDES permit without 
appropriate design of the proposed pump station. This would constitute a significant impact. 

Option 3: Hybrid System 

Under Option 3, Hybrid System, wastewater from the entire project site and stormwater from the areas of 
the project site to the west of the pro.posed Maryland Street would be conveyed to the new pump station 
for ultimate conveyance to the SEWPCP via the City's combined sewer system. Only the small area to the 
east of the proposed Maryland Street would be served by a new separate stormwater system that would 
discharge stormwater to the Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay. The required capacity of the new 
pump station would be less than required under Option l, because the total flows to the new pump 
station would be less under this option. However, without sufficient pumping capacity, the new pump 
station could cause the frequency of CSDs to increase beyond the long-term average of 10 CSD events per 
year specified in the Bayside NPDES Permit, a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-2a: Design and Construction of Proposed Pump Station for Options 1and3 
and Mitigation Measure M-HY-2b: Design and Construction of Proposed Pump Station for Option 2, 
as more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the 
attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
compliance with applicable regulations and implementing Mitigation Measures M-HY-2a and M-HY-2b 
Impact HY-2 would be less than significant. 

Water Quality Effects Related to Use of Alternate Water Supply 

In accordance with San Francisco's Non-potable Water Ordinance, the Project would use alternate water 
sources for non-potable applications such as toilet and urinal flushing as well as irrigation. Compliance 
with water quality criteria would be ensured through the permitting process. This process requires the 
project sponsors submit a water budget application to the SFPUC and an engineeririg report to the DPH. 
With compliance with these requirements, the quality of the alternate water supply would not exceed 
water quality criteria, and water quality effects related to use of an alternate water supply would be less 
than significant. No mitigation is necessary. 

Water Quality Effects Related to Littering 
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The proposed use of the project site for commercial, residential, RALi, and public open space uses could 
increase the potential for litter, and the adjacent Lower San Francisco Bay is listed as impaired for trash. 
In accordance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, the project sponsors 
would be required to place containers in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse and ensure 
refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures. The Project would also 
be required to comply with several City ordinances, which would decrease the amount of non-degradable 
trash generated under the Project. 

Further, under Option 2, Separate Wastewater and Stormwater Systems, and Option 3, Hybrid System, 
the Project would be required to comply with the Trash Amendment of the Water Quality Control Plan 
for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California. This amendment would require the 
Project to implement specific measures to prevent the transport of trash to San Francisco Bay. 

Compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, the City ordinances, and the Trash 
Amendment for wastewater and stormwater, Options 2 and 3 would reduce the amount of non-recyclable 
and non-compostable wastes produced at the project site, would ensure that adequate containers and 
refuse service are provided, and would ensure that offshore San Francisco Bay water is kept free of trash 
as a result of littering at the Project site. This would reduce the potential for transport of litter to the 
combined or separate stormwater systems and directly to San Francisco Bay via wind or stormwater 
runoff. Therefore, water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is necessary. 

I. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 

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

Construction 

Building 21 was constructed in approximately 1900. All of the other existing buildings at the project site 
were constructed between 1937 and 1945. Previous surveys for hazardous building materials have 
identified asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint in Building 11 which would be demolished 
under the Project. Based on their age, these hazardous building materials are likely present in Buildings 
15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66 which also would be demolished under the Project. Similarly, previous surveys 
for hazardous building materials have identified asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint in 
Buildings 2, 12, and 21, all of which would be renovated under the Project. The Phase I ESA for the 
Project also noted PCB-containing light ballasts and mercury switches and thermostats in most buildings 
in 2011 as well as PCB-containing transformers in several locations. In addition, the Phase I ESA noted 
that pipes associated with the historic distribution of steam are likely to include transite materials. Other 
existing utility systems could include asbestos in their coatings, gaskets, or other features. 

Workers and the public could be exposed to hazardous building materials if they were not removed or 
abated prior to demolition or renovation of the existing buildings and utility systems. There is a well-
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established regulatory process that must be followed for ensuring adequate abatement of these materials 
prior to building demolition or renovation. 

Asbestos-Containing Materials 

In accordance with BAAQMD Rule 11, Regulation 2, the project sponsors would be required to retain a 
qualified contractor to conduct a survey to identify asbestos-containing materials in any building planned 
for demolition or renovation and in any utility systems that would be demolished. During removal 
activities, the contractor would implement controls to ensure that there are no visible asbestos emissions 
to the outside air. The removal activities would be conducted in accordance with the State regulations 
contained in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 1529, and Title 8 of the California Code 
of Regulations, Sections 341.6 through 341.17. Pursuant to California law, the Port would not issue the 
building demolition or renovation permit until the project sponsors have complied with the notice and 
abatement requirements. 

Section 3425 of the Port of San Francisco Building Code also addresses work practices for asbestos­
containing materials. In accordance with this section, the project sponsors would be required to include 
an asbestos survey report with the building permit application for any subsequent development. 

Compliance with the regulatory requirements and implementation of the required procedures prior to 
building demolition or renovation would ensure that potential impacts due to demolition or renovation 
of structures with asbestos-containing materials would be less than significant. No mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Lead-Based Paint 

Because all of the buildings that would be demolished or renovated were constructed prior to 1979, and 
could contain lead-based paint, the project sponsors would be required to implement the requirements of 
Section 3426 of the Port of San Francisco Building Code, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 
Buildings and Steel Structures. Accordingly, the project sponsors would retain a qualified contractor to 
abate the lead-based paint prior to demolition or renovation of any buildings. At the completion of 
abatement activities, the contract would demonstrate compliance with the clean-up standards of Section 
3426 that require removal of visible work debris, including the use of a HEPA vacuum following interior 
work. Pursuant to Section 3426, the Port would not issue the building demolition or renovation permit 
until the project sponsors have complied with the requirements. 

Demolition of other structures that include lead-containing materials and renovation of the interiors of 
Buildings 2, 12, and 21 could also result in exposure of workers and the public to lead. However, these 
activities would be subject to the CalOSHA Lead in Construction Standard (Title 8 of the California Code 
of Regulations, Section 1532.1). 

Any lead-based paint during abatement activities would be consolidated, and disposed of at a permitted 
facility in accordance with applicable law. Implementation of procedures required by Section 3426 of the 
Port of San Francisco Building Code and the Lead in Construction Standard, along with legal disposal of 
the lead-based paint by the project sponsors would ensure that potential impacts of demolition or 
renovation of structures with lead-based paint would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are 
necessary. 
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Electrical transformers are present in at least two locations of the 28-Acre Site, including Building 21 
which houses an operating electrical substation and Building 12 where a PCB-containing transformer was 
observed in a utility room during the 2011 Phase I ESA conducted for the 28-Acre Site in support of the 
Project. However, a complete survey of electrical transformers present at the site, and their PCB content, 
has not been conducted. If a PCB transformer is present in a building that would be demolished, a release 
of PCBs could occur, potentially exposing workers and the public to PCBs, or resulting in a release of 
PCBs to the environment. If a release of PCB-containing dielectric fluid has occurred, future occupants of 
the building could be exposed to residual PCBs in the building or in the soil if a release has affected soil. 
Therefore, impacts related to the potential release of PCBs from existing transformers at the site would be 
significant, if not mitigated. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Conduct Transfonner Survey and Remove PCB Transfonners, 
Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Conduct Sampling and Cleanup if Stained Building Materials Are 
Observed and Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Conduct Soil Sampling if Stained Soil is Observed, as 
more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the 
attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measures M-HZ-2a, M-HZ-2b and M-HZ-2c would reduce Impact HZ-2 to less 
than significant. 

Other Hazardous Building Materials 

Other hazardous building materials that are likely present within the buildings to be demolished or 
renovated include fluorescent light ballasts that could contain PCBs or DEHP, fluorescent lamps that 
contain mercury vapors, and electrical switches and thermostats that also contain mercury. Disruption or 
disturbance of these materials could pose health threats for construction workers if not properly disposed 
of. However, prior to demolition or renovation, the project sponsors, through their contractor, would 
remove these items and dispose of them in accordance with the established State Regulatory Framework. 
Therefore, through compliance with regulatory requirements, impacts related to exposure to PCBs, 
DEHP, and mercury in these materials would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Operation 

Buildings 2, 12, and 21 would be renovated and reused under the Project. These buildings are known to 
include asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint as well as other hazardous building materials 
such as fluorescent lamps, PCB-containing light ballasts, and mercury switches and thermostats. 
However, these materials would be abated and/or removed during the construction phase of the Project, 
prior to reuse of the buildings, as discussed above. Although electrical transformers are also present in 
Buildings 12 and 21, and release of PCB-containing oil from these transformers could have potentially 
contaminated building surfaces, the transformers would be removed and the surfaces would be cleaned 
during the construction phase of the Project in accordance with Mitigation Measures M-HZ~2a and M­
HZ-2b. Soil containing PCBs would be managed in accordance with the Pier 70 RMP as specified in 
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Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c. Therefore, site occupants and the public would not be exposed to 
hazardous building materials during operation of the Project, and this impact would be less than 
significant. 

Impact HZ-3: Project development within the 28-Acre Site and 20th/Illinois Parcel would be 
conducted on a site included on a government list of hazardous materials sites and could encounter 
hazardous materials in the soil and groundwater, creating 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. 

The Pier· 70 Preferred Master Plan area (including the 20th/Illinois Parcel, the 28-Acre Site, and Sims 
Metals and Auto Return which are two businesses formerly operated within the 28-Acre Site) is identified 
on several lists of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 
Numerous site investigations have been completed for both the 28-Acre Site and the 20th/Illinois Parcel, 
located within the Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan area, and these investigations have identified chemicals 
in the soil and groundwater. Groundwater monitoring wells also could be located within the Pier 70 
Preferred Master Plan area, or new wells could be constructed in the future as part of remedial activities 
at the project site or other project activities. These wells could be damaged during construction. 

Exposure to Chemicals in Soil and Groundwater during Construction 

During development, including excavation for new structures, utilities, and shoreline improvements, 
construction workers could be exposed to chemicals in the soil, including naturally occurring asbestos, 
and groundwater through skin contact with the soil or groundwater, ingestion of the soil, or inhalation of 
airborne dust or vapors. The public, including students and staff at nearby schools as well as occupants of 
off-site residences and developments on adjacent parcels that have previously been developed, could be 
exposed to these chemicals through inhalation of airborne dust, contact with accumulated dust, and 
contaminated runoff. Therefore, impacts related to exposure to chemicals in the soil and groundwater 
during construction would be significant if not mitigated. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3a: Implement Construction and Maintenance-Related Measures of the 
Pier 70 Risk Management Plan, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form 
set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Pier 70 RMP risk management procedures in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-HZ-
3a would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The deed restriction prepared and enforced 
by the. RWQCB for the Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan area also incorporates these requirements of the Pier 
70RMP. 

Damage of Groundwater Monitoring Wells 

If groundwater monitoring wells are damaged during construction, they could potentially create a 
conduit for downward migration of chemicals in the overlying soil, potentially degrading groundwater 
quality. This would be a significant impact 
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Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3b: Implement Well Protection Requirements of the Pier 70 Risk 
Management Plan, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the 
Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3b would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 
deed restriction prepared and enforced by the RWQCB for Pier 70 also incorporates these requirements of 
the Pier 70 RMP. 

Impact HZ-4: Project development within the Hoedown Yard would be conducted on a site included 
on a government list of hazardous materials sites and could encounter hazardous materials in the soil 
and groundwater, creating 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. 

The Hoedown Yard is included in the Voluntary Cleanup Program database as part of the Potrero Power 
Plant. Several environmental investigations have identified chemicals in the soil and groundwater at the 
Hoedown Yard which is within the Illinois Parcels. During project construction, including excavation for 
new structures and utilities, construction workers could be exposed to chemicals in the soil and 
groundwater through skin contact with the soil or groundwater, ingestion of the soil, or inhalation of 
airborne dust. The public, including students and staff at nearby schools and occupants of adjacent 
parcels that have been previously developed, could be exposed to these chemicals through inhalation of 
airborne dust, contact with accumulated dust, and contaminated runoff. Therefore, impacts related to 
exposure to chemicals in the soil and groundwater during construction at the Hoedown Yard would be 
significant, if not mitigated. 

This property is owned by PG&E, and a separate SMP has been prepared and approved by the RWQCB 
for development of this site. The Hoedown Yard SMP specifies measures that must be implemented 
during development activities to ensure the protection of construction workers and the public, and to 
ensure that contaminated materials are appropriately disposed of. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-4: Implement Construction-Related Measures of the Hoedown Yard Site 
Management Plan, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the 
Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Hoedown Yard SMP measures in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-HZ-4 would 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of the Hoedown Yard SMP 
requirements is enforced by the RWQCB through the deed restriction recorded on the property in 2012, 

Impact HZ-5: Operation of the Project within the "PG&E Responsibility Area" would expose 
residents, site workers, and site visitors to hazardous materials in the soil, creating a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. 

Site investigations conducted by the Port and PG&E identified two localized areas in the southeast 
portion of the 28-Acre Site where the accumulated DNAPL ranges in thickness from 1 to 4 feet in areas 
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where discontinuous DNAPL have accumulated. As the responsible party for the contamination, PG&E 
will be conducting site remediation with regulatory oversight by the RWQCB that involves excavating the 
continuous DNAPL areas at the southernmost slipway to a depth of about 25 feet and backfilling the 
excavations with clean fill. PG&E anticipates completing these remediation activities by 2018, well before 
construction would commence in Parcels Hl, H2, and H3. However, implementation of the remediation 
activities in the PG&E Responsibility Area is outside of the project sponsors' control. In the unlikely 
event that PG&E's remediation activities are delayed, construction of the proposed development on 
Parcels Hl, H2, and E3 could preclude implementation of the planned remediation and future 
construction workers and site occupants could be exposed to health risks if the existing pavement were 
removed from this area and development commenced prior to implementation of PG&E' s remediation, a 
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-5: Delay Development on Proposed Parcels Hl, H2, and E3 Until 
Remediation of the "PG&E Responsibility Area" is Complete, as more fully described in the Final EIR, 
is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be 
implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-HZ-5 would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Impact HZ-6: Operation of the Project within the 28-Acre Site and the 20th/Illinois Parcel would 
expose residents, site workers, and site visitors to hazardous materials in the soil or soil vapors, 
creating a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

Exposure to Hazardous Materials in Soil 

Previous sampling within the 28-Acre Site and 20th/Illinois Parcel which are part of the Pier 70 Preferred 
Master Plan area has found that chemical concentrations throughout the sites contain P AHs, metals, 
and/or 1PH at concentrations exceeding residential, commercial, and/or recreational cleanup levels. To 
avoid unacceptable health risks associated with exposure to the soil by residents, site workers, and 
visitors, the Pier 70 RMP requires placement of a durable cover over the any soil with chemical 
concentrations greater than the cleanup level for the planned land use. However, maintenance workers 
would occasionally need to breach the durable cover to conduct repairs of utilities and other systems. 
This could result in exposure to chemicals in the soil beneath the durable cover, a significant impact. 

Residential Exposure to Soil Vapors 

In areas where groundwater and soil vapor concentrations exceed residential Environmental Screening 
Levels, building occupants in residential developments could be exposed to chemicals present in the soil 
vapors and groundwater as a result of vapor intrusion into the subsurface features of the building. 
However, the concentrations of chemicals detected in the soil vapor or groundwater exceeded residential 
cleanup levels in the groundwater or soil vapor at several locations. If residential development is 
constructed at or near any of these locations, residents could be subjected to health risks, a significant 
impact unless mitigated. 

SAN 'FRANC1SCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 65 

805



Motion No. 19977 
August24, 2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-6: Additional Risk Evaluations and Vapor Control Measures for 
Residential Land Uses, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth 
in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3a: Implement Construction and Maintenance-Related 
Measures of the Pier 70 Risk Management Plan and M-HZ-6 this impact would be reduced to less that 
significant. 

Impact HZ-7: Operation of the Project within the Hoedown Yard would expose residents, site 
workers, and site visitors to hazardous materials in the soil, creating a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment. 

Previous sampling within the Hoedown Yard has found that, based on future use of the Hoedown Yard 
for commercial or industrial purposes, arsenic is the primary chemical of concern identified in the soil. 
Naturally occurring asbestos was also identified in the fill materials. Although the Hoedown Yard SMP 
addresses risk management measures necessary to manage site risks based on industrial use of the site by 
PG&E, the plan does not provide measures for redevelopment of the site, and does not address risks 
related to potential residential uses. Without additional evaluation and implementation of additional risk 
management measures, future site occupants and visitors of the residential and commercial land uses 
under the Project could be subjected to potential health risks as a result of contact with the site soil, a 
significant impact unless mitigated. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-7: Modify Hoedown Yard Site Mitigation Plan, as more fully described in 
the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached MMRP, and will 
be implemented as provided therein. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and determined that 
implementing Mitigation Measure M-HZ-7 would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Impact HZ-8: Operation of the Irish Hill Playground would expose site visitors to naturally occurring 
asbestos and naturally occurring metals, creating a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. 

The Irish Hill remnant is composed of serpentinite bedrock of the Franciscan Complex. Serpentinite 
commonly contains naturally occurring chrysotile and amphibole asbestos, fibrous minerals that can be 
hazardous to human health if they becolT'e airborne, as well as naturally occurring metals (i.e., arsenic, 
cadmium, copper, chromium, nickel, vanadium, and zinc). 

If visitors to the playground play on exposed bedrock or fill materials derived from the bedrock, they 
could cause naturally occurring asbestos and naturally occurring metals to become airborne. As a result, 
playground users, including young children, could be exposed to airborne asbestos fibers and/or 
potentially hazardous concentrations of naturally occurring metals, a significant impact unless mitigated. 

Similarly, visitors to the Irish Hill Playground could be exposed to airborne naturally occurring asbestos 
and naturally occurring metals if they use the playground during ground-disturbing activities for 
construction on adjacent parcels or during the construction of the new 21st Street which would remove a 
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portion of the northern spur of the Irish Hill remnant. This would also be a significant impact unless 
mitigated. 

Mitigation Measures M-HZ-8a: Prevent Contact with Serpentinite Bedrock and Fill Materials in Irish 
Hill Playground and M-HZ-8b: Restrictions on the Use of Irish Hill Playground, as more fully 
described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR, and the attached 
MMRP, and will be implemented as provided therein. Based on the Final EIR and the entire 
administrative record, it is hereby found and determined implementing Mitigation Measures M-HZ-8a 
and M-HZ-8b would reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

V. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR 
MITIGATED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Planning Commission finds 
that, where feasible, changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated into, the Project to reduce 
the significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR. The Commission finds that certain 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR, as described in this Section V, or changes, have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Project, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21002 and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091, that may lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., reduce to less-than-significant levels), the 
potentially significant environmental effects associated with implementation of the Project that are 
described below. Although all of the mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), attached as Attachment B, are hereby adopted, for some of the 
impacts listed below, despite the implementation of feasible mitigation measures, the effects remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

The Commission further finds, as described in this Section V below, based on the analysis contained 
within the Final EIR, other considerations in the record, and the significance criteria identified in the Final 
EIR, that because s'ome aspects of the Project could cause potentially significant impacts for which feasible 
mitigation measures are not available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, those impacts 
remain significant and unavoidable. The Commission also finds that although mitigation measures are 
identified in the Final EIR that would reduce some significant impacts, certain measures, as described in 
this Section V below, are uncertain or infeasible for reasons set forth below, and therefore those impacts 
remain significant and unavoidable or potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Thus, the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the Final EIR, are unavoidable. 
As more fully explained in Section VII, below, under Public Resources Code Section 2108l(a)(3) and (b), 
and CEQA Guidelines 1509l(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, it is found and determined that legal, 
environmental, economic, social, technological and other benefits of the Project override any remaining 
significant adverse impacts of the Project for each of the significant and unavoidable impacts described 
below. This finding is supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding. 
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Impact TR-5: The Project would cause one individual Muni route to exceed 85 percent capacity 
utilization in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in both the inbound and outbound directions. 

The T Third light rail line (renamed from the KT Third/Ingleside route following completion of the 
Central Subway) as well as the 22 Fillmore and the 48 Quintara/24lh Street bus routes under Baseline 
Conditions operate within the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent in the a.m. and p.m. peak 
period. With ridership generated by the Maximum Residential Scenario and Maximum Commercial 
Scenario, the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route would continue to operate below 85 percent 
capacity utilization. However, the 48 Quintara/24lh Street routes would exceed 85 percent capacity 
utilization inbound and outbound with project implementation. This would occur in the a.m. and p.m. 
peak hours. The increase in capacity utilization of the 48 Quintara/241h Street routes would be a 
significant impact on this Muni route under either scenario of the Project. 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Monitor and increase capacity on the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus routes 
as needed, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final 
EIR and the MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Implementing any of the components of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5 would allow Muni to maintain 
transit headways, and would reduce the Project's impact to less-than-significant levels. However, 
implementation of features of the mitigation measure above that would require discretionary approval 
actions by the SFMTA or other public agencies (including allocation of funds to operate increased 
frequencies) is considered uncertain because public agencies subject to CEQA cannot commit to 
implementing any part of a proposed project, including proposed mitigation measures, until 
environmental review is complete. Thus, while the SFMTA has reviewed the feasibility of the options 
listed above, implementation of these measures cannot be assured until after certification of this EIR. 
Because it is unknown whether M-TR-5 would be implemented, project-related impacts on the 48 
Quintara/24th Street would be significant and unavoidable if M-TR-5 is not implemented. 

Impact TR-12: The Project's loading demand during the peak loading hour would not be adequately 
accommodated by proposed on-site/off-street loading supply or in proposed on-street loading zones, 
which may create hazardous conditions or significant delays for transit, bicycles or pedestrians. 

To minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists, a maximum of one loading access point would be 
permitted for each building. This requirement would minimize curb cuts and prioritize pedestrian 
movement where a sidewalk is present. Exterior loading docks, where loading and unloading occurs 
outside of a building, would not be permitted fronting major public open spaces and the project's central 
waterfront area, and commercial loading entries would be required to be at least 60 feet from the comer 
of an intersection. Waste collection facilities would be provided separately for each building and would 
be visually screened from the public right-of-way, minimizing conflicts with travelways. 

The Project includes a shared street treatment on Maryland Street and 20th Street that would allow 
limited or no vehicular access at some times, either for special events or at designated times of day. 
However, for all buildings fronting Maryland Street service entrances would be provided on 21•1, 

Louisiana, and 22nd streets (although on-street loading could still occur from Maryland Street and 20th 
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Street during periods when the shared street was open to vehicular access). Thus, limiting or prohibiting 
delivery vehicles from accessing Maryland Street from time to time would not result in a significant 
impact because building service access would be retained. 

Despite the fact that the Project would minimize loading conflicts with bicycles and pedestrians and 
would not result in significant loading impacts on the shared street, there would be a loading supply 
shortfall that would result in significant impacts. 

Mitigation Measures M-TR-12A: Coordinate Deliveries and M-TR-12B: Monitor loading activity and 
convert general purpose on-street parking spaces to commercial loading spaces as needed, as more 
fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the MMRP 
and will be implemented as provided therein. 

While the project sponsor may reduce the severity of the impact with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures M-TR-12A and M-TR-12B, these measures may not fully resolve the loading shortfall, as the 
project's Transportation Coordinator may not be able to shift on-site delivery times. Additionally, there 
may not be an adequate supply of on-street general purpose parking spaces to convert to commercial 
loading spaces such that the loading shortfall can be accommodated on-street. Thus, even with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-12A and M-TR-128, the Project's loading impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impact C-TR-4: The Project would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts 
on the 48 Quintara/24th Street and 22 Fillmore bus routes. 

In combination with reasonably foreseeable development expected to occur under Cumulative 
Conditions, the Project would cause the 48 Quintara/241h Street bus route to exceed 85 percent utilization 
in both the Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial Scenario during the a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours. This would be a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on 
individual transit routes. 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Monitor and increase capacity on the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus routes 
as needed, to increase capacity on the 48 Quintara/241h Street bus route, as referenced above under Impact 
TR-5, could reduce the Project's contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Under the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5 would be adequate to reduce the Project's contribution 
to the significant cumulative impact to not considerable. Under the Maximum Residential Scenario, the 
Project's contribution would remain considerable even with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-TR-5. Therefore, additional mitigation would be necessary for the Maximum Residential Scenario to 
reduce the considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact on Muni service on this route. 

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4A: Increase capacity on the 48 Quintara/24th bus route under the 
Maximum Residential Scenario, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form 
set forth in the Final EIR and the MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein. 

The Project would also cause the 22 Fillmore bus route to exceed 85 percent utilization in the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. This would be a considerable contribution to 
a significant cumulative impact on individual transit routes. Therefore, additional mitigation.would be 
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necessary for the Maximum Commercial Scenario to reduce the considerable contribution to the 
significant cumulative impact on Muni service on this route. 

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4B: Increase capacity on the 22 Fillmore bus route under the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in 
the Final EIR and the MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein. 

Because SFMTA cannot commit funding to operate additional buses on these routes, to expand bus zones, 
or to increase transit vehicle travel speeds until environmental review of the selected elements is 
complete, the implementation of Mitigation Measures M-C-TR-4A and M-C-TR-4B is uncertain, and the 
Project's contribution to the significant cumulative impact would remain significant and unavoidable 
under both project scenarios if Mitigation Measures M-C-TR-4A and M-C-TR-4B are not implemented. 

B. Noise. 

Impact N0-2: Construction of the Project would cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. 

On-Site Construction Activities 

Demolition and construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes, 
concrete saws, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment. Piles would be driven with the 
use of impact or vibratory pile drivers. Controlled rock fragmentation (CRF) would occur for a 
cumulative total of approximately 30 days per phase. During controlled rock fragmentation activities, up 
to five CRF events would occur daily with one drilling event lasting up to one hour before each CRF 
event. General building construction would be less noise intrusive, involving cranes, forklifts, saws, and 
nail guns. Project construction would also result in temporary increases in truck traffic noise along haul 
routes for off-hauling excavated materials and materials deliveries. 

Because the project would be constructed in phases over an 11-year period, multiple construction 
activities could be occurring on different parcels within the project site at any given time (i.e., demolition 
could occur on one parcel while pile driving occurs on another) so that some of the noisier construction 
activities, such as pile driving, on one project parcel could overlap with other noisier construction phases, 
such as demolition or CRF and rock crushing, on other parcels. This could expose nearby sensitive 
receptors to temporary increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. 

If pile drivers operated on one parcel while a mounted impact hammer or concrete saw (for demolition) 
occurred on another parcel at the same time (worst-case condition), the combined noise level from these 
two noisiest pieces of equipment would not exceed these thresholds because it is expected that both types 
of equipment would not operate simultaneously closer than 50 feet to any existing residential or 
commercial uses. 

Noise Impacts on Off-Site Receptors 

The closest existing off-site sensitive receptors are located 140 to 200 feet from the closest site boundary 
(northwest corner of Parcel PKN). The maximum combined noise levels at the three closest off-site 
receptors would exceed these thresholds, a significant noise impact. 
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For all but these three receptor locations (residences at 820 Illinois Street and 628 2Qth Street (second 
floor), and Dogpatch Alt School at 616 2Qth Street), there are intervening buildings that would block and 
reduce Project-related construction noise at nearby existing receptors. If phasing occurs as proposed, it 
would result in the construction of residential buildings on the western portion of the Project site (Illinois 
Parcels) first. These buildings would also help block and reduce project-related construction noise 
(including noise from pile-driving activities to the east on the 28-Acre Site) at all existing off-site receptors 
(including the closest existing receptors). 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving, as more fully described in 
the Final EIR, is hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the MMRP and will be 
implemented as provided therein. 

With implementation of noise controls during all construction phases (specified in Mitigation Measure 
M-N0-1: Construction Noise Control Plan, referenced above) as well as implementation of noise 
controls during pile driving (specified in Mitigation Measure M-N0-2), the potential for noise 
disturbance of existing off-site receptors (assumed to be present during the 11-year construction period) 
located approximately 140 to 200 feet to the northwest would be reduced. However, even with 
implementation of these noise controls, the feasibility of quieter, alternative pile driving methods in all 
areas cannot be determined at this time and also the potential would still exist that combined noise levels 
from simultaneous operation of the noisiest types of construction equipment could still exceed the 
threshold. Given this uncertainty and the potential 11-year duration of this activity, this impact is 
conservatively considered to remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-N0-1 and M-N0-2. 

Noise Impacts on On-Site Receptors 

While early construction of Project residential uses on the Illinois Parcels would help reduce 
construction-related noise levels at existing receptors, it would also expose future residents living in these 
new residential buildings to construction noise generated during subsequent phases of project 
construction. Construction activities in this area would occur in phases over an 11-year period. 

As a result of this possible phasing under either scenario, future residents in the project site area that face 
an adjacent or nearby construction project could be subject to demolition and construction noise for as 
long as 6 to 9 years. Depending on the order of construction within each phase and overall phasing, some 
Project buildings that have already been constructed could interrupt the direct line-of-sight between 
construction sources and noise-sensitive receptors, and reduce the number of receptors directly exposed 
to construction noise with no intervening buffering structure. 

The average thresholds at on-site receptors, and the maximum combined noise level would, at times, 
exceed thresholds at the closest future on-site residential receptors (those occupying residential units 
built in earlier phases). The degree of disturbance would vary with proximity of the demolition and 
construction activities to sensitive receptors, but is considered significant and unavoidable because the 
"Ambient + 10 dBA" threshold could be exceeded. 

Construction noise impacts associated with the street network, new infrastructure, and open space would 
be similar to, but somewhat less substantial than, those for development projects in the project site area, 
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except that pile driving would not be necessary for the street network changes, utility lines (including 
those associated with all three sewer options), or open space improvements. Building demolition, road 
construction, and building construction would all occur concurrently within each phase. Simultaneous 
operation of the noisiest pieces of equipment associated with demolition (mounted impact hammer or 
concrete saw) and other construction activities (excavator) would result in combined noise levels would 
that exceed the average thresholds at on-site receptors located at this proximity. Therefore, construction­
related noise increases during other phases of construction, such as construction for road and 
infrastructure improvements, could adversely affect future on-site residents, a significant noise impact. 

With implementation of noise controls during all construction phases (specified in Mitigation Measure 
M-N0-1: Construction Noise Control Plan, referenced above) as well as implementation of noise 
controls during pile driving (specified in Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Noise Control Measures During 
Pile Driving, referenced above), the potential for noise disturbance of future on-site residents would be 
reduced. However, even with implementation of these noise controls, the potential would still exist that 
combined noise levels from simultaneous operation of the noisiest types of construction equipment could 
still exceed the Ambient+ 10 dBA threshold, and therefore, construction-related noise impacts on future 
on-site residential receptors is conservatively considered to be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation. 

Off-Site Haul Truck Traffic 

The net export total of about 340,000 cubic yards of soil and an import of about 20,000 cubic yards of 
clean fill would generate a total of about 45,000 truck trips, which would be phased over the duration of 
the planned construction activities (averaging 17 truck trips per day). Given the minimal increase in 
traffic on local roadways that would be attributable to project-related haul trucks, temporary increases in 
traffic noise resulting from haul trucks would be less than significant. Use of truck routes that avoid 
residential uses as required by the Construction Traffic Control Plan (Improvement Measure I-TR-A: 
Construction Management Plan) would further reduce less-than-significant construction-related truck 
noise impacts. 

Impact N0-5: Operation of the Project would cause substantial permanent increases in ambient noise 
levels along some roadway segments in the project site vicinity. 

Operational Traffic Noise 

Project implementation (under both the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial scenarios) 
would result in traffic noise increases ranging from 0 to 14.3 dBA on local roadways providing access to 
the site. 

The Project would include a shuttle service, operated and maintained by the Pier 70 TMA, to connect the 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District to regional transit hubs. The two preliminary routes assumed for the DEIR 
analysis are: 

• 22nd Street, Mississippi Street, and 16th Street to access the 22nd Street Caltrain Station and the 161h 

Street I Mission BART station; and 
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• Third Street, 16th Street, and King Street to access the Fourth and King Caltrain Station (with some 
trips extending to the Transbay Transit Center)).) 

An increase in shuttle bus volumes along these routes would incrementally increase traffic noise levels 
along these streets. However, the degree of impact would depend on bus sizes, frequency of buses on an 
hourly basis, and hours of operation. The future shuttle bus schedule is not known at this time, but it is 
anticipated that any shuttle trips would be relatively minor and adequately accounted for in the modeled 
traffic noise analysis above. 

Operation of the Project would result in permanent increases in ambient noise levels, primarily through 
project-related increases in traffic. Noise modeling was completed to estimate existing (baseline) and 
future traffic noise levels along 79 road segments in the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District project area based on 
traffic volumes presented in the project's Traffic Impact Study. Of the 79 road segments examined, traffic 
noise increases on all analyzed street segments would not exceed the applicable thresholds except for the 
following, which would exceed traffic !).Oise thresholds, resulting in significant impacts: 

• 20th Street (east of Third Street to east of Illinois Street) 

• 22nd Street (east of Tennessee Street to east of Illinois Street) 

• Illinois Street (20th Street to south of 22nd Street). 

There is one street segment, 22nd Street between Tennessee Street and Third Street where there are 
residential uses and the resulting noise level is estimated to slightly exceed 60 dBA (Ldn or CNEL) and 
the incremental increase attributable to the project would be 3.2 dB, 0.2 dB above the threshold. 

Reduction of project-related one-way traffic by 20 percent through transportation demand management 
measures required in Air Quality Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1£: Transportation Demand Management 
(referenced above), could reduce noise levels by up to 1.0 dB and would reduce the above significant 
impacts related to noise increases to less than significant with mitigation at all of the above street 
segments except for three road segments: 

• 22nd Street from Third Street to Illinois Street; 

• 22nd Street east of Illinois Street (on the project site); and 

• Illinois Street from the future 21•t Street and 22nd Streel (adjacent to the project site). 

Project residences located adjacent to the section of 22nd Street east of Illinois Street and the section of 
Illinois Street between the proposed 21st and 22nd streets would not be adversely affected by future noise 
levels because noise attenuation measures would be incorporated into these units as necessary to ensure 
that interior noise levels are maintained at acceptable levels even with future traffic noise level increases, 
as required by Mitigation Measure M-N0-6: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses (referenced above). 
While this mitigation measure would reduce the effects of project-related traffic noise increases on the 
interior environment of future uses, the Project's traffic would still result in noise levels that would cause 
a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Therefore, this impact would remain significant 
and unavoidable with mitigation. 
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Impact C-N0-2: Operation of the Project, in combination with other cumulative development would 
cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 

When traffic noise increases related to the Project (under both the Maximum Residential and Maximum 
Commercial scenarios) are added to future traffic noise increases resulting from cumulative development, 
the Project would add 0 to 8.0 dBA (Ldn) to estimated cumulative noise increases under both scenarios. 
Of the 79 road segments examined, the Project would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic noise 
increases along the following street segments because cumulative noise increases would exceed 
significance thresholds for traffic noise increases: 

• 22nd Street (east of Third Street to east of Illinois Street) 

• Illinois Street (Mariposa Street to 22nd Street) 

These street segments either directly adjoin the project site or are within two blocks of the project site and 
provide direct access to the site. Residential development is located adjacent to the segment of Illinois 
Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street. Based on the significance thresholds for traffic noise 
increases, these cumulative traffic noise increases would be a cumulatively significant impact because 
traffic noise would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels, and the project's 
contribution to these cumulative increases would be cumulatively considerable. 

Additionally, when 2040 cumulative (with Project) noise levels are compared to 2020 baseline noise 
levels, 2020 noise levels would increase by 0 to 15 dBA under both scenarios with increases exceeding the 
significance thresholds for traffic noise increases on the following roadway segments: 

• Third Street (Channel to south of Mission Rock and 20th to 23rd Streets) 

• 20th Street (east of Third Street to east of Illinois Street) 

• 22nd Street (west of Third Street to east of Illinois Street) 

• 23rd Street (Third Street to Illinois Street) 

• 25th Street (west of Third Street to Illinois Street) 

• Cesar Chavez (East of Third Street) 

• Illinois Street (Mariposa Street to south of 22nd Street) 

• Indiana Street (north of 25th Street) 

These street segments either directly adjoin the project site or are within approximately eight blocks of 
the project site and several provide direct access to the site. There is a school and residential development 
located adjacent to 20th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street. Residential development is also 
located adjacent to Third Street (Channel to 25th), Illinois Street (Mariposa Street to 20th Street), and on 
22nd Street (west of Third Street). Based on the significance thresholds for traffic noise increases, these 
cumulative traffic noise increases would also be a cumulatively significant impact because traffic noise 
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would result in a substantial permanent increase in baseline noise levels. The Project's contribution to 
these increases would range from 22 to 95 percent of these increases and therefore, the Project 
contribution to these cumulative traffic noise increases would be cumulatively considerable. 

Implementation of Transportation Demand Management measures required in Mitigation Measure M­
AQ-1£: Transportation Demand Management, referenced above, could result in reductions of one-way 
traffic by up to 20 percent, and such reductions could provide noise level reductions. Such reductions 
would reduce the above significant noise increases to less than significant along Illinois Street (between 
Mariposa Street and the proposed 23rd Street) and 22nd Street (west of Third Street) but would not be 
sufficient to reduce cumulative noise increases on any of the other above-listed street segments to less­
than-significant levels (i.e., below threshold levels). Cumulative traffic noise increases would still exceed 
the significance thresholds for traffic noise increases on some of the above-listed street segments when 
compared to future baseline noise levels (2040) and existing baseline noise levels (2020). Therefore, the 
Project would result in a considerable contribution to this cumulative impact, which is significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation. 

C. Air Quality. 

Impact AQ-1: During construction, the Project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants. 

Construction activities would result in emissions of ozone precursors and PM in the form of dust 
(fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone precursors and PM are 
primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also 
emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. 

Fugitive Dust 

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, drilling, rock crushing and potentially blasting, and other 
construction activities may cause wind-blown dust that could contribute PM into the local atmosphere. 
The City's Dust Control Ordinance would be applicable for the portion of the project site that is outside 
Port jurisdiction (Hoe Down Yard). For portions of the project site under the jurisdiction of the Port 
(201h/Illinois Parcel and 28-Acre Site), Section 1247 of Article 22B of the Public Health Code requires that 
all city agencies that authorize construction or other improvements on City property adopt rules and 
regulations to ensure that the dust control requirements of Article 22B are followed. DBI will not issue a 
building permit without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a 
site-specific dust control plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. 

Implementation of dust control measures in compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by 
the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related construction air 
quality impacts of the Project would be less than significant. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Maximum Residential Scenario 

Construction of the Maximum Residential Scenario would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and 
PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance when considered alone. However, future 
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construction phases (Phases 3, 4, and 5) would occur when operational emissions would also be 
generated by the earlier phases. Construction-related emissions during concurrent construction of Phases 
1 and 2 which includes development of the entirety of the Illinois Parcels would be less than significant. 
Additionally, after completion and occupancy of Phase 1 and the continuation of Phase 2 construction, 
the combined construction-related and operational emissions would be less than significant. However, 
construction of Phase 3, when considered with occupancy and operation of Phases 1 and 2, would result 
in emissions of ROG and NOx that would exceed significance thresholds, while emissions of PMlO and 
PM2.5 would be below their respective thresholds. Construction of Phase 4 and Phase 5 when considered 
with occupancy and operation of earlier phases would also result in emissions of ROG and NOx that 
would exceed significance thresholds, while emissions of PMlO would be meet the threshold with Phase 
5 construction and PM2.5 emissions would be below thresholds. Therefore, unmitigated criteria 
pollutant emissions from the Maximum Residential Scenario during simultaneous construction and 
operation would be a significant air quality impact. 

Maximum Commercial Scenario 

The Maximum Commercial Scenario's construction-related emissions during concurrent construction of 
Phases 1 and 2 which include development of the entirety of the Illinois Parcels would be less than 
significant, as would the continued construction of Phase 2 with completion and occupancy of Phase 1. 
However, construction of Phase 3 when considered with occupancy and operation of Phases 1 and 2 
would result in emissions of ROG and NOx that would exceed significance thresholds, while emissions of 
PMlO and PM2.5 would be below their respective thresholds. Construction of Phase 4 when considered 
with occupancy and operation of earlier phases would result in emissions of ROG and NOx that would 
exceed significance thresholds, while emissions of PMlO and PM2.5 w~mld be b.elow the applicable 
thresholds. Construction of Phase 5 when considered with occupancy and operation of earlier phases 
would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, and PMlO that would exceed significance thresholds, while 
emissions of PM2.5 would be below the applicable threshold. Therefore, criteria pollutant emissions 
during simultaneous construction and operation of the Maximum Commercial Scenario would be 
significant. · 

Generally the Maximum Commercial Scenario results in a marginal 1 to 6 percent greater emissions than 
the Maximum Residential Scenario, depending on the year analyzed and whether average pounds per 
day or maximum tons per year are considered. Regardless, under the Maximum Commercial Scenario 
emissions of ROG, NOx, and PMlO would exceed significance thresholds, while emissions of PM2.5 
would be below the applicable threshold 

Health Implications of Significant Impacts Related to Emissions of Ozone Precursors and PM10 

It is difficult to predict the magnitude of health effects from the project's exceedance of significance 
criteria for regional ROG, NOx, and PMlO emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the 
Project represents a fraction of total SFBAAB regional ROG emissions. However, the Project's ROG, NOx, 
and PMlO increases could contribute to new or exacerbated air quality violations in the SFBAAB region 
by contributing to more days of ozone or PMlO exceedance or result in AQI values that are unhealthy for 
sensitive groups and other populations. Therefore, criteria pollutant emissions during simultaneous 
construction and operation of the Maximum Commercial Scenario would be significant. 

To address ROG, NOx, and PMlO emissions that would occur during construction of the Project under 
both the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la: 
Construction Emissions Minimization, referenced above, has been identified and would apply during 
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construction of Phases 3, 4, and 5, or after build-out of 1.3 million gross square feet of development, 
whichever comes first. 

Residual Impacts with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la would result in a reduction of construction-related ROG emissions ranging 
from 8 to 10 percent, depending on the construction phase. Emissions of construction-related NOx would 
be reduced by 54 to 64 percent and emissions of construction-related PMlO would be reduced between 72 
and 83 percent. While construction emissions alone would be less than significance thresholds, emissions 
of simultaneous operational and construction emissions would still exceed thresholds but would be 
substantially reduced by this measure. Additionally, particulate emission reductions from this measure 
are necessary to reduce potential health risk impacts to on-site receptors to less than significant levels. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would not result in any adverse environmental effects. 

To address emissions that would occur during operation of the Project, M-AQ-1£: Transportation 
Demand Management, referenced above; M-AQ-lg: Additional Mobile Source Control Measures, 
referenced above; and M-AQ-lh: Offset Operational Emissions, referenced above would be applied to 
the Project. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measures M-AQ-lb: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications, M-AQ-lc: Use 
Low and Super-compliant VOC Architectural Coatings in Maintaining Buildings through Covenants 
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and Ground Lease, M-AQ-ld: Promote use of Green Consumer 
Products, and M-AQ-le: Electrification of Loading Docks, as more fully described in the Final EIR, are 
hereby adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the MMRP and will be implemented as 
provided therein. 

Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lb 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lb would result in an 86 percent reduction of ROG emissions from generators. 
Emissions of NOx emissions from generators would be reduced by 89 percent and emissions of PM10 
would be reduced by 98 percent. Operational emissions would still exceed thresholds as the overall 
contribution of generator emissions to total project emissions is very small. However, as discussed later in 
Impact AQ-3, particulate emission reductions from this measure are necessary to reduce potential health 
risk impacts to on-site receptors to less than significant levels. Implementation of this mitigation measure 
would not result in any adverse environmental effects. 

Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lc 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lc would reduce ROG emissions associated with maintenance application of 
paint and other architectural coatings by 31 percent. Operational emissions would still exceed thresholds 
as the overall contribution of architectural coating emissions to total project emissions is comparatively 
small. Should the applicant commit to requiring use of no-VOC interior paints, ROG emissions from 
maintenance application of paint and other architectural coatings could be further reduced by up to 90 
percent. Implementation of this mitigation measure would not result in any adverse environmental 
effects. 

Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-ld 
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-ld would reduce ROG emissions associated with use of consumer products. 
Given that the project applicant does not have authority to require use of certain products, no reduction 
in ROG emissions can be estimated from this measure. Implementation of this mitigation measure would 
not result in any adverse environmental effects. 

Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-le 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-le would reduce emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10. Given that the specific 
land uses are not determined, no reduction in emissions can be reliably estimated from this measure at 
this time. Implementation of this mitigation measure would not result in any adverse environmental 
effects. 

Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lf 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lf would reduce mobile source emissions of ROG, NOx, and PMlO. 
Quantification of emission reduction from this measure is based on a 20 percent reduction target for 
vehicle trips. Although emission reductions would be substantial, operational emissions would still 
exceed thresholds. Implementation of this mitigation measure would not cause any significant effects in 
addition to those that would result from implementation of the Project. 

Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lg 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lg would marginally reduce mobile source emissions of ROG, NOx, and 
PMlO. No additional emissions reductions were quantified from implementation of this mitigation 
measure. Implementation of this mitigation measure would not result in any adverse environmental 
effects. 

Residual Impact with Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh would offset emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 that would exceed the 
respective thresholds of significance for these pollutants. Implementation of the emissions reduction 
project could be conducted by the BAAQMD and is outside the jurisdiction and control of the City and 
not fully within the control of the project sponsor. M-AQ-lh also allows the project sponsor to directly 
fund or implement an offset project; however, no such project has yet been identified. Therefore, the 
residual impact of project emissions during construction is conservatively considered significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation, acknowledging the assumption that the project sponsor would implement 
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-a though M-AQ-lh (Emission Offsets). Although the specific offset projects 
are not known, it is anticipated that implementation of this mitigation measure would not result in any 
adverse environmental effects. 

Residual Impact with Implementation of All Identified Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la would substantially reduce construction-related 
emissions of ROG, NOx, and PMlO. The measure would require use of off-road equipment to meet the 
most stringent emission standards available and would reduce construction-related emissions of ROG, 
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NOx, and PMlO. However, criteria air pollutant emissions would remain significant during construction 
of Phases 3, 4, and 5 when operational emissions are also considered. 

Mitigation Measures M-AQ-lb through M-AQ-lg would reduce operational emissions associated with 
both the Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial Scenario. However, emissions of 
ROG and NOx during construction of Phases 3, 4, and 5 with consideration of concurrent operational 
emissions would remain significant even with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-la through 
M-AQ-lg. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh (Emissions Offsets) is identified to further reduce 
the residual pollutant emissions. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh would require the project sponsor to 
offset remaining emissions to below significance thresholds by funding the implementation of an offsite 
emissions reduction project in an amount sufficient to mitigate residual criteria pollutant emissions. 

As specified in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh, offsetting of the project's emissions would follow 
completion of construction activities for Phases 1 and 2. If construction emissions were considered alone, 
without operational emissions, construction emissions would be less than significant. Consequently, 
emissions offsets would represent the necessary amount of offset required to also address operational 
emissions. Therefore, emissions reduction projects funded through Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh would 
offset the regional criteria pollutant emissions generated by operation of the Project that would remain in 
excess of the applicable thresholds after implementation of the project-specific emission reductions 
required under Mitigation Measures M-AQ-la through M-AQ-lg. If Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh is 
implemented via a directly funded or implemented offset project, it could have the potential to reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level but only if the timing of the offsets could be documented prior 
to the occupancy of Phase 3 and ensured for the life of the project. Therefore, the residual impact of 
project emissions during construction is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, acknowledging the assumption that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation 
Measures M-AQ-la though M-AQ-lh. 

Impact AQ-2: At project build-out, the 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, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 

Maximum Residential Scenario 

Project-related emissions under the Maximum Residential Scenario would exceed BAAQMD thresholds 
of significance for ROG, NOx, and PMlO. Therefore, the Project would have a significant impact on 
regional emissions related to operational emissions of ozone precursors and PMlO. Significant emissions 
of ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) and PMlO from operation would have the same potential health 
effects as discussed in Impact AQ-1 above. 

Maximum Commercial Scenario 

Project-related emissions under the Maximum Commercial Scenario would exceed BAAQMD thresholds 
of significance for ROG, NOx, and PMIO. Therefore, the Project would also have a significant impact on 
regional emissions related to ozone precursors and PMlO under this scenario. Significant emissions of 
ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) and PMlO from operation would have the same potential health effects 
as discussed in Impact AQ-1 above. 
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Mitigation Measures M-AQ-lb: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications, M-AQ-lc: Use Low and 
Super-compliant VOC Architectural Coatings in Maintaining Buildings through Covenants 
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and Ground Lease, M-AQ-ld: Promote use of Green Consumer 
Products, M-AQ-le: Electrification of Loading Docks, M-AQ-lf: Transportation Demand Management, 
and M-AQ-lg: Additional Mobile Source Control Measures would reduce operational emissions 
associated with both the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios. However, even 
with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-lb through M-AQ-lg, criteria pollutant emissions 
from operation of the Maximum Residential Scenario or the Maximum Commercial Scenario would 
remain significant. Consequently, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh: Offsets of 
Operational Emissions would be required to reduce emission to the extent feasible. As discussed in 
Impact AQ-1 (above), if Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lh is implemented via a directly funded or 
implemented offset project, it could have the potential to reduce the impact to a less than significant level 
but only if the timing of the offsets could be documented prior to the occupancy of Phase 3 and ensured 
for the life of the project. Therefore, the residual impact of project emissions during operation at build out 
is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, acknowledging the assumption 
that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-la though M-AQ-lh. 

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

The contribution of a project's individual air emissions to regional air quality impacts is, by its nature, a 
cumulative effect. Emissions from past, present, and future projects in the region also have or will 
contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would 
be sufficient in size to result in non-attainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project's 
individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality conditions. The project-level thresholds 
for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an 
air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, because 
the Project's emissions exceed the project-level thresholds, the project would result in a considerable 
contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts. As discussed above, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-la through M-AQ-1h would reduce this impact, however, not to a less­
than-significant level. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

VI. EVALUATION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This Section describes the reasons for approving the Project and the reasons for rejecting the alternatives 
as infeasible. CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range o{ alternatives to the proposed 
project or the project location that substantially reduce or avoid significant impacts of the proposed 
project. CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a "No Project" alternative. Alternatives provide the 
decision maker with a basis of comparison to the proposed Project in terms of their significant impacts 
and their ability to meet project objectives. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, 
potentially feasible options for minimizing environmental consequences of the Project. 

A. Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis 

The Alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below are hereby rejected as infeasible based upon 
substantial evidence in the record, including evidence of economic, legal, social, technological, and other 
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considerations described in this Section, in addition to those described in Section VII below, which are 
hereby incorporated by reference, that make these alternatives infeasible. These determinations are made 
with the awareness that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, social, and technological factors." (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.) Under CEQA case law, the concept 
of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative promotes the underlying 
goals and objectives of a project; and (ii) the question of whether an alternative is "desirable" from a 
policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant 
economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

1. No Project Alternative. 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the Pier 70 project site would not change. Under 
this alternative, there would be no exchange of land under the Public Trust Exchange Agreement. The 35-
acre project site that contains approximately 351,800 gsf of mostly vacant buildings and facilities, most of 
which are unoccupied, would be retained in its current condition with the current level of maintenance. 
Current uses on the site, all of which are on short-term leases or temporary, would continue. The Port 
would continue to renew the existing short-term leases on the project site; no tenant relocation plan 
would be proposed. While it is likely that the Port and/or developers could develop portions or all the 28 
Acre Site and Illinois Parcels over a period of time, such development is speculative and therefore not 
analyzed under the No Project Alternative. 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no amendment to the Planning Code, no rezoning of 
the entire 35-acre project site, and no adoption of a SUD enabling development controls. None of the 
approximately 3,422,265 gsf or 801,400 gsf of new buildings and improvements to existing structures on 
the 28-Acre Site and the Illinois Parcels, respectively, proposed as part of the Project would be 
constructed or improved. No new proposed residential, commercial, RAU, or open space uses would be 
constructed on the project site under this alternative. No affordable residential units complying with the 
City's Affordable Inclusionary Housing Ordinance would be built. There would be no demolition or 
rehabilitation of contributing historic architectural resources in the Union Iron Works (UIW) Historic 
District on the project site under the No Project Alternative; no traffic or street and circulation 
improvements; no infrastructure or utilities improvements; no new 20th Street pump station; no grading 
or stabilization improvements; and no shoreline protection or sea level rise adaptation strategies on the 
project site. 

If the No Project Alternative were implemented, none of the impacts associated with the Project would 
occur. The No Project Alternative would not preclude future development of the project site with a range 
of land uses that are principally permitted at the project site. Development and growth would continue 
within the vicinity of the project site as nearby projects are approved, constructed, and occupied. These 
projects would contribute to significant cumulative impacts in the vicinity, but under the No Project 
Alternative, the existing land use activity on the project site would continue and would therefore not 
contribute to these cumulative impacts beyond existing levels. 

The No Project Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because, although it would eliminate the 
Project's significant and unavoidable impacts, it would fail to meet any of the basic objectives of the 
project and, therefore, is not a feasible alternative. 
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Under the Code Compliant Alternative, there would be no establishment of an SUD; the project site 
would remain in M-2 and P Zoning Districts. The Code Compliant Alternative would include 
approximately 1,881,360 gsf of development, about 45 percent less than under the Project overall. This 
alternative would include 590 residential units totaling 519,950 gsf, 1,162,260 gsf of commercial (office) 
use, 156,780 gsf of retail use, and 42,370 gsf of arts/light-industrial uses. The Code Compliant Alternative 
would provide 150 on-street vehicle parking spaces and 985 off-street spaces located on several surface 
parking lots on the site. Under this alternative, 5.76 acres of public open space would be constructed, 
including promenade and terrace areas along the waterfront, an Irish Hill playground area, and a plaza 
and market square around Building 12. Unlike the Project, this alternative does not include the Maximum 
Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial Scenario as optional development scenarios. 

Under this alternative, the project site would remain within the existing Height and Bulk Districts of 65-X 
and 40-X. No voter approval would have been required pursuant to Proposition B under the Code 
Compliant Alternative because no changes to the height districts would be proposed. 

Under the Code Compliant Alternative, 227,866 gsf located in Buildings 2, 12, and 21 on the project site 
would be retained and rehabilitated in accordance with Secretary of the Interior's Standards. As with the 
Project, the northern spur of the Irish Hill remnant would be removed to allow for the construction of 
21st Street. Also, as under the Project, Building 21 would be relocated about 75 feet to the southeast. The 
remaining seven structures on the project site (Buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66), containing 92,945 
gsf, would be demolished. 

Similar to the Project, the Code Compliant Alternative includes construction of transportation and 
circulation improvements. Under this alternative, the following transportation and circulation 
improvements would be implemented: construction of new 21st Street, reconstruction of 20th and 22nd 
streets, and construction of new Louisiana and Maryland streets. All new and reconstructed streets would 
be built with sidewalks. As under the Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would include the same 
bicycle circulation improvements (Bay Trail extension, Class II and Class III facilities on internal streets, 
and a bikeshare location). The Code Compliant Alternative would include same Transportation Demand 
Management (TOM) program as the Project, with exception of those items that pertain only to residential 
tenants. A TOM program would include the following: establishment of a Transportation Management 
Agency (TMA) that employs an on-site transit coordinator, operation of a shuttle system, maintenance of 
a TMA website with real-time transit information, distribution of educational documents, coordination of 
ride-matching services, enrollment in Emergency Ride Home program, employment of a structured 
parking strategy, unbundled residential and commercial parking, provision of car-share parking spaces, 
metering of on-street parking, and parking wayfinding signage across the site. 

Under this alternative, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure would be constructed, including a 
new 20th Street pump station. A combined sewer and stormwater system would be built, similar to 
Option 1 under the Project, but it would have slightly different alignments due to different building and 
roadway siting and locations. Unlike the Project, this alternative does not include variants. The Code 
Compliant Alternative would further some of the project sponsors' objectives. 
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The Code Compliant Alternative includes about 47,962 cubic yards of off-haul of excavated materials and 
about 8,900 cubic yards of clean fill import. This alternative includes construction of an engineered berm 
along the eastern property boundary with an approximately 3:1 slope and a maximum height of 
approximately 4 feet to address projected sea level rise flooding risks. Shoreline protection 
improvements, including placing rip-rap along the water's edge, under this alternative would be similar 
to those under the Project. Like the Project, implementation of this alternative would take place over a 
period of 11 years, similar to the Project, and in several phases (up to five for the Project, up to four for 
this alternative). 

Under this alternative, an exchange of land under the Public Trust Exchange Agreement would occur 
under in order to clarify the Public Trust status of portions of Pier 70 that would free some portions of the 
project site from the Public Trust while committing others to the Public Trust. 

The Draft EIR identified the Code Compliant as the environmentally superior alternative. Due to the 
substantially lower number of residential units and the decrease in the amount of commercial and RALi 
space to be constructed and occupied under the Code Compliant Alternative, that Alternative would 
lessen (but not avoid) the significant adverse impacts identified for the Project related to the topics of 
transportation, noise, and air quality. The Code Compliant Alternative would also lessen impacts of the 
Project that were found to be less than significant, or less than significant with mitigation, related to the 
topics of Land Use, Population and Housing, Cultural Resources (Archeological and Historic 
Architectural), Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Wind, Shadow, Recreation, Utilities and Service Systems, 
Public Services, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Mineral and Energy 
Resources. 

The Code Compliant Alternative would partially meet the objectives of the Project. Like the Project, it 
would retain, rehabilitate, and reuse a former industrial complex that would continue to be a part of an 
historic district. It would provide public open spaces and waterfront access, commercial and retail space, 
and would contribute market-rate and affordable units toward meeting San Francisco's regional housing 
needs. However, it would provide substantially less public open space, market-rate and affordable 
residential units, and commercial and retail space than the Project. This alternative would not elevate 
building parcels, nor would it include a financing strategy to enable the project to adapt to future, 
increased levels of sea level rise. This alternative would not construct a high-quality, public-private 
development project that could attract sources of public investment, equity, and debt financing to fund 
site and infrastructure costs, and ongoing maintenance, and produce a market rate return investment that 
allows the Port to further its Public Trust mandate and mission. 

The Project's transit impacts would be reduced but would still be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation under the Code Compliant Alternative. As with the Project, loading impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable even with implementation of identified mitigation. Similarly, the Code 
Compliant Alternative would reduce significant and unavoidable noise impacts related to increases in 
ambient noise (both temporary/periodic and permanent) associated with the Project, but these impacts 
would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Compared to the Project, the Code Compliant 
Alternative would, however, reduce cumulative impacts related to increase in permanent ambient noise 
levels. Like the Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would result in air quality impacts that are 
significant and unavoidable with mitigation, although these impacts would be reduced compared to the 
Project. 
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The Code Compliant Alternative is rejected as infeasible because, although it would eliminate impacts 
associated with increase in ambient noise levels identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation 
for the Project, it would not reduce to a less-than-significant level any of the other impacts identified as 
significant and unavoidable with mitigation for the Project. Additionally, the Code Compliant 
Alternative would not meet many of the project objectives. The Code Compliant Alternative would retain 
and reuse a former industrial complex that would continue to be a part of an historic district. However, 
the alternative would have significantly fewer waterfront open spaces, amenities, and services. Overall 
density of residential and commercial office uses would also be substantially reduced, as well as reduced 
housing affordability levels. As such, the Code Compliant Alternative would contribute fewer market­
rate and affordable units toward meeting San Francisco's fair share of the regional housing needs. The 
catalytic effect of the Code Compliant Alternative on the larger Pier 70 area would be significantly 
diminished, as would revenue generation to fund other Pier 70 improvements, due to greatly reduced 
density. At the given density, taking into account the level of infrastructure necessary to facilitate 
development, development under the alternative would not be able to attract sources of equity and debt 
financing sufficient to fund the project's site and infrastructure costs, would not be able to fund ongoing 
maintenance and operation costs, and would not produce a market rate return on investment that meets 
the requirements of AB 418. While the alternative would comply with the Pier 70 Risk Management Plan, it 
would not include sustainability features over and above those currently required by the Planning and 
Building codes. The alternative would include construction of an engineered berm to protect the 
shoreline against projected levels of sea level rise. However, the alternative would not elevate building 
parcels, nor would it include a financing strategy to enable the project to adapt to future, increased levels 
of sea level rise. 

3. 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative. 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would conform to the Port of San Francisco's 2010 Pier 70 
Preferred Master Plan. The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative includes approximately 31.4 acres, and 
would not include development on the 3.6-acre Hoedown Yard (which would continue to be owned and 
operated by PG&E as a storage and maintenance yard). Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, 
the General Plan and Planning Code would be amended, adding a new Pier 70 SUD, which would 
establish land use and zoning controls for the 31.4-acre site. The existing Zoning Map would be amended 
to show changes from the current Zoning District (M-2 and P) to the proposed SUD zoning. Under this 
alternative, as under the Project, the existing Height and Bulk Districts of 65-X and 40-X would be 
increased to 90-X, except for a 100-foot-wide portion adjacent to the shoreline that would remain at 40 
feet, but would become public open space under this alternative. 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would include approximately 2,153,330 gsf of development, 
about 50 percent less square footage than under the Project. This alternative would include 195 residential 
units totaling 160,440 gsf, 1,698,780 gsf of commercial (office) use, 188,610 gsf of retail use, and 105,500 gsf 
of arts/light-industrial uses. The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would provide 405 on-street vehicle 
parking spaces and 2,120 off-street spaces located on several surface parking lots on the site. Under this 
alternative, 8.07 acres of open space would be constructed, including promenade and terrace areas along 
the waterfront, a plaza and market square around Buildings 2 and 12, an open space block along the 
northern portion of the 28-Acre Site, and a plaza on 20th Street around Building 3A. Unlike the Project, 
this alternative does not include the Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario as optional development scenarios. 
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Like the Project, this alternative would include a Design for Development document comparable to that 
of the Project, but would apply specifically to the height districts, use program, and site plan for streets, 
configuration of parcels, and open spaces under this alternative. As with the Project, the Design for 
Development under this alternative would establish standards and guidelines for the rehabilitation of 
historic buildings, buildable zones for infill construction, and would contain project-wide as well as 
location-specific massing and architecture requirements that would govern the design of infill 
construction within the project site to ensure architectural compatibility with historic buildings within the 
UIW Historic District. 

Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, a total of 293,228 gsf of existing buildings would be 
retained and rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. Buildings 2, 12, 
and 19 on the project site would be retained and rehabilitated in their current location, and Building 21 
would be relocated just to the south of the Historic Core boundary, at the intersection of Louisiana and 
21st streets within the project site. The remaining six structures on the project site (Buildings 11, 15, 16, 25, 
32, and 66), containing about 86,793 gsf, would be demolished. As with the Project, the northern spur of 
the Irish Hill remnant would be removed to allow for the construction of 21st Street. The less-than­
significant impacts associated with the demolition of contributing Building 19, specifically, under the 
Project, would be reduced to a level of no impact under this alternative, because this building would be 
retained. 

Similar to the Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative includes construction of transportation 
and circulation improvements. Under this alternative, the following transportation and circulation 
improvements would be implemented: construction of new 21st Street, reconstruction of 20th and 22nd 
streets, and construction of new Louisiana and Maryland streets. All new and reconstructed streets would 
be built with sidewalks. The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would include the same bicycle 
circulation improvements (Bay Trail extension, Class Il and Class III facilities on internal streets, and a 
bikeshare location) as the Project. The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would include the same TDM 
program as the Project, with exception of those items that pertain only to residential tenants. The TDM 
program would include establishment of a TMA that employs an on-site transit coordinator, operation of 
a shuttle system, maintenance of a 1MA website with real-time transit information, distribution of 
educational documents, coordination of ride-matching services, enrollment in Emergency Ride Home 
program, employment of a district parking strategy, unbundled residential and commercial parking, 
provision of car-share parking spaces, metering of on-street parking, and parking wayfinding signage 
across the site. 

Under this alternative, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, and. a new 20th Street pump 
station, would be constructed. A combined sewer and stormwater system would be built, similar to 
Option 1 under the Project, but with slightly different alignments due to different building and roadway 
siting and locations. Unlike the Project, this alternative does not include variants. The 2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative would further some of the project sponsors' objectives. 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative includes about 47,962 cubic yards of off-haul of excavated 
materials and about 8,900 cubic yards of clean fill import. It also includes construction of an engineered 
berm along the eastern property boundary with an approximately 3:1 slope and a maximum height of 
approximately 4 feet to address projected sea level rise flooding risks. Shoreline protection improvements 
under this alternative, including placement of new rip-rap along the water's edge, would be similar to 
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those under the Project. Like the Project, implementation of this alternative would take place over a 
period of 11 years and in several phases (up to five for the Project, up to four for this alternative). Similar 
to the Project, an exchange of land under the Public Trust Exchange Agreement would occur under the 
2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative in order to clarify the Public Trust status portions of Pier 70, which 
would free some portions of the project site from the Public Trust while committing others to the Public 
Trust. 

The Project's transit impacts would be reduced but would still be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative. As with the Project, loading impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation of identified mitigation. The 2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative would avoid the significant cumulative noise increases that would occur under 
either scenario of the Project. This alternative would substantially reduce the number of roadway 
segments subject to significant noise increases. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lf, 
Transportation Demand Management, these increases could be reduced by up to 1.0 dB, and all but two 
of these significant cumulative noise increases would be reduced to less than significant. Although there 
would still be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact under this alternative for two roadway 
segments (20th Street east of Illinois Street and 25th Street east of Third Street), the degree of impact on 
both of these segments would be less than the Project. The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative's 
contribution to this cumulative impact would still be cumulatively considerable, but substantially less 
than the Project. Like the Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would result in air quality 
impacts that remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation, although these impacts would be 
reduced compared to the Project. 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative is rejected as infeasible because, although it would reduce to 
less-than-significant impacts associated with increase in ambient noise levels identified as significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation for the Project, it would not reduce to a less-than-significant level any of the 
other impacts identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation for the Project. Additionally, the 
2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would not meet many of the project objectives. The alternative 
would retain and reuse a former industrial complex that would continue to be a part of an historic 
district. However, the alternative would have fewer amenities and services and overall density of 
residential uses would be substantially reduced, eliminating the mixed-use nature of the project. The 
alternative would provide only one parcel for housing, with the standard level of affordable housing 
units. The alternative would have a reduced amount of open space. While the alternative would likely 
include development able to fund ongoing maintenance and operation costs, it may not be able to 
produce a market rate return on investment that meets the requirements of AB 418 and therefore would 
not attract cost-efficient sources of equity and debt financing sufficient to fund the project's site and 
infrastructure construction costs. Finally, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative does not include future 
development at the Hoedown Yard. 

B. Alternatives Considered and Rejected 

1. Maritime Use Alternative. 

The Maritime Use Alternative would contain only maritime; industrial; production, distribution and repair 
(PDR); and parking uses throughout the entirety of the project site, consistent with existing zoning and 
height limits. This alternative would be more consistent with the current and past uses at the site. The 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMli:NT 86 

826



Motion No. 19977 
August24,2017 

CASE NO 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 

resulting project would have a significantly lower intensity, which would reduce project trips and associated 
noise and air quality impacts. It would also eliminate residential uses at both the 28-Acre Site and Illinois 
Parcels, which would address potential transportation, noise and vibration, and air quality impacts. 
However, the maritime or industrial uses could themselves produce greater noise and/or air quality impacts 
as compared to the Project. 

This alternative was ultimately not selected as it does not achieve a variety of the project sponsors' basic 
objectives. The Maritime Use Alternative would significantly modify the Project to allow only maritime, 
industrial, PDR, and parking uses. The overall intensity would be significantly less than the Project. The 
Maritime Use Alternative would not fully meet the project objectives of providing a new, activated 
waterfront open space and providing access to San Francisco Bay where it has historically been precluded, 
by opening the eastern shore of the site to the public with a significant new waterfront park, and creating a 
pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly environment. This alternative would result in no new affordable housing. 
Additionally, the alternative would not attract sources of equity and debt financing sufficient to fund the 
alternative's site and infrastructure construction costs or fund ongoing maintenance and operation costs, and 
would not achieve a market-rate return on investment that meets the requirements of Assembly Bill No. 418 
(2011). 

2. No Hoedown Yard Alternative. 

The No Hoedown Yard Alternative would modify the Project to eliminate all future development at or 
improvement of the approximately 3.6-acre Hoedown Yard parcel. This condition would occur if 
PG&E were unable to find a suitable area to relocate the utilities operations that currently occur at the 
Hoedown Yard. This alternative would result in a total open space area of 6.7 acres at the project site, a 
2.3 acre reduction from the Project. The No Hoedown Yard Alternative would also result in a reduced 
intensity of development. The No Hoedown Yard Alternative would result in reduced excavation at 
the Hoedown Yard parcel. Except for these modifications, the No Hoedown Yard Alternative would 
include components similar to the Project. 

The No Hoedown Yard Alternative would not require the approval of the California Public Utilities 
Commission of PG&E's sale of Hoedown Yard parcel. Otherwise, all of the same approval actions as 
those listed for the Project in Section 2.G of this EIR. 

This alternative would meet most, but not all, of the Project Sponsors' objectives. However, this EIR 
analyzes as an alternative the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, which includes approximately 32 
acres, and excludes all land associated with the Hoedown Yard. Accordingly, the No Hoedown Yard 
Alternative was ultimately not selected for further consideration because the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative similarly excluded the Hoedown Yard, and therefore analysis of this alternative would be 
redundant. Additionally, this alternative would not substantially reduce environmental impacts as 
compared to the Project. 

3. Noise Compatibility Alternative. 

The Noise Compatibility Alternative would be similar to the Project but would allow only commercial­
office and RALi uses on the Illinois Parcels, in order to prevent exposure of future sensitive receptors 
(that would locate on Illinois Street within the project site) to significant noise impacts. This alternative 
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was also intended to address comments submitted on behalf of the American Industrial Center during 
the Notice of Preparation public comment period. Except for the modification in allowable uses, the 
Noise Compatibility Alternative would include components similar to the Project and would meet 
most of the project sponsor's objectives. Mitigation Measure M-N0-6: Design of Future Noise­
Sensitive Uses would require that a noise study be conducted by a qualified acoustician who shall 
determine the need to incorporate noise attenuation measures into the building design. Under the 
Project, Mitigation Measure M-N0-6 would reduce the potentially significant noise impact on 
proposed residential sensitive receptors in the Illinois Parcels to a less-than-significant level. Because 
no significant and unavoidable impact on proposed residential sensitive receptors would result under 
the Project, the identification and evaluation of a Noise Compatibility Alternative is not required under 
CEQA. 

VII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Pursuant to Public Resources Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, it is hereby found, after 
consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below independently 
and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration 
warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify 
approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by 
substantial evidence, this determination is that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial 
evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the Final EIR and the preceding findings, which 
are incorporated by reference into this Section, and in the documents found in the administrative record, 
as described in Section L 

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, it 
is specifically found that there are significant benefits of the Project in spite of the unavoidable significant 
impacts. It is further found that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all significant effects 
on the environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated or substantially lessened 
where feasible. Any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are found 
to be acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social and other 
considerations: 

• The Project would implement the open space, housing, affordability, historic rehabilitation, artist 
community preservation, commercial, waterfront height limit and urban design policies 
endorsed by the voters in Proposition F for the 28-Acre Site (November 2014). 

• The Project would serve, along with the Historic Core Project (also referred to as the Orton 
Project) and Crane Cove Park, as a catalyst project for Pier 70 to support the Port's site-wide goals 
established in the Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan, including new infrastructure, streets and utilities, 
and new revenue to fund other Pier 70 improvements. 
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• The Project would invest over $390 million in improvements in transportation and other 
infrastructure critical to serving the Project Site, the Union Iron Works Historic District, the 
historic ship repair operations and the surrounding neighborhood. 

• The Project would create a unique San Francisco neighborhood within an industrial historic 
district that includes new, activated waterfront open spaces with the amenities and services 
necessary to support a diverse, thriving community of residents and workers, while addressing 
potential land use conflicts with ongoing ship repair at Pier 70. 

• The Project would provide a model of 2151 century sustainable urban development by 
implementing the Pier 70 Risk Management Plan approved by the San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board; encouraging energy and water conservation systems; and reducing 
vehicle usage, emissions, and vehicle miles traveled to reduce the carbon footprint impacts of 
new development, consistent with the Port's Climate Action Plan. 

• Development of the 28-Acre Site will include sustainability measures required under the Design 
for Development, Infrastructure Plan, TDM Plan, and MMRP, seeking to enhance livability, 
health and wellness, mobility and connectivity, ecosystem stewardship, climate protection, and 
resource efficiency of the 28-Acre Site. 

• The Project's Transportation Plan, which includes a TDM plan, would provide a full suite of 
measures to reduce vehicles on the road and would result in a minimum of a 20% vehicle trip 
reduction. 

• The Project would provide dense, mixed-income housing that includes both ownership and 
rental opportunities, to attract a diversity of household types in order to help San Francisco meet 
its fair share of regional housing needs. 

• The Project would create between approximately 300 and 600 new affordable homes, comprising 
30% of all new homes at the 28-Acre Site. The Project would also include a priority housing 
program for residents of District 10, to the extent allowable under applicable law. 

• The Project would generate approximately $15-20 million in revenue to support the rebuild of 
public housing facilities, such as the nearby Potrero Annex and Potrero Terrace public housing 
communities, in accordance with Board Resolution No. 54-14. 

• The Project would provide long overdue improvements and revitalize the former industrial site 
that is currently asphalt lots and deteriorating buildings behind chain link fences, which prohibit 
public access to the waterfront. 

• The Project would provide access to San Francisco Bay where it has been historically precluded, 
by opening the eastern shore of the site to the public with a major new waterfront park, extending 
the Bay Trail, and establishing the Blue Greenway, all of which will create a pedestrian- and 
bicycle-friendly environment. 
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• The Project would incorporate cutting edge streetscape design that prioritizes pedestrian access, 
such as providing a raised street design at Maryland and 20th Street at the waterfront and over 
50% of the Project site as open space or pedestrian only paths. 

• The Project's design would provide an innovative approach to complement the Union Iron 
Works Historic District, with the Pier 70 SUD Design for Development document establishing 
standards and guidelines for rehabilitation of historic buildings, as well as maximum building 
heights and buildable zones for infill construction and project-side and location-specific massing 
and architecture requirements. Key design features of the Design for Development intended to 
enhance compatibility of new infill construction with adjacent historical resources in the UIW 
Historic District include: (1) buffer zones; (2) facades and materiality; (3) adjacency to historical 
resources. 

• The Project would establish nine acres of parks, playgrounds and recreational facilities on and 
adjacent to the Project Site, more than tripling the amount of parks in the Dogpatch 
neighborhood. Potential rooftop areas adjacent to Irish Hill would provide active recreation 
opportunities, such as playing fields and courts. 

• Private development will bear the cost for long-term maintenance and management of parks and 
open spaces within the Project, as well as future sea level rise improvements. 

• The Project would include dedicated on-site childcare for at least 100 children to serve area 
residents and workers, to be operated by a qualified non-profit operator. 

• The Project would rehabilitate three contributors to the Union Iron Works Historic District to 
accommodate new uses consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment 
of Historic Properties, and design and build new infrastructure, public realm areas, parks and 
buildings consistent with the Infill Development Design Criteria within the Port's Pier 70 Preferred 
Master Plan and support the continued integrity of the Union Iron Works Historic District. 

• The Project would create business and employment opportunities, including an estimated 10,000 
permanent jobs and 11,000 temporary construction jobs, for local workers and businesses during 
the design, construction, and operation phases of the Project. The Project sponsors have 
committed to hiring local employees for 30% of the infrastructure and building construction jobs, 
and implementing a small diversity business program and a wo:kforce training program that 
partners with local organizations. 

• The Project would provide substantial new and renovated space for arts, cultural, non-profits, 
small-scale manufacturing, local retail and neighborhood services, including a new arts facility 
up to 90,000 square feet and 50,000 square feet of production, distribution and repair (PDR) uses. 

• The Project would preserve the artist community currently located in the Noonan Building in 
new state-of-the-art, on-site space that is affordable, functional and aesthetic. 
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• The Project would elevate and reinforce site infrastructure and building parcels to allow the new 
Pier 70 neighborhood to be resilient to projected levels of sea level rise and any ma)or seismic 
event, as well as incorporate financing strategies and generate funding streams that enable the 
project and the Port's Bay shoreline to adapt to future, increased levels of sea level rise. 

• The Project would construct a high-quality, public-private development project that can attract 
sources of public investment, equity, and debt financing sufficient to fund the Project's site and 
infrastructure costs, fund ongoing maintenance and operation costs, and produce a market rate 
return investment that meets the requirement of Assembly Bill (AB) 418 (2011) and allows the 
Port to further its Public Trust mandate and mission. 

• The project will provide training and hiring opportunities for hiring San Francisco residents and 
formerly homeless and economically disadvantaged individuals for temporary construction and 
permanent jobs, including local hire mandatory participation at 30% per trade, opportunities for 
local business enterprise participation and first source hiring. 

Having considered the above, the Planning Commission finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects identified in the Final EIR, and that those adverse 
environmental effects are therefore acceptable. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

M-CR-la: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and 
Reporting 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be 
present within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to 
avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the Proposed Project on 
buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsors shall retain 
the services of an archeological consultant from rotational Department 
Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the 
Planning Department archeologist. The project sponsors shall contact the 
Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the 
next three archeological consultants on the QACL. 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 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 ERO, the 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

P 
. 2 

roJect sponsors to 
retain qualified 
professional 
archaeologist from 
the pool of 
archaeological 
consultants 
maintained by the 
Planning 
Department. 

The archaeological 
consultant shall 
undertake an 
archaeological 
testing program as 
specified herein. 

Project sponsors, 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to the 
issuance of site 
permits, 
submittal of all 
plans and 
reports for 
approval by the 
ERO. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Archaeological 
consultant's work 
shall be conducted 
in accordance with 
this measure at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete when 
project sponsor 
retains a 
qualified 
professional 
archaeological 
consultant and 
archeological 
consultant has 
approved scope 
by the ERO for 
the archeological 
testing program 

Monitoring 
Agency1 

Planning 
Department 

1 
Both the City and the Port have jurisdiction over portions of the Project Site. This column identifies the agency or agencies with monitoring responsibility for each mitigation and improvement 

measure. The 28-Acre Site and 20th/Illinois Parcels are located within the Port's building permit jurisdiction. The Hoedown Yard parcel is located within the San Francisco Department of 
Building Inspection (DBI). 
2 

Note: For purposes of this MMRP, unless otherwise indicated, the term "project sponsor" shall mean the party {i.e., the Developer under the DDA, a Vertical Developer (as defined in the DDA) 
or Port, as applicable, and their respective contractors and agents) that is responsible under the Project documents for construction of the improvements to which the Mitigation Measure applies, 
or otherwise assuming responsibility for implementation of the mitigation measure. 
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Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a archaeological 
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level consultant shall 
potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in State contact the ERO 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (a) and (c). and descendant 

Consultation with Descendant Communities 
group 
representative upon 

On discovery of an archeological site associated with descendant Native discovery of an For the duration Archaeological Considered 
Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant archaeological site of Consultant shall complete upon 
group, an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the ERO associated with soil-disturbing prepare a Final submittal of 
shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given descendant Native activities. Archaeological Final 
the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to Americans or the Resources Report Archaeological 
consult with the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the Overseas Chinese. in consultation with Resources 
site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative The representative the ERO (per Report. 
treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final of the descendant below). A copy of 

Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the group shall be given this report shall be 

descendant group. the opportunity to provided to the 
monitor ERO andthe 
archaeological field representative of 
investigations on the descendant 
the site and consult group. 
with the ERO 
regarding 
appropriate 
archaeological 
treatment of the site, 
ofrecovered data 
from the site, and, if 
applicable, any 
interpretative 
treatment of the 
associated 
archaeological site. 

Archeological Testing Program Develo12ment of Prior to any Archaeological Considered Planning 
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Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring Monitoring 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review 
ATP: Project excavation, site consultant to complete with Department 
sponsors and preparation or undertake ATP in approval of the 

and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing archaeological construction, consultation with ATP by the ERO 
program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP consultant in and prior to ERO. and on finding 
shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) consultation with testing, an ATP by the ERO that 
that potentially could be adversely affected by the Proposed Project, the the ERO. for a defined the ATP is 
testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The geographic area implemented. 
purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the and/ or specified 
extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and to Archeo logical 

construction 
identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on Testing Report: 

activities is to 
the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. Project sponsors 

be submitted to and archaeological 
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant in and approved 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based consultation with by the ERO. A 
on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that the ERO. single ATP or 
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation multiple A TPs 
with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are maybe 

warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional produced to 
archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data address project 

recovery program. If the ERO determines that a significant archeological phasing. 
resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the 
Proposed Project, at the discretion of the pmject sponsors either: 

A) The Proposed Project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse Atthe 
Archaeological 

effect on the significant archeological resource; or completion of 
consultant to 

Considered 
each 

submit results of 
complete on 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO archaeological submittal to ERO 
determines that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive testing 

testing, and in ofreport( s) on 
than research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is consultation with ATP findings. 
feasible. 

program. 
ERO, determine 
whether additional 
measures are 
warranted. If 
significant 
archaeological 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ Monitoring Monitoring 

Responsibility Schedule Reporting Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

resources are 
present and may be 
adversely affected, 
project sponsors, at 
its discretion, may 
elect to redesign a 
project, or 
implement data 
recovery program, 
unless ERO 
determines the 
archaeological 
resource is of 
greater interpretive 
than research 
significance and 
that interpretive use 
is feasible. 

Archeological Monitoring Program Project sponsors The If required, Considered Planning 

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that 
and archaeological archaeological archaeological complete on Department 

an archeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, the AMP 
consultant at the consultant, consultant to approval of 

would minimally include the following provisions: 
direction of the project prepare the AMP in AMP(s) by ERO; 
ERO. sponsors, and consultation with submittal of 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsors, and ERO shall ERO shall meet the ERO. report regarding 

meet and consult on the scope of the AMP prior to any prior to the findings of 

project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO commencement AMP(s); and 

in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine of finding by ERO 

what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. A single soil-disturbing that AMP(s) is 

AMP or multiple AMPs may be produced to address project activities for a implemented. 

phasing. In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as defined 

demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities geographic area 

installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, and/ or specified 

etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring construction 
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Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring Monitoring 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological activities. The 
resources and to their depositional context. The archeological ERO in 
consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for consultation 
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to with the 
identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the archaeological 
appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an consultant shall 
archeologicalresource; determine what 

The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site 
archaeological 

• monitoring is 
according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological necessary. A 
consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with single AMP or 
project archeological consultant, determined that project multiple AMPs 
construction activities could have no effects on significant maybe 
archeological deposits; produced to 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect address project 

soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for phasing. 

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. 
Ifin the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may 
affect an archeological resource, pile driving activity that may affect the 
archeological resource shall be suspended until an appropriate evaluation of 
the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered 
archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable 
effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered 
archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 
If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and 
that the resource could be adversely affected by the Proposed Project, at the 
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Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting 1 

Responsibility Schedule Schedule 
Agency 

Responsibility 

discretion of the project sponsors either: 

A) The Proposed Project shall be redesigned so as to avoid 
any adverse effect on the significant archeological resource; or 

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

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

Archeological Data Recovery Program Project sponsors Upon If required, Considered 
and archaeological determination archaeological complete on 

If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, determines that consultant at the by the ERO that consultant to submittal of 
an archeological data recovery programs shall be implemented based on the direction of the anADRP is prepare an ADRP(s) to 
presence of a significant resource, the archeological data recovery program ERO. required.A ADRP(s) in ERO. 
shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan single ADRP or consultation with 
(ADRP). No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the multiple the ERO. 
prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. The ADRPsmaybe 
archeological consultant, project sponsors, and ERO shall meet and consult produced to 
on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The address project 
archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP phasing. 
shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the 
significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. 
That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions 
are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is 
expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the 
applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, shall 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. 
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Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

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

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

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

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public 
interpretive program during the course of the archeological data 
recovery program. 

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

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

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

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerill Objects Project sponsors In the event Archaeological Ongoing during Planning 

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary and archaeological human remains consultant/ soils disturbing Department 

objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with consultant, in and/or funerary archaeological activity. 

applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification consultation with objects are monitor/project Considered 

of the coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the the San Francisco encountered. sponsors or complete on 

coroner's determination that the human remains are Native American Coroner, NAHC, contractor to notification of 

remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage ERO, and MLD. contact San the San 

Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) Francisco County Francisco 

(Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, oroject Coroner and ERO. County Coroner 
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Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring Monitoring 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Responsibility Schedule Reporting Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

sponsors, ERO, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an Implement andNAHC, if 
agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and regulatory necessary. 
associated or unassociated funerary objects (State CEQA Guidelines Section requirements, if 
15064.5(d)). The agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate applicable, 
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final regarding discovery 
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary ofNative American 
objects. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native human remains and 
American human remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until associated/unassoci 
completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as ated funerary 
specified in the treatment agreement if such an agreement has been made or, objects. Contact 
otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. archaeological 

consultant and 
ERO. 

Final Archeological Resources Report Project sponsors For Horizontal If applicable, Considered Planning 

The archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources 
and archaeological Developer-prio archaeological complete on Department 
consultant at the rto consultant to submittal of 

Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any direction of the determination submit a Draft and FARRand 
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and ERO. of substantial final FARR to ERO approval by 
historical research methods employed in the archeological completion of based on reports ERO. 
testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that 

The ERO shall infrastructure at and relevant data 
may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate 

provide to the each sub-phase provided by the 
removable insert within the final report. The FARR may be submitted at the ERO 
conclusion of all construction activities associated with the Proposed Project archaeological 

or on a parcel-by-parcel basis. consultant( s) For Vertical 
preparing the FARR Developer-prio 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as reports and relevant r to issuance of Archaeological 
follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information data obtained Certificate of Considered 
Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy through Temporary or 

consultant to complete when 
of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning implementation of Final 

distribute FARR. archaeological 
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound this Mitigation Occupancy, consultant 
and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with Measure M-CR-la. whichever provides written 
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or occurs first certification to 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic the ERO that the 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high required FARR 
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Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting I 

Responsibility Schedule Schedule 
Agency 

Responsibility 

public interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may If applicable, distribution has 
require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that upon approval been completed. 
presented above. of the FARR by 

the ERO. 

M-CR-lb: Interpretation Project sponsors Prior to Archaeological Considered Planning 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be 
and archaeological issuance of consultant shall complete upon Department 
consultant at the final certificate develop a feasible, installation of 

present within the project site, and to the extent that the potential significance direction of the of occupancy resource-specific approved 
of some such resources is premised on CRHR Criteria 1 (Events), 2 ERO. program for interpretation 
(Persons), and/or 3 (Design/Construction), the following measure shall be post-recovery program, if 
undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the interpretation of required. 
Proposed Project on buried or submerged historical resources if significant resources. All 
archeological resources are discovered. plans and 

The project sponsors shall implement an approved program for interpretation recommendations 

of significant archeological resources. The interpretive program may be for interpretation 

combined with the program required under Mitigation Measure M-CR-4b: by the 

Public Interpretation. The project sponsors shall retain the services of a archaeological 

qualified archeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified consultant shall be 

Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning submitted first and 

Department archeologist having expertise in California urban historical and directly to the ERO 

marine archeology. The archeological consultant shall develop a feasible, for review and 

resource-specific program for post-recovery interpretation ofresources. The comment, and shall 

particular program for interpretation of artifacts that are encountered within be considered draft 

the project site will depend upon the results of the data recovery program and reports subject to 

will be the subject of continued discussion between the ERO, consulting revision until 

archeologist, and the project sponsors. Such a program may include, but is deemed final by the 

not limited to, any of the following (as outlined in the ARDTP): surface ERO. The ERO to 

commemoration of the original location ofresources; display of resources approve final 

and associated artifacts (which may offer an underground view to the public); interpretation 

display of interpretive materials such as graphics, photographs, video, program. Project 

models, and public art; and academic and popular publication of the results of sponsors to 

the data recovery. The interpretive program shall include an on-site implement an 
approved 
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Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Monitoring Monitoring 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Responsibility Schedule Reporting Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

component. interpretation 

The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted atthe direction of the 
program. 

ERO, and in consultation with the project sponsors. All plans and 
recommendations for interpretation 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. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5: Preparation of Historic Resource Project sponsors Prior to the Qualified historian Considered Port 
Evaluation Reports, Review, and Performance Criteria. and qualified issuance of to prepare historic complete upon 

preservation building resource evaluation approval by the 
Prior to Port issuance of building permits associated with Buildings 2, 12 and architect, historic permits documentation and Port staff. 
21, Port of San Francisco Preservation staff shall review and approve future preservation expert, associated with present to Port staff 
rehabilitation design proposals for Buildings 2, 12, and 21. Submitted or other qualified Buildings 2, 12 to determine 
rehabilitation design proposals for Buildings 2 and 12 shall include, in individual. and 21. conformance to the 
addition to proposed building design, detail on the proposed landscaping Secretary's 
treatment within a 20-foot-wide perimeter of each building. The Port's Standards. 
review and analysis would be informed by Historic Resource Evaluation(s) 
provided by the project sponsors. The Historic Resource Evaluation(s) shall 
be prepared by a qualified consultant who meets or exceeds the Secretary of 
the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards in historic architecture or 
architectural history. The scope of the Historic Resource Evaluation(s) shall 
be reviewed and approved by Port Preservation staff prior to the start of work. 
Following review of the completed Historic Resource Evaluation(s), Port 
preservation staff would prepare one or more Historic Resource Evaluation 
Response(s) that would contain a determination as to the effects, if any, on 
historical resources of the proposed renovation. The Port shall not issue 
buildings permits associated with Buildings 2, 12, and 21 until Port 
preservation staff conclude that the design ( 1) conforms with the Secretary of 
the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation; (2) is compatible with the UIW 
Historic District; and (3) preserves the building's historic materials and 
character-defining features, and repairs instead ofreplaces deteriorated 
features, where feasible. Should alternative materials be proposed for 
replacement of historic materials, they shall be in keeping with the size, scale, 
color, texture, and general appearance. The performance criteria shall ensure 
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Implementation Mitigation 
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Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Responsibility Schedule 

Reporting 
Schedule 

Agency
1 

Responsibility 

retention of the following character-defining features of each historic 
building: 

• Building 2: (1) board-formed concrete construction; (2) six-story 
height; (3) flat roof; ( 4) rectangular plan and north-south orientation; (5) 
regular pattern of window openings on east and west elevations; (6) 
steel, multi-pane, fixed sash windows (floors 1-5); (7) wood sash 
windows (floor 6); (8) elevator/stair tower that rises above roofline and 
projects slightly from west fayade. 

• Building 12: (1) steel and wood construction; (2) corrugated steel 
cladding (except the as-built south elevation which was always open to 
Building 15); (3) 60-foot height; ( 4) Aiken roof configuration with five 
raised, glazed monitors; (5) clerestory multi-lite steel sash awning 
windows along the north and south sides of the monitors; (6) multi-lite, 
steel sash awning widows, arranged in three bands (with a double-height 
bottom band) on the north and west elevations, and in four bands on the 
east elevation; (7) 12-bay configuration of east and west elevations; (8) 
north-south roof ridge from which roof slopes gently (1/4 inch per foot) 
to the east and west 

• Building 21: (1) steel frame construction; (2) corrugated metal 
cladding; (3) double-gable roof clad in corrugated metal, with wide roof 
monitor at each gable; ( 4) multi-lite, double hung wood or horizontal 
steel sash windows; and (5) two pairs of steel freight loading doors on 
the north elevation, glazed with 12 lites per door. 

Port staff shall not approve any proposal for rehabilitation of Buildings 2, 12, 
and 21 unless they find that such a scheme conforms to the Secretary's 
Standards as specified for each building. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-11: Performance Criteria and Review Project sponsors Prior to San Francisco Considered Planning 

Process for New Construction issuance of a Preservation complete when Department 

In addition to the standards and guidelines t-stablished as part of the Pier 70 
building permit P Janning staff, in Planning and 
for new consultation with Port Preservation 

11 of85 

843



File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. -----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ Monitoring Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule 
Reporting Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

SUD and Design for Development, new construction and site development construction. the San Francisco staff note 
within the Pier 70 SUD shall be compatible with the character of the UIW Port Preservation compliance with 
Historic District and shall maintain and support the District's staff, shall use the the Pier 70 SUD 
character-defining features through the following performance criteria Final Pier 70 SUD Design for 
(terminology used has definition as provided in the Design for Development): Design for Development 

1. New construction shall comply with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Development Standards, 
Standards, including 

Rehabilitation Standard No. 9: "New Addition, exterior alterations, including Secretary Secretary 
or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that Standard No. 9, to Standard No. 9, 
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated evaluate all future outlined in the 
from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale development written 
and architectural features to protect the integrity of the property proposals within memorandum. 
and its environment." the project site for 

2. New construction shall comply with the Infill Development Design proposed new 

Criteria in the Port of San Francisco's Pier 70 Preferred Master construction within 

Plan (2010) as found in Chapter 8, pp 57-69 (a policy document the UIW Historic 

endorsed by the Port Commission to guide staff planning at Pier District. As part of 

70). this effort, project 

3. New construction shall be purpose-built structures of varying 
sponsors shall also 
submit a written 

heights and massing located within close proximity to one another. memorandum for 

4. New construction shall not mimic historic features or architectural review and 

details of contributing buildings within the District. New approval to San 

construction may reference, but shall not replicate, historic Francisco 

architectural features or details. Preservation 
Planning and Port 

5. New construction shall be contextually appropriate in terms of staff that confirms 
massing, size, scale, and architectural features, not only with the compliance of all 
remaining historic buildings, but with one another. proposed new 

6. New construction shall reinforce variety through the use of 
construction with 
these guiding plans 

materials, architectural styles, rooflines, building heights, and 
and policies. San 

window types and through a contemporary palette of materials as 
well as those found within the District. 

Francisco 
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7. Parcel development shall be limited to the new construction zones Preservation 

identified in Design for Development Figure 6.3.1: Allowable New Planning staff must 

Construction Zones. make determination 
in compliance with 

8. The maximum height of new construction shall be consistent with the timelines 
the parcel heights identified in Design for Development Figure outlined in the Pier 
6.4.2: Building Height Maximum. 70 Special Use 

9. The use of street trees and landscape materials shall be limited and District section of 

used judiciously within the Pier 70 SUD. Greater use of trees and the Planning Code 

landscape materials shall be allowed in designated areas consistent for review of 

with Design for Development Figure 4.8.1: Street Trees and vertical design. 

Plantings Plan. 

10. New construction shall be permitted adjacent to contributing 
buildings as identified in Design for Development Figure 6.3.2: 
New Construction Buffers. 

11. No substantive exterior additions shall be permitted to contributing 
Buildings 2, 12, or 21. Building 12 did not historically have a 
south-facing fai;ade; therefore, rehabilitation will by necessity 
construct a new south elevation wall. Building 21 shall be relocated 
approximately 7 5 feet east of its present placement, to maintain the 
general historic context of the resource in spatial relationship to 
other resources. Building 21 's orientation shall be maintained. 

Building Specific Standards 

Each development parcel within the Pier 70 SUD has a different physical 
proximity and visual relationship to the contributing buildings within the 
UIW Historic District. For those fai;ades immediately adjacent to or facing 
contributing buildings, building design shall be responsive to identified 
character-defining features in the manner described in the Design for 
Development Buildings chapter. All other fai;ades shall have greater freedom 
in the expression of scale, color, use of material, and overall appearance, and 
shall be permitted if consistent with Secretary Standard No. 9 and the Design 
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for Development. 

Table M.CR.1: Building-Specific Responsiveness, indicates resources that 
are located adjacent to, and have the greatest influence on the design of, the 
noted development parcel fa9ade. 

Table M.CR.1: Building-Specific Responsiveness 

Fa~ade/Parcel Contributing 
Name-Number Buildiug (Building 

No.) 

North and West; A 113 
·······-·-------··-···--··~~----··-·-···· .... ~~··~~~--.. -----~--- --~--- --.. ~ .. ·--·-~ 

North and Northeast; B 113, 6 
·~----·~· .... ·-·--·········---------~---~-~--~-------···· ------·-- --

North; Cl 116 
---------·-" ·----

East and South; C2 12 
~-. 

South and West; D 2, 12 
--------"'-

East and South; E 1 21 
--~---------------~~~------·· --------~--~--~ 

West; E2 12 

West; E4 21 
.................... ............ ................. ······································ . ........................... . .•........................ 

North; FIG 12 
........................................................................ ................ ................................................................................................ 

East; PKN 113-116 

Source: ESA 2015. 

Palette of Materials 

In addition to the standards and guidelines pertaining to application of 
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materials in the Design for Development, the following material performance 
standards would apply to the building design on the development parcels 
(terminology used has definition as provided in the Design for Development): 

• Masonry panels that replicate traditional nineteenth or twentieth 
century brick masonry patterns shall not be allowed on the east 
fai;;ade of Parcel PKN, north and west fai;;ades of Parcel A or on the 
north fai;;ade of Parcel Cl. 

• Smooth, flat, minimally detailed glass curtain walls shall not be 
allowed on the fai;;ades listed above. Glass with expressed 
articulation and visual depth or that expresses underlying structure 
is an allowable material throughout the entirety of the Pier 70 SUD. 

• Coarse-sand finished stucco shall not be allowed as a primary 
material within the entirety of the UIW Historic District. 

• Bamboo wood siding shall not be allowed on fa9ades listed above 
or as a primary fai;;ade material. 

• Laminated timber panels shall not be allowed on fai;;ades listed 
above. 

• When considering material selection immediately adjacent to 
contributing buildings (e.g., 20th Street Historic Core; Buildings 2, 
12, and 21; and Buildings 103, 106, 107, and 108 located within or 
immediately adjacent to the BAE Systems site), characteristics of 
compatibility and differentiation shall both be taken into account. 
Material selection shall not duplicate adjacent building primary 
materials and treatments, nor shall they establish a false sense of 
historic development. 

• A void conflict of new materials that appear similar or attempt to 
replicate historic materials. For example, Building 12 has 
character-defining corrugated steel cladding. As such, the eastern 

15 of 85 

847



File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. ___ _ 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Responsibility Schedule 

Reporting 
Schedule 

Agency1 

Responsibility 

fa9ade of Parcel Cl, the northern fa9ade of Parcels F and G, and the 
southern fa9ade of Parcel Dl shall not use corrugated steel 
cladding as a primary material. As another example, Building 113 
has character-defining brick-masonry construction. As such, the 
northern and western fa9ades of Parcel A and the eastern fa9ade of 
Parcel K North shall not use brick masonry as a primary material. 

• Use of contemporary materials shall reflect the scale and 
proportions of historic materials used within the UlW Historic 
District. 

• Modern materials shall be designed and detailed in a manner to 
reflect but not replicate the scale, pattern, and rhythm of adjacent 
contributing buildings' exterior materials. 

Review Process 

Prior to Port issuance of building permits associated with new construction, 
San Francisco Preservation Planning staff, in consultation with the San 
Francisco Port Preservation staff, shall use the Final Pier 70 SUD Design for 
Development Standards, including Secretary Standard No. 9, to evaluate all 
future development proposals within the project site for proposed new 
construction within the UlW Historic District. As part of this effort, project 
sponsors shall also submit a written memorandum for review and approval to 
San Francisco Preservation Planning staff that confirms compliance of all 
proposed new construction with these guiding plans and policies. 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Monitor and increase capacity on the 48 Developer, TMA, Demonstration Project sponsors to Considered Planning 
Quintara/241

h Street bus routes as needed. andSFMTA. of ca12acity: demonstrate to the complete upon Department, 

Prior to SFMT A that each approval of the SFMTA 
Prior to approval of the Proposed Project's phase applications, project 

Documentation of approval of the building for which project's phase 
sponsors shall demonstrate that the capacity of the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus 

capacity of the 48 project's phase temporary application. 
route has not exceeded 85 percent capacity utilization, and that future 

Quintara/24 th Street applications. certificates of 
demand associated with build-out and occupancy of the phase will not cause occu ancy are 
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the route to exceed its utilization. Forecasts of travel behavior of future bus route shall be If project requested would 
phases could be based on trip generation rates forecast in the EIR or based on prepared by a sponsors not generate a 
subsequent surveys of occupants of the project, possibly including surveys consultant from the demonstrate to number of transit 
conducted as part of ongoing TDM monitoring efforts required as part of Air Planning the SFMTA trips on the 48 
Quality Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lf: Transportation Demand Department's that the phase Quintara/24th Street 
Management. Transportation would not bus route that 

If trip generation calculations or monitoring surveys demonstrate that a 
Consultant Pool, generate a would exceed the 

specific phase of the Proposed Project will cause capacity on the 48 
using a number of significance 

Quintara/24th Street route to exceed 85 percent, the project sponsors shall 
methodology transit trips on thresholds outlined 

provide capital costs for increased capacity on the route in a manner deemed 
approved by the 48 in the EIR. 

acceptable by SFMTA through the following means: 
SFMTAand Quintara/24th If the project 
Planning. If Street bus route demonstrates 

• At SFMTA's request, the project sponsors shall pay the capital documentation of that would (using trip 
costs for additional buses (up to a maximum of four in the capacity is based on exceed the generation rates 
Maximum Residential Scenario and six in the Maximum monitoring surveys, significance forecasted in the 
Commercial Scenario). If the SFMTA requests the project sponsor the transportation thresholds EIR or through 
to pay the capital costs of the buses, the SFMTA would need to find consultant shall outlined in the surveys of existing 
funding to pay for the added operating cost associated with submit raw data EIR, further travel behavior at 
operating increased service made possible by the increased vehicle from such surveys monitoring is the site) that a 
fleet. The source of that funding has not been established. concurrently to not required specific building 

SFMTA, the during that would cause 
Alternatively, ifSFMTA determines that other measures to increase capacity Planning phase. capacity to exceed 
along the route would be more desirable than adding buses, the project Department, and 85 percent based on 
sponsors shall pay an amount equivalent to the cost of the required number of project sponsors. the Baseline 
buses toward completion of one or more of the following, as determined by Ca12ital Costs: scenario in the EIR 
SFMTA: Payment or would contribute 

Convert to using higher-capacity vehicles on the 48 Quintara/24th 
required after more than 5 percent • SFMTA 

Street route. In this case, the project sponsors shall pay a portion of affirms via 
of capacity on the 

the capital costs to convert the route to articulated buses. Some bus letter to the 
line if it was 

stops along the route may not currently be configured to project 
already projected to 
exceed 85 percent accommodate the longer articulated buses. Some bus zones could sponsors that capacity utilization likely be extended by removing one or more parking spaces; in mitigation in the Baseline some locations, appropriate space may not be available. The funds will be 
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project sponsors' contribution may not be adequate to facilitate the spent on scenario without 
full conversion of the route to articulated buses; therefore, a source implementation the Proposed 
of funding would need to be established to complete the remainder, ofM-TR-5 Project, and the 
including improvements to bus stop capacity at all of the bus stops through SFMTAhas 
along the route that do not currently accommodate articulated purchase of committed to 
buses. additional implement 

buses or M-TR-5, the 
• SFMT A may determine that instead of adding more buses to a alternative project sponsors 

congested route, it would be more desirable to increase travel measure in shall provide 
speeds along the route. In this case, the project sponsors' accordance capital costs for 
contribution would be used to fund a study to identify appropriate with M-TR-5. increased capacity 
and feasible improvements and/or implement a portion of the Capital costs on the route in a 
improvements that would increase travel speeds sufficiently to for more than manner deemed 
increase capacity along the bus route such that the project's four buses, up acceptable by 
impacts along the route would be determined to be less than to amaximum SFMTA. 
significant. Increased speeds could be accomplished by funding a of six buses, 
portion of the planned bus rapid transit system along 16th Street for shall only be 
the 22 Fillmore between Church and Third streets. Adding signals required ifthe 
on Pennsylvania Street and 22nd Street may serve to provide total gsf of 
increased travel speeds on this relatively short segment of the bus commercial use 
routes. The project sponsors' contribution may not be adequate to exceeds the 
fully achieve the capacity increases needed to reduce the project's Maximum 
impacts and SFMT A may need to secure additional sources of Residential 
funding. Scenario total 

Another option to increase capacity along the corridor is to add new a Muni gsfof 

service route in this area. If this option is selected, project sponsors shall fund commercial 

purchase of the same number of new vehicles outlined in the fust option (four use, identified 

for the Maximum Residential Alternative and six for the Maximum in Table 2.3 of 

Commercial Alternative) to be operated along the new route. By providing the EIR, and if 

an additional service route, a percentage of the current transit riders on the 48 project 
Quintara/24th Street would likely shift to the new route, lowering the capacity sponsors 
utilization below the 85 percent utilization threshold. As for the first option, demonstrate 
funding would need to be secured to pay for operating the new route. that the 
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building would 
cause capacity 
to exceed 85 
percent or 
would 
contribute more 
than 5 percent 
of capacity on 
the line if it was 
already 
projected to 
exceed 85 
percent 
capacity 
utilization in 
the Baseline 
scenario 
without the 
Proposed 
Project. 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Improve pedestrian facilities on Illinois Project sponsors During SFMTA reviews Considered SFMTA, Port 

Street adjacent to and leading to the project site. shall implement the construction of signal and site complete when 
improvements. street plans and maps for street 

As part of construction of the Proposed Project roadway network, the project improvements improvements improvements 
sponsors shall implement the following improvements: adjacent to identified in have been built. 

• Install ADA curb ramps on all comers at the intersection of 22nd 
pedestrian Mitigation Measure 
facilities on M-TR-10. 

Street and Illinois Street 
Illinois Street 

• Signalize the intersections of Illinois Street with 20th and 22nd identified in 
Street. Mitigation 

Measure 
• Modify the sidewalk on the east side of Illinois Street between M-TR-10. 

22nd and 20th streets to a minimum of 10 feet. Relocate 
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obstructions, such as fire hydrants and power poles, as feasible, to 
ensure an accessible path of travel is provided to and from the 
Proposed Project. 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-12A: Coordinate Deliveries Transportation On-going. Transportation On-going during Port 

The Project's Transportation Coordinator shall coordinate with building 
Management Management project 
Agency Agency operations. 

tenants and delivery services to minimize deliveries during a.m. and p.m. Transportation Transportation 
peak periods. Coordinator. Coordinator to 

Although many deliveries cannot be limited to specific hours, the coordinate with 

Transportation Coordinator shall work with tenants to find opportunities to building tenants 

consolidate deliveries and reduce the need for peak period deliveries, where and delivery 

possible. services to 
consolidate 
deliveries and 
reduce the need for 
peak period 
deliveries, where 
possible. 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-12B: Monitor loading activity and convert Developer, TMA or Prior to Project sponsors or Considered Port 
general purpose on-street parking spaces to commercial loading spaces, Port. approval of the TMA to conduct a complete after 
as needed. project's phase commercial loading the Port Staff 

After completion of the first phase of the Proposed Project, and prior to applications study for the Port. reviews and 

approval of each subsequent phase, the project sponsors shall conduct a study after approves the 

of utilization of on- and off-street commercial loading spaces. Prior to completion of study and the 

completion, the methodology for the study shall be reviewed and approved the first phase. project sponsors, 

by either: (a) Port Staff in consultation with SFMTA Staff for areas within PortorTMA 

Port jurisdiction; or (b) SFMTA Staff in consultation with Port Staff for areas incorporates any 

within SFMTAjurisdiction. If the result of the study indicates that fewer than additional 

15 percent of the commercial loading spaces are available during the peak measures 

loading period, the project sponsors shall incorporate measures to convert necessary for 

existing or proposed general purpose on-street parking spaces to commercial commercial 

parking spaces in addition to the required off-street spaces. loading. 
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Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4A: Increase capacity on the 48 Developer, TMA Demonstration If the Maximum If necessary, SFMTA 
QuintaraJ24th bus route under the Maximum Residential Scenario. andSFMTA ofCa12acity: If Residential considered 

The project sponsors shall contribute funds for one additional vehicle (in necessary, prior Scenario is complete when 

addition to and separate from the four prescribed under Mitigation Measure Documentation of to approval of implemented, the SFMT A receives 

M-TR-5 for the Maximum Residential Scenario) to reduce the Proposed capacity shall be the project's project sponsors funds from the 

Project's contribution to the significant cumulative impact to not prepared by a phase shall contribute project sponsors 

cumulatively considerable. This shall be considered the Proposed Project's consultant from the applications. funds for one 

fair share toward mitigating this significant cumulative impact. IfSFMTA Planning additional vehicle 

adopts a strategy to increase capacity along this route that does not involve Department's Ca12ital Costs: 
or a fair share 

purchasing and operating additional vehicles, the Proposed Project's fair Transportation Payment 
contribution to the 

share contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for one of those Consultant Pool, confirmed prior 
SFMTA. 

other strategies deemed desirable by SFMTA. using the to issuance of 
methodology building permit 
approved by for building that 
SFMTAand would result in 
Planning pursuant exceedance of 
to Mitigation 85 percent 
Measure M-TR-5. capacity 

utilization. 
Capital costs 
for more than 
four buses, up 
to a maximum 
of six buses, 
shall be paid if 
the total gsf of 
commercial use 
exceeds the 
Maximum 
Residential 
Scenario total 
gsfof 
commercial 
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use, identified 
in Table 2.3 of 
the EIR. 

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4B: Increase capacity on the 22 Fillmore Developer, TMA, If necessary, If the Maximum If necessary, SFMTA 
bus route under the Maximum Commercial Scenario. andSFMTA. prior to Commercial considered 

The project sponsors shall contribute funds for two additional vehicles to approval of the Scenario is complete when 

reduce the Proposed Project's contribution to the significant cumulative Documentation of project's final implemented, the SFMT A receives 

impact to not considerable. This shall be considered the Proposed Project's capacity shall be phase project sponsors funds from the 

fair share toward mitigating this cumulative impact. IfSFMTA adopts an prepared by a application. shall contribute project sponsors. 

alternate strategy to increase capacity along this route that does not involve consultant from the funds for one 

purchasing and operating additional vehicles, the Proposed Project's fair Planning Funds shall be 
additional vehicle 

share contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for one of those Department's contributed if 
or a fair share 

other strategies deemed desirable by SFMTA Transportation the total gsfof 
contribution to the 

Consultant Pool, commercial use 
SFMTA. 

using the for the Project 
methodology in the final 
approved by phase 
SFMTAand application 
Planning pursuant exceeds the 
to Mitigation Maximum 
Measure M-TR-5. Residential 

Scenario total 
gsfof 
commercial 
use, identified 
in Table 2.3 of 
the EIR. 

it i!J ~ I ~ 
Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Construction Noise Control Plan. Project sponsors. Prior to the start Project sponsors to Considered Port or DBI 

Over the project's approximately 11-year construction duration, project 
of construction submit the complete upon 
activities; Construction Noise submittal of the 
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contractors for all construction projects on the Illinois Parcels and 28-Acre implementation Control Plan to the Construction 
Site will be subject to construction-related time-of-day and noise limits ongoing during Port. A single Noise Control 
specified in Section 2907(a) of the Police Code, as outlined above. construction. Noise Control Plan Plan to the Port. 
Therefore, prior to construction, a Construction Noise Control Plan shall be or multiple Noise 
prepared by the project sponsors and submitted to the Port. The construction Control Plans may 
noise control plan shall demonstrate compliance with the Noise Ordinance be produced to 
limits. Noise reduction strategies that could be incorporated into this plan to address project 
ensure compliance with ordinance limits may include, but are not limited to, phasing. 
the following: 

• 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). 

• 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 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. 

• 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 I 0 dBA. 
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• Include noise control requirements for construction equipment and 
tools, including concrete saws, in specifications provided to 
construction contractors to the maximum extent practicable. 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 to reduce noise levels emanating from the construction site; 
the use of blasting mats during controlled blasting periods to 
reduce noise and dust; performing all work in a manner that 
minimizes noise; using equipment with effective mufflers; 
undertaking the most noisy activities during times ofleast 
disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants; and selecting 
haul routes that avoid residential uses. 

Prior to the Project sponsors to Considered 

• Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the Project sponsors issuance of submit a plan to complete upon 

submission of construction documents, submit to the Port, as each building track and respond review and 
appropriate, a plan to track and respond to complaints pertaining to permit for to complaints approval of the 
construction noise. The plan shall include the following measures: duration of the pertaining to plan by the Port. 
(1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying the Port, the project. construction noise. 

Department of Public Health, and the Police Department (during A single plan or 

regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site multiple plans may 

describing permitted construction days and hours, noise complaint be produced to 

procedures, and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered address project 

at all times during construction; (3) designation of an on-site phasing. 
construction complaint and enforcement manager for the project; 
and ( 4) notification of neighboring residents and non-residential 
building managers within 300 feet of the project construction area 
and the American Industrial Center (AIC) at least 30 days in 
advance of extreme noise-generating activities (such as pile 
driving) about the estimated duration of the activity. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Noise Control Measures During Pile Project sponsors Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Portor DBI 
and construction receiving a submit to the Port complete upon 
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Driving. contractor(s ). building permit, documentation of submittal of 

The Construction Noise Control Plan (required under Mitigation Measure 
incorporate compliance of documentation 
feasible implemented incorporating 

M-N0-1) shall also outline a set of site-specific noise and vibration practices control practices identified 
attenuation measures for each construction phase when pile driving is identified in that show practices. 
proposed to occur. These attenuation measures shall be included wherever M-N0-1 into construction 
impact equipment is proposed to be used on the Illinois Parcels and/or the construction contractor 
28-Acre Site. As many of the following control strategies shall be included in contract agreement with 
the Noise Control Plan, as feasible: agreement specified practices. 

• Implement "quiet" pile-driving technology such as pre-drilling documents. A single Noise 

piles where feasible to reduce construction-related noise and Control Control Plan or 

vibration. practices multiple Noise 
should be Control Plans may 

• Use pile-driving equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding implemented be produced to 
and muffling devices. throughout the address project 

Use pre-drilled or sonic or vibratory drivers, rather than impact 
pile driving phasing. 

• duration. 
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 on-site and 
nearby. 

• Erect temporary plywood or similar solid noise barriers along the 
boundaries of each Proposed Project parcel as necessary to shield 
affected sensitive receptors. 

• Other equivalent technologies that emerge over time . 

• IfCRF (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 shall be set back at least 100 
feet while rock drills shall be set back at least 50 feet (or vice versa) 
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from any given sensitive receptor. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Vibration Control Measures During Project sponsors Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Port or Planning 
Construction. and construction receiving a submit to Port complete upon Department 

contractor(s). building permit, documentation of submittal of 
As part of the Construction Noise Control Plan required under Mitigation incorporate compliance of documentation 
Measure M-N0-1, appropriate vibration controls (including pre-drilling pile feasible implemented incorporating 
holes and using smaller vibratory equipment) shall be specified to ensure that practices contro 1 practices identified 
the vibration limit of 0.5 in/sec PPV can be met at adjacent or nearby existing identified in that show practices. 
structures and Proposed Project buildings located on the Illinois Parcels M-N0-1 into construction 
and/or 28-Acre Site, except as noted below: the construction contractor 

• Where pile driving, CRF, and other construction activities contract agreement with 

involving the use of heavy equipment would occur in proximity to agreement specified practices. 

any contributing building to the Union Iron Works Historic documents. A single Noise 

District, the project sponsors shall undertake a monitoring program Control Control Plan or 

to minimize damage to such adjacent historic buildings and to practices multiple Noise 

ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. The should be Control Plans may 

monitoring program, which shall apply within 160 feet where pile implemented be produced to 

driving would be used, 50 feet of where CRF would be required, throughout the address project 

and within 25 feet of other heavy equipment operation, shall pile driving phasing. 

include the following components: duration. 

0 Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project 
sponsors shall engage a historic architect or qualified historic 
preservation professional to undertake a pre-construction 
survey of historical resource(s) identified by the Port within 
160 feet of planned construction to document and photograph 
the buildings' existing conditions. 

0 Based on the construction and condition of the resource(s), a 
structural engineer or other qualified entity shall establish a 
maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each 
building, based on existing conditions, character-defining 
features, soils conditions and anticipated construction 
practices in use at the time (a common standard is 0.2 inch per 
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second, peak particle velocity). 

0 To ensure that vibration levels do not exceed the established 
standard, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant shall 
monitor vibration levels at each structure within 160 feet of 
planned construction and shall prohibit vibratory construction 
activities that generate vibration levels in excess of the 
standard. Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the 
standard, construction shall be halted and alternative 
construction techniques put in practice. (For example, pre-
drilled piles could be substituted for driven piles, if soil 
conditions allow; smaller, lighter equipment could possibly 
also be used in some cases.) The consultant shall conduct 
regular periodic inspections of each building within 160 feet 
of planned construction during ground-disturbing activity on 
the project site. Should damage to a building occur as a result 
of ground-disturbing activity on the site, the building(s) shall 
be remediated to its pre-construction condition at the 
conclusion of ground-disturbing activity on the site. 

0 In areas with a "very high" or "high" susceptibility for 
vibration-induced liquefaction or differential settlement risks, the 
project's geotechnical engineer shall specify an appropriate 
vibration limit based on proposed construction activities and 
proximity to liquefaction susceptibility zones and modify 
construction practices to ensure that construction-related vibration 
does not cause liquefaction hazards at these homes. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-4a: Stationary Equipment Noise Controls. Project sponsors Prior to the Port to review Considered Port or Planning 
and construction issuance of a construction plans. complete after Department/DBI 

Noise attenuation measures shall be incorporated into all stationary contractor( s ). building permit submittal and 
equipment (including HV AC equipment and emergency generators) installed for each approval of plans 
on buildings constructed on the Illinois Parcels and 28-Acre Site as well as building by the Port 
into the below-grade or enclosed wastewater pump station as necessary to located on the 
meet noise limits specified in Section 2909 of the Police Code.* Interior Illinois Parcels 

27 of85 

859



File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. ___ _ 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule 
Reporting 

Schedule 
Agency1 

Responsibility 

noise limits shall be met under both existing and future noise conditions, or the 28-Acre 
accounting for foreseeable changes in noise conditions in the future (i.e., Site, along with 
changes in on-site building configurations). Noise attenuation measures the submission 
could include provision of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof of construction 
parapets to block noise, increasing setback distances from sensitive receptors, documents, the 
provision oflouvered vent openings, location of vent openings away from project 
adjacent commercial uses, and restriction of generator testing to the daytime sponsors shall 
hours. submit to the 

Port and the * Under Section 2909 of the Police Code, stationary sources are not DBI plans for 
permitted to result in noise levels that exceed the existing ambient (L90) noise 
noise level by more than 5 dBA on residential property, 8 dBA on attenuation 
commercial and industrial property, and 10 dBA on public property. Section measures on all 
2909(d) states that no fixed noise source may cause the noise level measured stationary 
inside any sleeping or living room in a dwelling unit on residential property to equipment. 
exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. or 55 dBA between 7:00 
a.m. and 10:00 p.m. with windows open, except where building ventilation is 
achieved through mechanical systems that allow windows to remain closed. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-4b: Design of Future Noise-Generating Uses Project sponsors Prior to the Port to review Considered Port or Planning 
near Residential Uses. and construction issuance of a construction plans. complete after Department/DBI 

contractor( s ). building permit submittal and 
Future commercial/office and RALi uses shall be designed to minimize the for commercial, approval of plans 
potential for sleep disturbance at any future adjacent residential uses. Design RALi, and by the Port. 
approaches such as the following could be incorporated into future parking uses, 
development plans to minimize the potential for noise conflicts of future uses along with the 
on the project site: submission of 

• Design of Future Noise-Generating Commercial/Office and RALI construction 

Uses. To reduce potential conflicts between sensitive receptors documents, the 

and new noise-generating commercial or RALI uses located project 

adjacent to these receptors, exterior facilities such as loading sponsors shall 

areas/docks, trash enclosures, and surface parking lots shall be submit to the 

located on the sides of buildings facing away from existing or and DBI plans 

planned sensitive receptors (residences or passive open space). If to minimize 
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this is not feasible, these types of facilities shall be enclosed or noise conflicts 
equipped with appropriate noise shielding. with sensitive 

Design of Future Above-Ground Parking Structure. If parking 
receivers, 

• 
structures are constructed on Parcels Cl or C2, the sides of the 
parking structures facing adjacent or nearby existing or planned 
residential uses shall be designed to shield residential receptors 
from noise associated with parking cars. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-6: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses Project sponsors Prior to the Port Staff to review Considered Port or Planning 
and qualified issuance of the the noise study. A complete after Department/DBI 

Prior to issuance of a building permit for vertical construction of specific acoustician. building permit single noise study submittal and 
residential building design on each parcel, a noise study shall be conducted for vertical or multiple noise approval of the 
by a qualified acoustician, who shall determine the need to incorporate noise construction of studies may be noise study by 
attenuation measures into the building design in order to meet Title 24' s any residential produced to address the Port. 
interior noise limit for residential uses as well as the City's (Article 29, building on project phasing. 
Section 2909( d)) 45-dBA (Ldn) interior noise limit for residential uses. This each parcel, a 
evaluation shall account for noise shielding by buildings existing at the time noise study 
of the proposal, potential increases in ambient noise levels resulting from the shall be 
removal of buildings that are planned to be demolished, all planned prepared by a 
commercial or open space uses in adjacent areas, any known variations in qualified 
project build-out that have or will occur (building heights, location, and acoustician. 
phasing), any changes in activities adjacent to or near the Illinois Parcels or 
28-Acre Site (given the Proposed Project's long build-out period), any new 
shielding benefits provided by surrounding buildings that exist at the time of 
development, future cumulative traffic noise increases on adjacent roadways, 
existing and planned stationary sources (i.e., emergency generators, HV AC, 
etc.), and future noise increases from all known cumulative projects located 
with direct line-of-sight to the project building. 

To minimize the potential for sleep disturbance effects from tonal noise or 
nighttime noise events associated with nearby industrial uses, predicted noise 
levels at each project building shall account for 24/7 operation of the BAE 
Systems Ship Repair facility, 24/7 transformer noise at Potrero Substation (if 
it remains an open air facility), and industrial activities at the AIC, to the 
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extent such use(s) are in operation at the time the analysis is conducted. 

Noise reduction strategies such as the following could be incorporated into 
the project design as necessary to meet Title 24 interior limit and minimize 
the potential for sleep disturbance from adjacent industrial uses: 

• Orient bedrooms away from major noise sources (i.e., major 
streets, open space/recreation areas where special events would 
occur, and existing adjacent industrial uses, including but not 
limited to the AIC, PG&E Hoedown Yard (if it is still operating at 
that time), Potrero Substation, and the BAE site) and/or provide 
additional enhanced noise insulation features (higher STC ratings) 
or mechanical ventilation to minimize the effects of maximum 
instantaneous noise levels generated by these uses even though 
there is no code requirement to reduce Lmax noise levels. Such 
measures shall be implemented on Parcels D and El (both 
scenarios), Building 2 (Maximum Residential Scenario only), 
Parcels PKN (both scenarios), PKS (both scenarios), and HDY 
(Maximum Residential Scenario only); 

• Utilize enhanced exterior wall and roof-ceiling assemblies (with 
higher STC ratings), including increased insulation; 

• Utilize windows with higher STC I Outdoor/Indoor Transmission 
Class (OITC) ratings; 

• Employ architectural sound barriers as part of courtyards or 
building open space to maximize building shielding effects, and 
locate living spaces/bedrooms toward courtyards wherever 
possible; and 

Locate interior hallways (accessing residential units) adjacent to noisy streets 
or existing/planned industrial or commercial development. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-7: Noise Control Plan for Special Event Developer, Port, Prior to Developer, Port, Considered Port 
parks management operation of a parks management complete upon 
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Outdoor Amplified Sound. 

The project sponsors shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for 
operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for 
noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise 
Control Plan shall contain the following elements: 

• The project sponsors shall comply with noise controls and 
restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for 
outdoor concerts. 

• Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive 
receptors to the degree feasible. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la: Construction Emissions Minimization 

The following mitigation measure is required during construction of Phases 
3, 4, and 5, or after build-out of 1.3 million gross square feet of development, 
whichever comes first: 

A. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a 
site permit, the project sponsors shall submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Port or Planning 
Department. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the 
following requirements: 

1. Where access to alternative sources of power is available, 
portable diesel generators used during construction shall be 
prohibited. Where portable diesel engines are required 
because alternative sources of power are not available, the 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

entity, and/or parks 
programming 
entity. 

Project sponsors 
and construction 
contractor(s). 
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special outdoor 
amplified 
sound, the 
project 
sponsors, parks 
management 
entity, and/or 
parks 
programming 
entity to 
develop a Noise 
Control Plan 
prior to 
issuance of 
event permit. 

Prior to 
issuance of a 
site permit, the 
project 
sponsors must 
submit 
Construction 
Emissions 
Minimization 
Plan 

Prior to the 
commencement 
of construction 
activities 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

entity, and/or parks 
programming entity 
shall submit the 
Noise Control Plan 
to the Port. 

Project sponsors or 
contractor to 
submit a 
Construction 
Emissions 
Minimization Plan. 
Quarterly reports 
shall be submitted 
to Port Staff or 
Planning 
Department 
indicating the 
construction phase 
and off-road 
equipment 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

submission and 
approval of the 
NCP by the Port. 

Considered 
complete upon 
Port or Planning 
Staff review and 
approval of 
Construction 
Emissions 
Minimization 
Plan or 
alternative 
measures that 
achieve the same 
emissions 
reduction. 

Monitoring 
Agency1 

Port or Planning 
Department 
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diesel engine shall meet the EPA or CARB Tier 4 off-road 
emission standards and be fueled with renewable diesel (at 
least 99 percent renewable diesel or R99), if commercially 
available, as defined below. 

2. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower that 
operates for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration 
of construction activities shall have engines that meet the EPA 
or CARB Tier 4 off-road emission standards and be fueled 
with renewable diesel (at least 99 percent renewable diesel or 
R99), if commercially available. If engines that comply with 
Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially 
available, then the project sponsors shall provide the next 
cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the 
step-down schedules in Table M-AQ-1-1. 

Table M-AQ-1-1: Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-Down 
Schedule 

Compliance Engine Emission Emissions 
Alternative Standard Control 

1 Tier 3 CARB PM VDECS 
(85%)1 

........... ................................. 

2 Tier 2 CARB PM VDECS 
(85%) 

~-~~- ·---·---•- ••-·---·-•-www~ --~ ••-•-•-•••""-•"•• ••• • •••••-•www- ---www-••·-·•··-----11 

How to use the table: If the requirements of(A)(2) cannot be met, then the 
project sponsors would need to meet Compliance Alternative I. Should the 
project sponsors not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting 
Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be 
met. 
1 CARB. Currentlv Verified Diesel Emission Control Stratecries NDECS). 

Implementation 
Responsibility 
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during Phase 3, 
4, and 5, or 
prior to 
construction 
following 
build-out of 1.3 
million gross 
square feet of 
development, 
the project 
sponsors must 
certify (1) 
compliance 
with the Plan, 
and (2) all 
applicable 
requirements of 
the Plan have 
been 
incorporated 
into contract 
specifications. 

The Plan shall 
be kept on site 
and available 
for review. A 
sign shall be 
posted at the 
perimeter of the 
construction 
site indicating 
the basic 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

information used 
during each phase. 

For off-road 
equipment using 
alternative fuels, 
reporting shall 
include the actual 
amount of 
alternative fuel 
used. 

Within six months 
of the completion 
of construction 
activities, the 
project sponsors 
shall submit to Port 
Staff a final report 
summarizing 
construction 
activities. The final 
report shall indicate 
the start and end 
dates and duration 
of each 
construction phase. 
In addition, for 
off-road equipment 
using alternative 
fuels, reporting 
shall include the 
actual amount of 
alternative fuel 
used. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Monitoring 
Agency' 
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Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm. requirements of 
Accessed January 14, 2016. the Plan and 

where copies of 
i. With respect to Tier 4 equipment, "commercially the Plan are 

available" shall mean the availability taking into available to the 
consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing public for 
of construction; and (ii) geographic proximity of review. 
equipment to the project site. 

ii. With respect to reriewable diesel, "commercially 
available" shall mean the availability taking into 
consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing 
of construction; (ii) geographic proximity of fuel 
source to the project site; and (iii) cost of renewable 
diesel is within 10 percent of Ultra Low Sulfur 
Diesel #2 market price. 

... 
The project sponsors shall maintain records 111. 

concerning its efforts to comply with this 
requirement. Should the project sponsor determine 
either that an off-road vehicle that meets Tier 4 
emissions standards or that renewable diesel are not 
commercially available, the project sponsor shall 
submit documentation to the satisfaction of Port or 
Planning Staff and, for the former condition, shall 
identify the next cleanest piece of equipment that 
would be use, in compliance with Table 
M-AQ-1-1. 

3. The project sponsors shall ensure that future developers 
or their contractors require the idling time for off-road and 
on-road equipment be limited to no more than 2 minutes, 
except as provided in exceptions to the applicable State 
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road 
equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in 
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multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in 
designated queuing areas and at the construction site to 
remind operators of the 2-minute idling limit. 

4. The project sponsors shall require that each construction 
contractor mandate that construction operators properly 
maintain and tune equipment in accordance with 
manufacturer specifications. 

5. The Plan shall include best available estimates of the 
construction time line by phase with a description of each 
piece of off-road equipment required for every construction 
phase and shall be updated pursuant to the reporting 
requirements in Section B below. Reporting requirements for 
off-road equipment descriptions and information shall include 
as much detail as is available, but are 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 Verified Diesel 
Emission Control Strategies (VDECS) installed, descriptions 
and information shall include technology type, serial number, 
make, model, manufacturer, CARB verification number level, 
and installation date and hour meter reading on installation 
date. The Plan shall also indicate whether renewable diesel 
will be used to power the equipment. The Plan shall also 
include anticipated fuel usage and hours of operation so that 
emissions can be estimated. 

6. The project sponsors and their construction contractors 
shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during 
working hours. Each construction contractor shall post at the 
perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign 
summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also 
state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time 
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during working hours, and shall explain how to request 
inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the 
construction site that face a public right-of-way. The project 
sponsors shall provide copies of the Plan to members of the 
public as requested. 

B. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to Port or Planning 
Staff indicating the construction activities undertaken and information 
about the off-road equipment used, including the information required 
in Section A(5). In addition, reporting shall include the approximate 
amount ofrenewable diesel fuel used. 

Within 6 months of the completion of all project construction activities, 
the project sponsors shall submit to Port or Planning Staff a final report 
summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the 
start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. The final 
report shall include detailed information required in Section A(5). In 
addition, reporting shall include the actual amount of renewable diesel 
fuel used. 

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

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lb: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications Project sponsors Prior to Anticipated Considered Port 

To reduce NOx associated with operation of the Maximum Commercial or approval of a location and engine complete upon 

Maximum Residential Scenarios, the project sponsors shall implement the generator specifications of a review and 

following measures. permit by Port proposed diesel approval by Port 
Staff. backup generator Staff. 

A. All new diesel backup generators shall: 
shall be submitted 
to the Port Staff for 

1. have engines that meet or exceed CARB Tier 4 off-road emission review and 
standards which have the lowest NOx emissions of commercially approval prior to 
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available generators; and issuance of a 

2. be fueled with renewable diesel, if commercially available, which 
generator permit. 

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 BAAQMD in its permitting process. 

C. For each new diesel backup generator permit submitted to BAAQMD 
for the project, anticipated location, and engine specifications shall be 
submitted to the Port Staff for review and approval prior to issuance of a 
permit for the generator from the San Francisco DBI or the Port. 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 maintain records of the testing schedule for 
each diesel backup generator for the life of that diesel backup generator 
and provide this information for review to the Port within 3 months of 
requesting such information. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lc: Use Low and Super-compliant VOC Project sponsors Project Project sponsors to Considered Port or Planning 
Architectural Coatings in Maintaining Buildings through Covenants and construction sponsors include in CC&R's complete upon Department 
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and Ground Lease contractor(s). submit to the and/or ground lease project sponsor 

The Project sponsors shall require all developed parcels to include within Port requirements with submittal to the 

their CC&R's and/or ground leases requirements for all future interior spaces documentation buildings tenants Port of 

to be repainted only with "Super-Compliant" Architectural Coatings ofCC&R's prior to building documentation 

(httn:i/1,vww.aqmd.gov1home/regulalions/com12liance/architectural-coatings/ and/or ground occupancy. ofCC&R's 

super-compliant-coatings\. "Low-VOC" refers to paints that meet the more lease and/or ground 

stringent regulatory limits in South Coast AQMD Rule 1113; however. many requirements lease 

manufacturers have refommlated to levels well below these limits. These are prior to requirements 

referred to as "Super-Compliant" Architectural Coatings. building 
occupancy 
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oermit. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-ld: Promote use of Green Consumer Project sponsors. Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Port or Planning 
Products occupancy of work with SF complete after Department 

The project sponsors shall provide education for residential and commercial the building by Environment to distribution of 

tenants concerning green consumer products. Prior to receipt of any tenants and develop educational 

certificate of final occupancy and every five years thereafter, the project every five years educational materials to 

sponsors shall work with the San Francisco Department of Environment (SF thereafter, materials. residential and 

Environment) to develop electronic correspondence to be distributed by project commercial 

email annually to residential and/or commercial tenants of each building on sponsors to tenants. 

the project site that encourages the purchase of consumer products that distribute 

generate lower than typical VOC emissions. The correspondence shall educational 

encourage environmentally preferable purchasing and shall include contact materials to 

information and links to SF Approved. The website may also be used as an tenants. 

informational resource by businesses and residents. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-le: Electrification of Loading Docks Project sponsors Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Port or Planning 

The project sponsors shall ensure that loading docks for retail, light industrial issuance of a provide complete upon Department 

or warehouse uses that will receive deliveries from refrigerated transport building permit construction plans approval of 

trucks incorporate electrification hook-ups for transportation refrigeration for a building to DBI or the Port construction 

units to avoid emissions generated by idling refrigerated transport trucks. containing to ensure plans by DBI or 
loading docks compliance. the Port. 
for retail, light 
industrial or 
warehouse 
uses. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lf: Transportation Demand Management. Developer to Developer to Project sponsors to The TDM Plan is Planning 

The project sponsors shall prepare and implement a Transportation Demand prepare and prepare TDM submit the TDM considered Department 

Management (TDM) Plan with a goal ofreducing estimated daily one-way implement the TDM Plan and submit Plan to Planning complete upon 

vehicle trips by 20 percent compared to the total number of daily one-way Plan, which will be to Planning Staff for review. approval by the 

vehicle trips identified in the project's Transportation Impact Study at project implemented by the Staff prior to Planning Staff. 

build-out. To ensure that this reduction goal could be reasonably achieved, Transportation approval of the Transportation 
the TDM Plan will have a monitoring goal of reducing by 20 percent the daily Management project Demand Annual 
one-way vehicle trips calculated for each building that has received a Association and will Management monitoring 
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Certificate of Occupancy and is at least 75% occupied compared to the daily be binding on all Association to reports would be 
one-way vehicle trips anticipated for that building based on anticipated development submit monitoring on-going during 
development on that parcel, using the trip generation rates contained within parcels. report annually to project buildout, 
the project's Transportation Impact Study. There shall be a Transportation Planning Staff and or until five 
Management Association that would be responsible for the administration, implement TDM consecutive 
monitoring, and adjustment of the TDM Plan. The project sponsor is Plan Adjustments reporting periods 
responsible for identifying the components of the TDM Plan that could (ifrequired). show that the 
reasonably be expected to achieve the reduction goal for each new building project has met 
associated with the project, and for making good faith efforts to implement its reduction 
them. The TDMPlanmay include, but is not limited to, the types of measures goals, at which 
summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual TDM measures point reports 
selected should include those from the TDM Program Standards, which would be 
describe the scope and applicability of candidate measures in detail and submitted every 
include: three years. 

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

• Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized 
memberships for project occupants; 

• Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of 
goods to project occupants; 

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

• High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling 
incentives and shuttle bus service; 

• Information and Communications: Provision of multimodal 

38 of85 

870



File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. ___ _ 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 
Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

wayfinding signage, transportation information displays, and 
tailored transportation marketing services; 

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

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

The TDM Plan shall include specific descriptions of each measure, including 
the degree of implementation (e.g., for how long will it be in place), and the 
population that each measure is intended to serve (e.g. residential tenants, 
retail visitors, employees of tenants, visitors, etc.). It shall also include a 
commitment to monitoring of person and vehicle trips traveling to and from 
the project site to determine the TDM Plan's effectiveness, as outlined below. 

The TDM Plan shall be submitted to the City to ensure that components of the 
TDM Plan intended to meet the reduction target are shown on the plans 
and/or ready to be implemented upon the issuance of each certificate of 
occupancy. 

TDM Plan Monitoring and Reporting: The Transportation Management 
Association, through an on-site Transportation Coordinator, shall collect data 
and make monitoring reports available for review and approval by the 
Planning Department staff. 

• Timing: Monitoring data shall be collected and reports shall be 
submitted to Planning Department staff every year (referred to as 
"reporting periods"), until five consecutive reporting periods 

39 of85 

871



File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. -----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Reporting Agency1 

Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Schedule 

display the fully-built project has met the reduction goal, at which 
point monitoring data shall be submitted to Planning Department 
staff once every three years. The first monitoring report is required 
18 months after issuance of the First Certificate of Occupancy for 
buildings that include off-street parking or the establishment of 
surface parking lots or garages that bring the project's total number 
of off-street parking spaces to greater than or equal to 500. Each 
trip count and survey (see below for description) shall be 
completed within 30 days following the end of the applicable 
reporting period. Each monitoring report shall be completed within 
90 days following the applicable reporting period. The timing shall 
be modified such that a new monitoring report shall be required 12 
months after adjustments are made to the TDM Plan in order to 
meet the reduction goal, as may be required in the "TDM Plan 
Adjustments" heading below. In addition, the timing may be 
modified by the Planning Department as needed to consolidate this 
requirement with other monitoring and/or reporting requirements 
for the project. 

• Components: The monitoring report, including trip counts and 
surveys, shall include the following components OR comparable 
alternative methodology and components as approved or provided 
by Planning Department staff: ' 

0 Trip Count and Intercept Survey: Trip count and intercept 
survey of persons and vehicles arriving and leaving the project 
site for no less than two days of the reporting period between 
6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. One day shall be a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, or Thursday during one week without federally 
recognized holidays, and ancther day shall be a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, or Thursday during another week without 
federally recognized holidays. The trip count and intercept 
survey shall be prepared by a qualified transportation or 
qualified survey consultant and the methodology shall be 

40 of85 

872



File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. -----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Responsibility Schedule 

Reporting 
Schedule 

Agency
1 

Responsibility 

approved by the Planning Department prior to conducting the 
components of the trip count and intercept survey. It is 
anticipated that the Planning Department will have a standard 
trip count and intercept survey methodology developed and 
available to project sponsors at the time of data collection. 

0 Travel Demand Information: The above trip count and survey 
information shall be able to provide travel demand analysis 
characteristics (work and non-work trip counts, origins and 
destinations of trips to/from the project site, and modal split 
information) as outlined in the Planning Department's 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for 
Environmental Review, October 2002, or subsequent updates 
in effect at the time of the survey. 

0 Documentation of Plan Implementation: The TDM 
Coordinator shall work in conjunction with the Planning 
Department to develop a survey (online or paper) that can be 
reasonably completed by the TDM Coordinator and/or TMA 
staff to document the implementation ofTDM program 
elements and other basic information during the reporting 
period. This survey shall be included in the monitoring report 
submitted to Planning Department staff. 

0 Degree oflmplementation: The monitoring report shall 
include descriptions of the degree of implementation (e.g., 
how many tenants or visitors the TDM Plan will benefit, and 
on which locations within the site measures will be/have been 
placed, etc.) 

0 Assistance and Confidentiality: Planning Department staff 
will assist the TDM Coordinator on questions regarding the 
components of the monitoring report and shall ensure that the 
identity of individual survey responders is protected. 

TDM Plan Adjustments. The TDM Plan shall be adjusted based on the 
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monitoring results if three consecutive reporting periods demonstrate that 
measures within the TDM Plan are not achieving the reduction goal. The 
TDM Plan adjustments shall be made in consultation with Planning 
Department staff and may require refinements to existing measures (e.g., 
change to subsidies, increased bicycle parking), inclusion of new measures 
(e.g., a new technology), or removal of existing measures (e.g., measures 
shown to be ineffective or induce vehicle trips). If three consecutive reporting 
periods' monitoring results demonstrate that measures within the TDM Plan 
are not achieving the reduction goal, the TDM Plan adjustments shall occur 
within 270 days following the last consecutive reporting period. The TDM 
Plan adjustments shall occur until three consecutive reporting periods' 
monitoring results demonstrate that the reduction goal is achieved. If the 
TDM Plan does not achieve the reduction goal then the City shall impose 
additional measures to reduce vehicle trips as prescribed under the 
development agreement, which may include restriction of additional 
off-street parking spaces beyond those previously established on the site, 
capital or operational improvements intended to reduce vehicle trips from the 
project, or other measures that support sustainable trip making, until three 
consecutive reporting periods' monitoring results demonstrate that the 
reduction goal is achieved. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lg: Additional Mobile Source Control Project sponsors On-going. Project sponsors On-going. Port or Planning 

Measures andTMA. and TMA to Department/DBI 

The following Mobile Source Control Measures from the BAAQMD's 2010 
implement 
measures 

Clean Air Plan shall be implemented: 

• 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. 

• Promote zero-emission vehicles by requesting that any car share 
program operator include electric vehicles within its car share 
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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-lh: Offset of Operational Emissions Project sponsors. Offsets for Port Staff to If project Port 

Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building 
Phase approve the sponsor directly 
3/build-out of proposed offset funds or 

associated with Phase 3, or after build out of l.3 million square feet of 1.3 million project. implements a 
development, whichever comes first, the project sponsors, with the oversight sguare feet: specific offset 
of Port Staff, shall either: Upon project, 

(1) Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within completion of considered 

San Francisco to achieve reductions of 25 tons per year of ozone construction, complete when 

precursors and 1 ton of PMlO. This offset is intended to offset the and prior to Port Staff 

estimated annual tonnage of operational ozone precursor and PMl 0 issuance of a approves the 

emissions under the buildout scenario realized at the time of Certificate of proposed offset 

completion of Phase 3. To qualify under this mitigation measure, Occupancy for project prior to 

the specific emissions offset project must result in emission the final individual 

reductions within the SFBAAB that would not otherwise be building Certificates of 

achieved through compliance with existing regulatory associated with Occupancy. 

requirements. A preferred offset project would be one Phase 3, or after 

implemented locally within the City and County of San Francisco. build out of 1.3 If project 
Prior to implementation of the offset project, the project sponsors million square sponsor pays a 
must obtain Port Staffs approval of the proposed offset project by feet of one-time 
providing documentation of the estimated amount of emissions of development, mitigation offset 
ROG, NOx, and PMl 0 to be reduced (tons per year) within the whichever fee, considered 
SFBAAB from the emissions reduction project(s). The project comes first, complete when 
sponsors shall notify Port Staff within 6 months of completion of developer shall documentation 
the offset project for verification; or demonstrate to of payment is 

the satisfaction 
(2) Pay a one-time mitigation offset fee to the BAAQMD's of Port Staff 

provided to Port 
Staff. Strategic Incentives Division in an amount no less than $18,030 per that offsets 

weighted ton of ozone precursors and PM 10 per year above the have been 
significance threshold, calculated as the difference between total funded or 
annual emissions at build out under mitigated conditions and the implemented, 
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significance threshold in the EIR air quality analysis, which is 25 or offset fee has 
tons per year of ozone precursors and 1 ton of PMlO, plus a 5 been paid, in an 
percent administrative fee, to fund one or more emissions reduction amount 
projects within the SFBAAB. This one-time fee is intended to fund sufficient to 
emissions reduction projects to offset the estimated annual tonnage offset 
of operational ozone precursor and PM 10 emissions under the emissions 
buildout scenario realized at the time of completion of Phase 3 or above 
after completion of 1.3 million sf of development, whichever BAAQMD 
comes first. Documentation of payment shall be provided to Port thresholds for 
Staff. build-out to 

Acceptance of this fee by the BAAQMD shall serve as an acknowledgment date. 

and commitment by the BAAQMD to implement one or more emissions 
reduction project(s) within 1 year ofreceipt of the mitigation fee to achieve Offsets for 
the emission reduction objectives specified above, and provide subseguent 
documentation to Port Staff and to the project sponsors describing the 12hases/build-ou 
project(s) funded by the mitigation fee, including the amount of emissions of !: Upon 
ROG, NOx, and PMl 0 reduced (tons per year) within the SFBAAB from the completion of 
emissions reduction project(s). If there is any remaining unspent portion of construction of 
the mitigation offset fee following implementation of the emission reduction each 
project(s), the project sponsors shall be entitled to a refund in that amount subsequent 
from the BAAQMD. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific phase, and prior 
emissions retrofit project must result in emission reductions within the to issuance of a 
SFBAAB that would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with Certificate of 
existing regulatory requirements. Occupancy for 

the final 
building 
associated with 
such phase, 
developer shall 
demonstrate to 
the satisfaction 
of Port Staff 
that off sets 
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Mitigation Measure M-WS-1: Identification and Mitigation oflnterim 
Hazardous Wind Impacts 

When the circumstances or conditions listed in Table M.WS.l are present at 
the time a building Schematic Design is submitted, the requirements 
described below apply: 

Table M.WS.l: Circumstances or Conditions during which 
Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 Applies 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

Project sponsors, 
qualified wind 
consultant. 
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Schedule 

have been 
funded or 
implemented, 
or off set fee has 
been paid, in an 
amount 
sufficient to 
offset 
emissions 
above 
BAAQMD 
thresholds for 
build-out to 
date and taking 
into account 
offsets 
previously 
funded, 
implemented, 
and/or 

As outlined in 
Table M.WS.1: 
Circumstances 
or Conditions 
during which 
Mitigation 
Measure 
M-WS-1 
Applies, a wind 
impact analysis 
shall be 

Monitoring/ 
Monitoring 

Monitoring 
Reporting 

Schedule 
Agency' 

Responsibility 

Qualified wind Considered Port 
consultant to complete upon 
prepare a scope of approval or 
work to be issuance of 
approved by Port building permit. 
Staff and following 
approval of a scope 
of work submit a 
wind impact 
analysis to Port 
Staff for a roval 
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Subject Parcel Circumstance or Condition Related prepared for the of feasible design 

Proposed for Upwind listed changes to 
circumstances minimize interim 

Construction Parcels 
prior to hazardous wind 

Parcel A Construction of any new NA issuance of a impacts. 

buildings on Parcel A. building permit 
-------··--~~-~ for any 

Parcel B Construction of any new NA proposed 
buildings on Parcel B. building when 

··················- ....................................................................................... ................ ......................... the 
Parcel E2 Construction of any new Parcels circumstances 

buildings on Parcel E2 over 80 H1 and or conditions 
feet in height, prior to any G listed in Table 
construction of new buildings on M.WS.1 are 
approximately 80% of the present at the 
combined total parcel area of time a building 
Parcels Hl and G that would be Schematic 
completed by the estimated time Design is 
of occupancy of the subject submitted. 
building, as estimated on or 
about the date of the building 
Schematic Design submittal. 

···---~-~··--·~~·---~·--·-·---~··~-···-~-·---·~·--··-·---·--·----·--·-

Parcel E3 Construction of any new Parcels 
buildings on Parcel E3 over 80 E2 andG 
feet in height, prior to any 
construction of new buildings on 
approximately 80% of the 
combined total parcel area of 
Parcels E2 and G that would be 
completed by the estimated time 
of occupancy of the subject 
building, as estimated on or 
about the date of the building 
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Parcel F 

Parcel G 

Parcel Hl 

Parcel H2 

Schematic Design submittal. 

Construction of any new 
buildings on Parcel F. 

Construction of any new 
buildings on Parcel G. 

Construction of any new 
buildings on Parcel Hl over 80 
feet in height, prior to any 
construction of new buildings on 
approximately 80% of the 
combined total parcel area of 
Parcels E2 and G that would be 
completed by the estimated time 
of occupancy of the subject 
building, as estimated on or 
about the date of the building 
Schematic Design submittal. 

Construction of any new 
buildings on Parcel H2 over 80 
feet in height, prior to any 
construction of new buildings on 
approximately 80% of the 
combined total parcel area of 
Parcels Hl, E2, and E3 that 
would be completed by the 
estimated time of occupancy of 
the subject building, as estimated 
on or about the date of the 
building Schematic Design 
submittal. 

NA 

NA 

Parcels 
E2 andG 

Parcels 
Hl,E2, 
andE3 
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Source: SWCA. 

Requirements 

A wind impact analysis shall be required prior to building permit issuance for 
any proposed new building that is located within the project site and meets 
the conditions described above. All feasible means (e.g., changes in design, 
relocating or reorienting certain building(s), sculpting to include podiums 
and roof terraces, adding architectural canopies or screens, or street furniture) 
to eliminate hazardous winds, if predicted, shall be implemented. After such 
design changes and features have been considered, the additional 
effectiveness of landscaping may also be considered. 

1. Screening-level analysis. A qualified wind consultant approved by 
Port Staff shall review the proposed building design and conduct a 
"desktop review" in order to provide a qualitative result 
determining whether there could be a wind hazard. The 
screening-level analysis shall have the following steps: For each 
new building proposed that meets the criteria above, a qualified 
wind consultant shall review and compare the exposure, massing, 
and orientation of the proposed building(s) on the subject parcel to 
the building(s) on the same parcel in the representative massing 
models of the Proposed Project tested in the wind tunnel as part of 
this EIR and in any subsequent wind analysis testing required by 
this mitigation measure. The wind consultant shall identify and 
compare the potential impacts of the proposed building(s) to those 
identified in this EIR, subsequent wind testing that may have 
occurred under this mitigation measure, and to the City's wind 
hazard criterion. The wind consultant's analysis and evaluation 
shall consider the proposed building(s) in the context of the 
"Current Project Baseline," which, at any given time during 
construction of the Proposed Project, shall be defined as any 
existing buildings at the site, the as-built designs of all 
previously-completed structures and the then-current designs of 
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approved but yet unbuilt structures that would be completed by the 
time of occupancy of the subject building. 

(a) If the qualified wind consultant concludes that the building 
design(s) could not create a new wind hazard and could not 
contribute to a wind hazard identified by prior wind tunnel 
testing for the EIR and in subsequent wind analysis required 
by this mitigation measure, no further review would be 
required. If there could be a new wind hazard, then a 
quantitative assessment shall be conducted using wind tunnel 
testing or an equivalent quantitative analysis that produces 
comparable results to the analysis methodology used in this 
EIR. 

(b) If the qualified wind consultant concludes that the building 
design(s) could create a new wind hazard or could contribute 
to a wind hazard identified by prior wind tunnel testing 
conducted for this EIR and in subsequent wind analysis 
required by this mitigation measure, but in the consultant's 
professional judgment the building(s) can be modified to 
reduce such impact to a less-than-significant level, the 
consultant shall notify Port Staff and the building applicant. 
The consultant's professional judgment may be informed by 
the use of"desktop" analytical tools, such as computer tools 
relying on results of prior wind tunnel testing for the Proposed 
Project and other projects (i.e., "desktop" analysis does not 
include new wind tunnel testing). The analysis shall include 
consideration of wind location, duration, and speed of wind. 
The building applicant may then propose changes or 
supplements to the design of the proposed building(s) to 
achieve this result. These changes or supplements may 
include, but are not limited to, changes in design, building 
orientation, sculpting to include podiums and roof terraces, 
and/or the addition of architectural canopies or screens, or 
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street furniture. The effectiveness of!andscaping may also be 
considered. The wind consultant shall then reevaluate the 
building design(s) with specified changes or supplements. If 
the wind consultant demonstrates to the satisfaction of Port 
Staff that the modified design and landscaping for the 
building(s) could not create a new wind hazard or contribute 
to a wind hazard identified in prior wind tunnel testing 
conducted for this EIR and in subsequent wind analysis 
required by this mitigation measure, no further review would 
be required. 

(c) If the consultant is unable to demonstrate to the satisfaction of 
Port Staff that no increase in wind hazards would occur, wind 
tunnel testing or an equivalent method of quantitative 
evaluation producing results that can be compared to those 
used in the EIR and in any subsequent wind analysis testing 
required by this mitigation measure is required. The 
building(s) shall be wind tunnel tested in the context ofa 
model that represents the Current Project Baseline, as 
described in Item 1, above. The testing shall include all the 
test points in the vicinity of a proposed building or group of 
buildings that were tested in this EIR, as well as all additional 
points deemed appropriate by the consultant to determine the 
wind performance for the building(s). Testing shall occur in 
places identified as important, e.g., building entrances, 
sidewalks, etc., and there may need to be additional test point 
locations considered. At the direction and approval of the 
Port, the "vicinity" shall be determined by the wind 
consultant, as appropriate for the circumstances, e.g., a 
starting concept for "vicinity" could be approximately 350 
feet around the perimeter of the subject parcel(s), subject to 
the wind consultant's reducing or increasing this radial 
distance. The wind tunnel testing shall test the proposed 
building design(s), as well as the Current Project Baseline, in 
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order to clearly identify those differences that would be due to 
the proposed new building(s). In the event the wind tunnel 
testing determines that design of the building(s) would 
increase the hours of wind hazard or extent of area subject to 
hazardous winds beyond those identified in prior wind testing 
conducted for this EIR and in subsequent wind tunnel analysis 
required by this mitigation measure, the wind consultant shall 
notify Port Staff and the building applicant. The building 
applicant may then propose changes or supplements to the 
design of the proposed building(s) to eliminate wind hazards. 
These changes or supplements may include, but are not 
limited to, changes in design, building orientation, sculpting 
building(s) to include podiums and roof terraces, adding 
architectural canopies or screens, or street furniture. All 
feasible means (changes in design, relocating or reorienting 
certain building(s), sculpting to include podiums and roof 
terraces, the addition of architectural canopies or screens, or 
street furniture) to eliminate wind hazards, if predicted, shall 
be implemented to the extent necessary to mitigate the impact. 
After such design changes and features have been considered, 
the additional effectiveness oflandscaping at the size it is 
proposed to be installed may also be considered. The wind 
consultant shall then reevaluate the building design(s) with 
specified changes or supplements. If the wind consultant 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of Port Staff that the modified 
design would not create a new wind hazard or contribute to a 
wind hazard identified in prior wind tunnel testing conducted 
for this EIR and in subsequent wind analysis required by this 
mitigation measure, no further review would be required. 

If the proposed building(s) would result in a wind hazard exceedance, and the 
only way to eliminate the hazard is to redesign a proposed building, then the 
building shall be redesigned. 
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Mitigation Measure M-WS-2: Wind Reduction for Rooftop Winds 

If the rooftop ofbuilding(s) is proposed as public open space and/or a passive 
or active public recreational area prior to issuance of a building permit for the 
subject building(s), a qualified wind consultant shall prepare a wind impact 
and mitigation analysis in the context of the Current Project Baseline 
regarding the proposed architectural design. All feasible means (such as 
changing the proposed building mass or design; raising the height of the 
parapets to at least 8 feet, using a porous material where such material would 
be effective in reducing wind speeds; using localized wind screens, canopies, 
trellises, and/or landscaping around seating areas) to eliminate wind hazards 
shall be implemented as necessary. A significant wind impact would be an 
increase in the number of hours that the wind hazard criterion is exceeded or 
an increase in the area subjected to winds exceeding the hazard criterion as 
compared to existing conditions at the height of the proposed rooftop. The 
wind consultant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of Port Staff that the 
building design would not create a new wind hazard or contribute to a wind 
hazard identified in prior wind testing conducted for this EIR. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-la: Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program Training 

Project-specific Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) 
training shall be developed and implemented by a qualified biologist* and 
attended by all project personnel performing demolition or ground-disturbing 
work prior to beginning demolition or ground-disturbing work on site for 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

Project Sponsors 
and qualified wind 
consultant. 

Project sponsors 
and qualified 
project biologist. 
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Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to 
issuance of a 
building permit 
for a building 
with a rooftop 
proposed as 
public open 
space and/or 
passive/active 
recreational 
area, the 
qualified wind 
consultant shall 
demonstrate 
that no new 
wind hazards or 
a contribution 
to a wind 
hazard 
identified in the 
EIR would 
occur in a wind 
hazard and 

Prior to 
demolition or 
ground-disturbi 
ng activities. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Port Staff to review 
wind hazard and 
mitigation analysis. 

Port staff to review 
and approve WEAP 
training. Project 
sponsors and 
qualified biological 
consultant to 
document WEAP 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval or 
issuance of 
building permit 

Considered 
complete after 
Port staff 
reviews and 
approves WEAP 
training, and 
confirm 

Monitoring 
Agency1 

Port 

Port or Planning 
Department 
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Agency1 
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each construction phase. The WEAP training shall include, but not be limited training and compliance in 
to, education about the following: provide annual 

Applicable State and Federal laws, environmental regulations, 
documentation mitigation 

a. during annual report. 
project permit conditions, and penalties for non-compliance. mitigation report to 

b. Special-status plant and animal species with the potential to be the Port. 
encountered on or in the vicinity of the project site during 
construction. 

c. Avoidance measures and a protocol for encountering special-status 
species including a communication chain. 

d. Preconstruction surveys and biological monitoring requirements 
associated with each phase of work and at specific locations within 
the project site (e.g., shoreline work) as biological resources and 
protection measures will vary depending on where work is 
occurring within the site, time of year, and construction activity. 

e. Known sensitive resource areas in the project vicinity that are to be 
avoided and/or protected as well as approved project work areas, 
access roads, and staging areas. 

Best management practices (BMPs) (e.g., straw wattles or spill kits) and their 
location around the project site for erosion control and species exclusion, in 
addition to general housekeeping requirements. 

* 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. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-lb: Nesting Bird Protection Measures Project sponsors, Prior to If construction will Considered Port or Planning 
qualified biological issuance of occur during complete upon Department 
consultant. demolition or nesting season, issuance of 

The project site's proximity to San Francisco Bay and its current lack of building qualified biological demolition or 
consultant to 
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activity result in a more attractive environment for birds to nest than other permits for conduct bat surveys building permits 
San Francisco locations (e.g., the Financial District) that have higher levels of construction and present results for construction 
site activity and human presence. Nesting birds and their nests shall be during the to Port Staff 
protected during construction by implementation of the following measures nesting season 
for each construction phase: (August 16-

a. To the extent feasible, conduct initial activities including, but January 14) 

not limited to, vegetation removal, tree trimming or removal, 
ground disturbance, building demolition, site grading, and other 
construction activities which may compromise breeding birds or 
the success of their nests (e.g., CRF, rock drilling, rock crushing, 
or pile driving), outside of the nesting season (January 15-
August 15). 

b. If construction during the bird nesting season cannot be fully 
avoided, 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 250 feet of the project site 
in order to locate any active passerine (perching bird) nests and 
within 500 feet of the project site to locate any active raptor 
(birds of prey) nests, waterbird nesting pairs, or colonies. 

c. If active nests are located during the preconstruction bird nesting 
surveys, a qualified biologist shall evaluate ifthe schedule of 
construction activities could affect the active nests and if so, the 
following measures would apply: 

i. 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. Spot-check monitoring frequency 
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would be determined on a nest-by-nest basis 
considering the particular construction activity, 
duration, proximity to the nest, and physical barriers 
which 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 Port of San Francisco or Planning 
Department. 

ii. If it is 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. Typically, these buffer distances are 250 feet for 
passerines and 500 feet for raptors; however, the 
buffers may be adjusted if an obstruction, such as a 
building, is within line-of-sight between the nest and 
construction. 

iii. 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 Port of San 
Francisco or Planning Department, who would notify 
CDFW. Necessary actions to remove or relocate an 
active nest(s) shall be coordinated with the Port of San 
Francisco or Planning Department and approved by 
CDFW. 

iv. Any work that must occur within established 
no-disturbance buffers around active nests shall be 
monitored by a qualified biologist. If adverse effects 
in response to project work within the buffer are 
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observed and could compromise the nest, work within 
the no-disturbance buffer( s) shall halt until the nest 
occupants have fledged. 

v. Any birds that begin nesting within the project area 
and survey buffers amid construction activities are 
assumed to be habituated to construction-related or 
similar noise and disturbance levels, so exclusion 
zones around nests may be reduced or eliminated in 
these cases as determined by the qualified biologist in 
coordination with the Port of San Francisco or 
Planning Department, who would notify CDFW. 
Work may proceed around these active nests as long 
as the nests and their occupants are not directly 
impacted. 

* 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. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Project sponsors, Prior to Qualified Considered Port or Planning 

Bats qualified biological issuance of biological complete upon Department 

A qualified biologist (as defined by CDFW*) who is experienced with bat consultant, and demolition or consultant to issuance of 

surveying techniques (including auditory sampling methods), behavior, CDFW. building conduct bat surveys demolition or 

roosting habitat, and identification of local bat species shall be consulted permits when and present results building permits. 

prior to demolition or building relocation activities to conduct a trees or shrubs to Port Staff. 

pre-construction habitat assessment of the project site (focusing on buildings would be 

to be demolished or relocated) to characterize potential bat habitat and removed or 

identify potentially active roost sites. No further action is required should the buildings 

pre-construction habitat assessment not identify bat habitat or signs of demolished as 

potentially active bat roosts within the project site (e.g., guano, urine staining, part of an 

dead bats, etc.). individual 
project. 
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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 relocated under the Proposed 
Project or in trees adjacent to construction activities that could be trinnned or 
removed under the Proposed Project: 

a) In areas identified as potential roosting habitat during the habitat 
assessment, initial building demolition, relocation, and any tree 
work (trimming or removal) 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 feasible. These dates avoid 
the bat maternity roosting season and period of winter torpor. 
[Torpor refers to a state of decreased physiological activity with 
reduced body temperature and metabolic rate.] 

b) 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 relocation, or any tree 
trimming or removal. 

c) 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. 

d) 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 
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developed by the qualified biologist in coordination with CDFW. 
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 
compensatory mitigation. 

e) The qualified biologist shall be present during building demolition, 
relocation, or tree work if potential bat roosting habitat or active bat 
roosts are present. Buildings and trees 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. 

f) The demolition or relocation 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. 

g) Trimming or removal of existing trees with potential bat roosting 
habitat or active (non-maternity or hibernation) bat roost sites shall 
follow a two-step removal process (which shall occur during the 
time of year when bats are active, according to a) above, and 
depending on the type of roost and species present, according to c) 
above). 

i. On the first day and under supervision of the qualified 
biologist, tree branches and limbs not containing cavities 
or fissures in which bats could roost shall be cut using 
chainsaws. 
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ii. On the following day and under the supervision of the 
qualified biologist, the remainder of the tree may be 
trimmed or removed, either using chainsaws or other 
equipment (e.g., excavator or backhoe). 

All felled trees shall remain on the ground for at least 24 hours prior to 
chipping, off-site removal, or other processing to allow any bats to escape, or 
be inspected once felled by the qualified biologist to ensure no bats remain 
within the tree and/or branches. 

iv. * CDFW defines credentials of a "qualified biologist" within 
permits or authorizations issued for a project. Typical qualifications include a 
minimum of five years of academic training and professional experience in 
biological sciences and related resource management activities, and a 
minimum of two years ofexperience conducting surveys for each species that 
may be present within the project area. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3: Pile Driving Noise Reduction for Project sponsors. Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Port 
Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals construction of prepare a complete upon 

the bulkhead in Construction Plan review and 
Prior to the start of reconstruction of the bulkhead in Reach II, the project Reach II, and submit it to the approval of the 
sponsors shall prepare a detailed Construction Plan that outlines the details of project Port for review and Construction 
the piling installation approach. This Plan shall be reviewed and approved by sponsors to approval. If Plan. If 
Port Staff. The information provided in this plan shall include, but not be prepare a determined determined 
limited to, the following: Construction necessary, sound necessary, 

• The type of piling to be used (whether sheet pile or H-pile); Plan. attenuation and approval of the 
monitoring plan sound 

• The piling size to be used; would then be attenuation and 
developed. Results monitoring plan 

• The method of pile installation to be used; of the vibration would be 

• Noise levels for the type of piling to be used and the method of pile 
monitoring would required by Port 
be provided to Staff, and 

driving; NOAA if required. monitoring 

• Recalculation of potential underwater noise levels that could be An alternative to results would be 

generated during pile driving using methodologies outlined in the sound provided to 
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CalTrans 2009 [Caltrans, Technical Guidance for Assessment and attenuation and NOAA. 
Mitigation]; and monitoring plan is 

to consult with 
• When pile driving is to occur . NOAA and provide 

If the results of the recalculations provided in the detailed Construction Plan 
evidence to the 
satisfaction of Port 

for pile driving discussed above indicate that underwater noise levels are less 
Staff. 

than 183 dB (SEL) for fish at a distance of33 feet (less than or equal to 10 
meters) and 160 dB (RMS) sound pressure level or 120 dB (RMS) re 1 µPa 
impulse noise level for marine mammals for a distance 1,640 feet (500 
meters), then no further measures are required to mitigate underwater noise. 
If recalculated noise levels are greater than those identified above, then the 
project sponsors shall develop a sound attenuation reduction and monitoring 
plan. This plan shall be reviewed and approved by Port Staff. This plan shall 
provide detail on the som1d attenuation system, detail methods used to 
monitor and verify sound levels during pile-driving activities, and all BMPs 
to be taken to reduce impact hammer pile-driving sound in the marine 
environment to an intensity level ofless than 183 and 160/120 dB (as 
identified above) at distances of33 feet (less than or equal to 10 meters) for 
fish and 1,640 feet (500 meters) for marine mammals. The sound-monitoring 
results shall be made available to NOAA Fisheries. If, in the case of marine 
mammals, recalculated noise levels are gre&Jer than 160 dB (peak) at less 
than or equal to 1,640 feet (500 meters), then the project sponsors shall 
consult with NOAA to determine the need to obtain an Incidental Harassment 
Authorization (IHA) under the MMP A. If an IHA is required by NOAA, an 
application for an IHA shall be prepared by the project sponsors. 

The plan shall incorporate as appropriate, but not be limited to, the following 
BMPs: 

• Any impact-hanimer-installed soldier wall H-pilings or sheet piling 
shall be conducted in strict accordance with the Long-Term 
Management Strategy (L TMS) work windows for Pacific herring,* 
during which the presence of Pacific herring in the project site is 
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expected to be minimal unless, where applicable, NOAA Fisheries 
in their Section 7 consultation with the Corps determines that the 
potential effect to special-status fish species is less than significant. 

• If pile installation using impact hammers must occur at times other 
than the approved L TMS work window for Pacific herring or result 
in underwater sound levels greater than those identified above, the 
project sponsors shall consult with both NOAA Fisheries and 
CDFW on the need to obtain incidental take authorizations to 
address potential impacts to longfin smelt and green sturgeon 
associated with reconstruction of the steel sheet pile bulkhead in 
Reach II, and to implement all requested actions to avoid impacts. 

• A 1,640-foot (500-meter) safety zone shall be established and 
maintained around the sound source to the extent such a safety zone 
is located within in-water areas, for the protection of marine 
mammals in the event that sound levels are unknown or cannot be 
adequately predicted. 

• In-water work activities associated with reconstruction of the steel 
sheet pile bulkhead in Reach II shall be halted when a marine 
mammal enters the 1,640-foot (500-meter) safety zone and shall 
cease until the mammal has been gone from the area for a minimum 
of 15 minutes. 

• A "soft start" technique shall be used in all pile driving, giving 
marine mammals an opportunity to vacate the area. 

• A NOAA Fisheries-approved biological monitor shall conduct 
daily surveys before and during impact hammer pile driving to 
inspect the safety zone and adjacent San Francisco Bay waters for 
marine mammals. The monitor shall be present as specified by 
NOAA Fisheries during the impact pile-driving phases of 
construction. 
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• Other BMPs shall be implemented as necessary, such as using 
bubble curtains or an air barrier, to reduce underwater noise levels 
to acceptable levels. 

Alternatively, the project sponsors may consult with NOAA directly and 
submit evidence to their satisfaction of Port Staff ofNOAA consultation. In 
such case, the project sponsors shall comply with NOAA recommendations 
and/or requirements. 

*U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Programmatic Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 
Assessment for the Long-Term Management Strategy for the Placement of 
Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay Region. July 2009. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-4: Compensation for Fill of Jurisdictional Project sponsors. Prior to any Project sponsors to Considered Port 
Waters construction at comply with complete after 

In accordance with the Reach II regulatory permits issuance of 
To offset temporary and/or permanent impacts to jurisdictional waters of San 

regulatory permits bulkhead or in regulatory 
Francisco Bay adjacent to the 28-Acre Site, construction associated with accordance permits for the 
repair or replacement of the Reach II bulkhead shall be conducted as required and coordination 

withNMFS, with regulatory fill of 
by regulatory permits (i.e., those issued by the Corps, RWQCB, and BCDC) permits. jurisdictional 
and in coordination with NMFS as appropriate. If required by regulatory compensatory 

mitigation, if waters. 
permits, compensatory mitigation shall be provided as necessary, at a 
minimum ratio of 1: 1 for fill beyond that required for normal repair and required, shall be 

maintenance of existing structures. Compensation may include on-site or provided at a 

off-site shoreline improvements or intertidal/subtidal habitat enhancements minimum ratio of 

along San Francisco's eastern waterfront through removal of chemically 1 :1. 

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). 

Improvements would be implemented in accordance with NMFS as 
appropriate. On-site or off-site restoration/enhancement plans, ifrequired, 
must be prepared by a qualified biologist prior to construction and approved 
by the permitting agencies prior to beginning construction, repair, or 
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replacement of the Reach II bulkhead. Implementation of 
restoration/enhancement activities by the permittee shall occur prior to 
project impacts, whenever possible. 

fl', c';o' ,,,,,, •. ,, .. ·'''·/·''• 
c• .. ... 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3a: Reduction of Rock Fall Hazards Project sponsors. Prior to the start Project sponsors to Considered Port 
of construction submit complete upon 

The project sponsors shall prepare a site-specific geotechnical report( s ), activities at geotechnical approval of 
subject to review and approval by the Port, that evaluates the design and Parcels PKS, report( s) to the Port geotechnical 
construction methods proposed for Parcels PKS, C-1, and C-2, the Irish Hill C-1, C-2, the for review and report(s) and any 
playground, and 21st Street. The investigations shall determine the potential Irish Hill approval. associated 
for rock fall hazards. If the potential for rock fall hazards is identified, the playground, measures to 
site-specific geotechnical investigations shall identify measures to minimize and 21st Street. minimize rock 
such hazards to be implemented by the project sponsors. Possible measures 
to reduce the impacts of potential rock fall hazards include, but are not 

fall hazards. 

limited to, the following: 

• Limited regrading to adjust slopes to stable gradient; 

• Rock fall containment measures such as installation of drape nets, 
rock fall catchment fences, or diversion dams; and 

• Site design measures such as implementing setbacks to ensure that 
buildings and public uses are outside areas that could be subject to 
damage as a result of rock fall. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3b: Signage and Restricted Access to Pier 70 Project sponsors to Prior to Project sponsors to Considered Port 

Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy under the Proposed install signage and issuance of the document complete upon 

Project, the project sponsors shall install a gate or an equivalent measure to gate or equivalent first Certificate installation of installation of the 

prevent access to the existing dilapidated pier at the project site. A sign shall measure to prevent of Occupancy. signage and gate or signage and gate 

be posted at the potential access point informing the public of potential risks access to the equivalent measure or equivalent 

associated with use of the structure and prohibiting public access. existing dilapidated measure. The 
pier. measure will be 

documented in 
the annual 
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mitigation and 
monitoring 
report. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Paleontological Resources Monitoring Project sponsors Prior to Qualified Considered Port and 
and Mitigation Program and qualified issuance of a paleontological complete upon Planning 

paleontological building permit consultant to documentation to Department 
Prior to issuance of a building permit for construction activities that would consultant. where prepare a PRMMP the satisfaction 
disturb sedimentary rocks of the Franciscan Complex (based on the construction for review and of that building 
site-specific geotechnical investigation or other available information), the activities would approval by the permit 
project sponsors shall retain the services of a qualified paleontological disturb ERO A single construction 
consultant having expertise in California paleontology to design and sedimentary PRMMPor activities would 
implement a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program rocks of the multiple PRMMPs not disturb 
(PRMMP). The PRMMP shall specify the timing and specific locations where Franciscan may be produced to sedimentary 
construction monitoring would be required; emergency discovery procedures; complex. address project rocks of the 
sampling and data recovery procedures; procedures for the preparation, 

If earth-moving phasing. Franciscan 
identification, analysis, and curation of fossil specimens and data recovered; 

activities have In compliance with Complex, or 
preconstruction coordination procedures; and procedures for reporting the 

the potential to the requirements of review and 
results of the monitoring program. The PRMMP shall be consistent with the 

disturb thePRMMP, a approval of the 
Society for Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) Standard Guidelines for the 

previously qualified PRMMP,if 
mitigation of construction-related adverse impacts to paleontological 

undisturbed paleontological required, by the 
resources and the requirements of the designated repository for any fossils 

native consultant would Planning 
collected. 

sediment, a monitor Department. 

During construction, earth-moving activities that have the potential to disturb qualified construction and Monitoring 

previously undisturbed native sediment or sedimentary rocks shall be paleontological provide a activities and 

monitored by a qualified paleontological consultant having expertise in consultant monitoring report compliance 

California paleontology. Monitoring need not be conducted for construction would monitor for inclusion in the would be 

activities in areas where the ground has been previously disturbed or when the activities. annual mitigation documented in 

construction activities would encounter artificial fill, Young Bay Mud, marsh and monitoring the annual 

deposits, or non-sedimentary rocks of the Franciscan Complex. report. mitigation and 
monitoring 

If a paleontological resource is discovered, construction activities in an report. 
appropriate buffer around the discovery site shall be suspended for a 
maximum of 4 weeks. At the direction of the Environmental Review Officer 
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(ERO), the suspension of construction can be extended beyond 4 weeks if 
needed to implement appropriate measures in accordance with the PRMMP, 
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 ERO. 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. 

Vi!ifa ~~"Qtri·· .. 4ililWfitg~~IJc 
Mitigation Measure M-HY-2a: Design and Construction of Proposed 
Pump Station for Options 1 and 3 

The project sponsors shall design the new pump station proposed as part of 
the Proposed Project to achieve the following performance criteria. 

• The dry-weather capacity of the new pump station and associated 
force main shall be sufficient to convey dry-weather wastewater 
flows within the 20th Street sub-basin, including flows from the 
existing baseline, the Proposed Project at full build-out, and 
cumulative project contributions; and 

• The wet-weather capacity of the new pump station shall be 
sufficient to ensure that potential wet-weather combined sewer 
discharges from the 20th Street sub-basin and associated 
downstream basins do not exceed the long-term average often 
discharges per year specified in the SFPUC Bayside NPDES 
permit or applicable corresponding permit condition at time of final 
design. The capacity shall be based on the existing baseline, the 
Proposed Project at full build-out, and cumulative project 
contributions. 

The project sponsors shall coordinate with the SFPUC regarding the design 
and construction of the pump station. The final design shall be subject to 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

Project sponsors. 
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Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to 
construction of 
the proposed 
pump station 
for Options 1 
and3. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project sponsors to 
coordinate with the 
SFPUC and Port 
regarding the 
proposed pump 
station design and 
performance 
criteria 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval of the 
final design by 
the SFPUC. 

Monitoring 
Agency1 

SFPUC 
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Responsibility Schedule Reporting Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

approval by the SFPUC. 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-2b: Design and Construction of Proposed Project sponsors. Prior to Project sponsors to Considered SFPUC 
Pump Station for Option 2 construction of coordinate with the complete upon 

The project sponsors shall design the new pump station proposed as part of 
the proposed SFPUC and Port approval of the 
pump station regarding the final design by 

the Proposed Project to achieve the following performance criteria. for Option 2. proposed pump the SFPUC. 

• The dry-weather capacity of the new pump station and associated station design and 

force main shall be sufficient to convey dry-weather wastewater performance 

flows within the 20th Street sub-basin, including flows from the criteria. 

existing baseline, the Proposed Project at full build-out, and 
cumulative project contributions; 

• During wet weather, wastewater flows from the project site shall 
bypass the wet-weather facilities and be conveyed to the combined 
sewer system in such a manner that they do not contribute to 
combined sewer discharges within the 201

h Street sub-basin; and 

• The wet-weather capacity of the new pump station shall be 
sufficient to ensure that potential wet-weather combined sewer 
discharges from the 20th Street sub-basin and associated 
downstream basins do not exceed the long-term average often 
discharges per year specified in the SFPUC Bayside NPDES 
permit or applicable corresponding permit condition at time of final 
design. The capacity shall be based on the existing baseline and 
cumulative project contributions. 

The project sponsors shall coordinate with the SFPUC regarding the design 
and construction of the pump station. The final design shall be subject to 
approval by the SFPUC. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Conduct Transformer Survey and Project sponsors Prior to the Qualified Considered Port 
Remove PCB Transformers and qualified demolition, contractor to survey complete if no 

contractor. renovation, or and determine the PCBs found or 
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Monitoring 
Monitoring 

Reporting 1 

Responsibility Schedule Schedule Agency 
Responsibility 

The project sponsors shall retain a qualified contractor to survey any building relocation of PCB content of upon appropriate 

and/or structure planned for demolition, renovation, or relocation to identify any building transformers in use disposal and 

all electrical transformers in use and in storage. The contractor shall and/or and storage. If removal of 

determine the PCB content using name plate information, or through structure. necessary, the transformers. 

sampling if name-plate data do not provide adequate information regarding contractor shall Mitigation 

the PCB content of the dielectric equipment. The project sponsors shall remove and dispose activities would 

retain a qualified contractor to remove and dispose of all transformers in of transformers in be documented 

accordance with the requirements of Title 40 of the Code of Federal accordance with in hazardous 

Regulations, Section 761.60 (described under the Regulatory Framework) applicable materials 

and the Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 66261.24. regulations. manifestos and 

The removal shall be completed in advance of any building or structural in the annual 

demolition, renovation, or relocation. mitigation and 
monitoring 
report. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Conduct Sampling and Cleanup if Project sponsors In the event that If leakage or Considered Port 
Stained Building Materials Are Observed and qualified leakage is spillage occurs, complete if no 

In the event that leakage is observed in the vicinity of a transformer 
contractor. observed in the qualified contractor PCBs found or 

containing greater than 50 parts per million PCB (determined in accordance 
vicinity of a to obtain samples upon sampling 
transformer and clean the and removal of 

with Mitigation Measure H-HZ-2a), or the leakage has resulted in visible containing surface (if PCBs in 
staining of the building materials or surrounding surface areas, the project greater than 50 necessary) in accordance 
sponsors shall retain a qualified professional to obtain samples of the building parts per accordance with applicable 
materials for the analysis of PCBs in accordance with Part 761 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations. If PCBs are identified at a concentration of 1 part per 

million PCB, or applicable regulations. 
the leakage has regulations. Mitigation 

million, then the project sponsors shall retain a contractor to clean the surface resulted in activities would 
to a concentration of 1 part per million or less in accordance with Title 40 of visible staining be documented 
the Code ofFederal Regulations, Section 761.6l(a). The sampling and of the building in hazardous 
cleaning shall be completed in advance of any building or structural materials or materials 
demolition, renovation, or relocation. surrounding manifestos and 

surface areas. If in the annual 
determined mitigation and 
necessary, monitoring 
sampling and report. 
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Monitoring 
Monitoring 

Responsibility Schedule Reporting Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

cleaning shall 
be completed in 
advance of any 
building or 
structural 
demolition, 
renovation, or 
relocation. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Conduct Soil Sampling if Stained Soil is Project sponsors In the event that If leakage or Considered Port 
Observed and qualified leakage is spillage occurs, complete if no 

In the event that leakage is observed in the vicinity of a PCB-containing contractor. observed in the qualified contractor PCBs found or 

transformer that has resulted in visible staining of the surrounding soil vicinity of a to obtain samples upon sampling 

(determined in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a), the project transformer, or and remove any and removal of 

sponsors shall retain a qualified professional to obtain soil samples for the the leakage has PCBs (if necessary) PCBs in 

analysis of PCBs in accordance with Part 761 of the Code of Federal resulted in in accordance with accordance 

Regulations. IfPCBs are identified at a concentration less than the residential visible staining applicable applicable 

Environmental Screening Level of0.22 milligrams per kilogram, then no of soils. If regulations. regulations. 

further action shall be required. If PCBs are identified at a concentration determined Mitigation 

greater than or equal to the residential Environmental Screening Level of necessary, activities would 

0.22 milligrams per kilogram, then the project sponsors shall require the sampling and be documented 

contractor to implement the requirements of the Pier 70 RMP, as required by removal shall hazardous 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-6. The sampling and implementation of the Pier be completed in materials 

70 RMP requirements shall be completed in advance of any building or advance of any manifestos and 

structural demolition, renovation, relocation, or subsequent development. building or in the annual 
structural mitigation and 
demolition, monitoring 
renovation, or report. 
relocation. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3a: Implement Construction and Project sponsors Notice shall be All plans prepared Considered Port 
Maintenance-Related Measures of the Pier 70 Risk Management Plan and construction provided to the in accordance with complete upon 

The project sponsors shall provide notice to the RWQCB, DPH, and Port in 
contractor(s). RWQCB,DPH, the Pier 70 RMP notice to the 

accordance with the Pier 70 RMP, in advan;;e of ground-disturbing activities 
and Port in shall be submitted RWQCB,DPH, 
accordance to the RWQCB, and Port. 
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Responsibility 

that would disturb an area of 1,250 square feet or more of native soil, 50 cubic with the Pier 70 DPH, and Port for 
yards or more of native soil, more than 0.5 acre of soil, or 10,000 square feet RMPpriorto review and 
or more of durable cover (Pier 70 RMP Sections 4.1, 4.2, and 6.3). any approval in 

The project sponsors shall also (through their contractor) implement the 
ground-disturbi accordance with the 
ng activities notification 

following measures of the Pier 70 RMP during construction to provide for the that would requirements of the 
protection of worker and public health, including nearby schools and other disturb an area RMP. 
sensitive receptors, and to ensure appropriate disposition of soil and of 1,250 square 
groundwater removed from the site: feet or more of 

• A project-specific health and safety plan (Pier 70 RMP Section native soil, 50 

6.4); cubic yards or 
more of native 

• Access controls (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.1); soil, more than 
0.5 acre of soil, 

• Soil management protocols, including those for: or 10,000 
0 soil movement (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.5.1), square feet or 

soil stockpile management (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.5.2), and 
more of durable 

0 cover. 
0 import of clean soil (including preparation of a 

project-specific Soil Import Plan) (Pier 70 RMP Section 
6.5.3); 

• A dust control plan in accordance with the measures specified by 
the California Air Resources Board for control of naturally 
occurring asbestos (Title 17 of California Code of Regulations, 
Section 93105) and Article 22B of the San Francisco Health Code 
and other applicable regulations as well as site-specific measures 
(Pier 70 RMP Section 6.6); 

• A project-specific stormwater pollution prevention control plan 
(Pier 70 RMP Section 6.7); 

• Off-site soil disposal (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.8); 
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• A project-specific groundwater management plan for temporary 
dewatering (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.10.1 ); 

• Risk management measures to minimize the potential for new 
utilities to become conduits for the spread of groundwater 
contamination (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.10.2); 

• Appropriate design of underground pipelines to prevent the 
intrusion of groundwater or degradation of pipeline construction 
materials by chemicals in the soil or groundwater (Pier 70 RMP 
Section 6.10.3); and 

• Protocols for unforeseen conditions (Pier 70 RMP Section 6.9) . 

Following completion of construction activities that disturb any durable 
cover, the integrity of the previously existing durable cover shall be 
re-established in accordance with Section 6.2 of the Pier 70 RMP and the 
protocols described in the Operations and Maintenance Plan of the Pier 70 
RMP. 

All plans prepared in accordance with the Pier 70 RMP shall be submitted to 
the RWQCB, DPH, and/or Port for review and approval in accordance with 
the notification requirements of the RMP (Pier 70 RMP Section 4.0). 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3b: Implement Well Protection Project sponsors Prior to Project sponsors to Monitoring Port 
Requirements of the Pier 70 Risk Management Plan ground-disturbi identify any complete if no 

In accordance with Section 6.11 of the Pier 70 RMP, the project sponsors ng activities. monitoring wells in wells or 

shall review available information prior to any ground-disturbing activities to the area, and activities would 

identify any monitoring wells within the construction area, including any appropriately be demonstrated 

wells installed by PG&E in support of investigation and remediation of the protect them. If inRWQCB and 

PG&E Responsibility Area within the 28-Acre Site. The wells shall be destruction of a DPH regulatory 

appropriately protected during construction. If construction necessitates well is required, it applications and 

destruction of an existing well, the destruction shall be conducted in would be documented in 

accordance with California and DPH well abandonment regulations, and conducted in the annual 
accordance with mitigation and 
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must be approved by the RWQCB. The Port shall also be notified of the applicable monitoring 
destruction. If required by the RWQCB, DPH, or the Port, the project regulations and the report. 
sponsors shall reinstall any groundwater monitoring wells that are part of the Port would be 
ongoing groundwater monitoring network. notified. If required 

by the RWQCB, 
DPH, or the Port, 
the project sponsors 
shall reinstall any 
groundwater 
monitoring wells 
that are part of the 
ongoing 
groundwater 
monitoring 
network. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-4: Implement Construction-Related Project sponsors Prior to The project Considered DPH 
Measures of the Hoedown Yard Site Management Plan ground-disturbi sponsors shall complete after 

ng activities at notify the notification to 
In accordance with the notification requirements of the Hoedown Yard SMP the Hoedown RWQCB,DPH, theRWQCB, 
(Section 4.2), the project sponsors (through their contractor) shall notify the Yard. and/or Port prior to DPH, and/or 
RWQCB, DPH, and/or Port prior to conducting any intrusive work at the conducting any Port. 
Hoedown Yard. During construction, the contractor shall implement the intrusive work at 
following measures of the Hoedown Yard SMP to provide for the protection the Hoedown Yard. 
of worker and public health, and to ensure appropriate disposition of soil and 
groundwater. 

• A project-specific Health and Safety Plan (Hoedown Yard SMP 
Section 5): 

0 Dust management measures in accordance with the measures 
specified by the California Air Resources Board for control of 
naturally occurring asbestos (Title 17 of California Code of 
Regulations, Section 93105) and Article 22B of the San 
Francisco Health Code. The specific measures must address 
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dust control (SMP Section 6.I) and dust monitoring (SMP 
Section 6.2). 

• Soil and water management measures, including: 

0 soil handling (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7.1.1), 

0 stockpile management (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7.1.2), 

0 on-site reuse of soil (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7.1.3), 

0 off-site soil disposal (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7.1.4), 

0 excavation dewatering (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7 .1. 5), 

0 storm water management (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7. I .6), 

0 site access and security (Hoedown Yard SMP Section 7. I. 7), 
and 

0 unanticipated subsurface conditions (Hoedown Yard SMP 
Section 7.2). 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-5: Delay Development on Proposed Parcels Project sponsors Prior to the start PG&E to complete Considered Port 
Hl, H2, and E3 Until Remediation of the PG&E Responsibility Area is and PG&E. of construction remedial activities complete upon 
Complete on proposed in the PG&E RWQCB 

The project sponsors shall not start construction of the proposed development Parcels HI, H2, Responsibility Area confirmation of 

or associated infrastructure on proposed Parcel HI, H2, and E3 until PG&E' s andE3. within and adjacent satisfaction with 

remedial activities in the PG&E Responsibility Area within and adjacent to to Parcels HI, H2, PG&E remedial 

these parcels have been completed to the satisfaction of the RWQCB, and E3 to action. 

consistent with the terms of the remedial action plan prepared by PG&E and satisfaction of 

approved by RWQCB. During subsequent development, the project sponsors RWQCB. 

shall implement the requirements of the Pier 70 RMP within the PG&E During 
Responsibility Area, as enforced through the recorded deed restriction on the subsequent Project sponsor to 
Pier 70 Master Plan Area. development, implement Pier 70 

for RMP requirements, 
implementation enforced by 
ofPier 70 RMP recorded deed 
Requirements. 
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Schedule 

restriction. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-6: Additional Risk Evaluations and Vapor Project sponsors Prior to Site conditions Considered Port 
Control Measures for Residential Land Uses ground-disturbi shall be recorded complete upon a 

ng activities of by the project notification 
The notification submittals required under Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3a residential land sponsors and submittal to the 
shall describe site conditions at the time of development. If residential land uses ifnear included in the RWQCB and 
uses are proposed at or near locations where soil vapor or groundwater locations where notification DPH. If a risk 
concentrations exceed residential cleanup standards for vapor intrusion soil vapor or submittal to the evaluation and 
(based on information provided in the Pier 70 RMP), this information shall be groundwater RWQCB and DPH. further measures 
included in the notification submittal and the RWQCB and DPH determine concentrations If required, the are required, they 
whether a risk evaluation is required. If required, the project sponsors or exceed project sponsors would be 
future developer(s) shall conduct a risk evaluation in accordance with the Pier residential shall conduct a risk reviewed and 
70 RMP. The risk evaluation shall be based on the soil vapor and cleanup evaluation in approved by the 
groundwater quality presented in the Pier 70 RMP and the proposed building standard for accordance with the RWQCBand 
design. The project sponsors shall conduct additional soil vapor or vapor intrusion. Pier 70 RMP and DPH. 
groundwater sampling as needed to support the risk evaluation, subject to the incorporate 
approval of the RWQCB and DPH. measures to 

If the risk evaluation demonstrates that there would be unacceptable health minimize or 

risks to residential users (i.e., greater than 1x1 o·6 incremental cancer risk or a eliminate exposure 

non-cancer hazard index greater than 1 ), the project sponsors shall to soil vapor. 

incorporate measures into the building design to minimize or eliminate 
exposure to soil vapor through the vapor intrusion pathway, subject to review 
and approval by the RWQCB and DPH. Appropriate vapor intrusion 
measures include, but are not limited to design of a safe building 
configuration that would preclude vapor intrusion; installation of a vapor 
barrier; and/or design and installation of an active vapor monitoring and 
extraction system. 

If the risk evaluation demonstrates that vapor intrusion risks would be within 
acceptable levels (less than 1x1 o·6 incremental cancer risk or a non-cancer 
hazard index Jess than 1) under a project-specific development scenario, no 
additional action shall be required. (For instance, the project sponsors could 
locate all residential uses above the first floor which, in some cases, could 
eliminate the potential for residential exposure to organic comoounds in soil 
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Responsibility Schedule 
Reporting 

Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

vapors.) 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-7: Modify Hoedown Yard Site Mitigation Project sponsors Prior to Project sponsors Considered Port, DPH 
Plan shall conduct a risk ground-disturbi shall submit the complete upon 

evaluation, and ng activities at risk evaluation and review and 
The project sponsors shall conduct a risk evaluation to evaluate health risks to shall modify the the Hoedown proposed risk approval of the 
future site occupants, visitors, and maintenance workers under the proposed Hoedown Yard Yard. management plan risk evaluation 
land use within the Hoedown Yard. The risk evaluation shall be based on the SMP to include to the RWQCB, and proposed 
soil, soil vapor, and groundwater quality data provided in the existing SMP measures to DPH, and Port for risk management 
and supporting documents and the project sponsors shall conduct additional minimize or review and plan by the 
sampling as needed to support the risk evaluation. eliminate exposure approval. RWQCB,DPH, 

Based on the results of the risk evaluation, the project sponsors shall modify pathways to and Port. 

the Hoedown Yard SMP to include measures to minimize or eliminate chemicals in the soil 

exposure pathways to chemicals in the soil and groundwater, and achieve and groundwater, 

health-based goals (i.e., an excess cancer risk of I x I o-6 and a Hazard Index and achieve 

of I) applicable to each land use proposed for development within the health-based goals 

Hoedown Yard. At a minimum, the modified SMP shall include the applicable to each 

following components: land use proposed 
for development 

• Regulatory-approved cleanup levels for the proposed land uses; within the Hoedown 

• A description of existing conditions, including a comparison of site Yard. 

data to regulatory-approved cleanup levels; 

• Regulatory oversight responsibilities and notification 
requirements; 

• Post-development risk management measures, including 
management measures for the maintenance of engineering controls 
(e.g., durable covers, vapor mitigation systems) and site 
maintenance activities that could encounter contaminated soil; 

• Monitoring and reporting requirements; and 

• An operations and maintenance plan, including annual inspection 
requirements. 
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The risk evaluation and proposed risk management plan shall be submitted to 
the RWQCB, DPH, and Port for review and approval prior to the start of 
ground disturbance. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-8a: Prevent Contact with Serpentinite Project sponsors to Submittal of Project sponsors Considered Port, DPH 

Bedrock and Fill Materials in Irish Hill Playground design and install a design of shall submit design complete upon 

The project sponsors shall ensure that a minimum 2-foot thick durable cover of 2-foot-thick durable durable cover of durable covers review and 

asbestos-free clean imported fill with a vegetated cover is emplaced above cover over and barriers to and barriers to approval of the 

serperttinite bedrock and fill materials in the level portions of Irish Hill serpentinite bedrock DPHandPort DPH, Port design and 

Playground. The fill shall meet the soil criteria for clean fill specified in Table 4 and fill in the level prior to installation of the 

of the Pier 70 RMP and included in Appendix F, Hazards and Hazardous portions of the Irish construction of 2-foot-thick 

Materials, of this EIR. Barriers shall be constructed to preclude direct climbing on Hill Playground and the Irish Hill durable cover 

the bedrock of the Irish Hill remnant. The design of the durable cover and barriers to preclude Playground. and barriers by 

barriers shall be submitted to the DPH and Port for review and approval prior to direct climbing on the DPHand 

construction of the Irish Hill Playground. the bedrock of the Port. 
Irish Hill remnant. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-8b: Restrictions on the Use oflrish Hill Project sponsors. Prior to and Project sponsors Considered Port 

Playground during shall ensure the complete when 

To the extent feasible, the project sponsors shall ensure that the Irish Hill 
construction of playground is not the 

Playground is not operational until ground disturbing activities for 
the new 21st operational until aforementioned 

construction of the new 21st Street and on the adjacent parcels (PKN, PKS, 
Street and on ground-disturbing parcels' 

HDY-1, HDY2, Cl, and C2) is completed. If this is not feasible, and Irish 
Parcels PKN, activities at the new ground-disturbin 

Hill Playground is operational prior to construction of the new 21st Street and 
PKS,HDY-1, 21st Street and on g activities are 

construction on all adjacent parcels, the playground shall be closed for use 
HDY-2, Cl, Parcels PKN, PKS, finished. 

when ground-disturbing activities are occurring for the construction of the 
and C2. HDY-1, HDY-2, Documentation 

new 21 51 Street and on any of the adjacent parcels. 
Cl, and C2 are would occur in 
complete; or the annual 
playground shall be mitigation and 
closed for use when monitoring 
ground-disturbing report. 
activities are 
occurring 
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Improvement Measure I-CR-4a: Documentation 

Before any demolition, rehabilitation, or relocation activities within the UIW 
Historic District, the project sponsors should retain a professional who meets 
the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for 
Architectural History to prepare written and photographic documentation of 
all contributing buildings proposed for demolition within the UIW Historic 
District. The documentation for the property should be prepared based on the 
National Park Service's Historic American Building Survey 
(HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) Historical Report 
Guidelines. 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 NRHP and National Historic Landmarks 
Survey Photo Policy Expansion. 

The written historical data for this documentation should follow 
HABS/HAER standards. The written data should be accompanied by a sketch 
plan of the property. Efforts should also be made to locate original 
construction drawings or plans of the property during the period of 
significance. If located, these drawings should be photographed, reproduced, 
and included in the dataset. If construction drawings or plans cannot be 
located, as-built drawings should be produced. 

Either HABS/HAER-standard large format or digital photography should be 
used. If digital photography is used, the ink and paper combinations for 
printing photographs must be in compliance with NR-NHL Photo Policy 
Expansion and have a permanency rating of approximately 115 years. Digital 
photographs should be taken as uncompressed, TIFF file format. The size of 
each image should be 1,600 by 1,200 pixels at 330 pixels per inch or larger, 
color format, and printed in black and white. The file name for each 
electronic image should correspond with the index of photographs and 

hotogra h label. Photogra h views for the dataset should include (a) 

Implementation 
Responsibility 

Project sponsors 
and qualified 
preservation 
architect, historic 
preservation expert, 
or other qualified 
individual. 
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Schedule 

Project S11onsor 
Documentation 
;_Before any 
demolition, 
rehabilitation, 
or relocation 
activities within 
the UIW 
Historic 
District. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project sponsors 
and qualified 
preservation 
architect, historic 
preservation expert, 
or other qualified 
individual to 
complete historic 
resources 
documentation, and 
transmit such 
documentation to 
the History Room 
of the San 
Francisco Public 
Library, and to the 
Northwest 
Information Center 
of the California 
Historical 
Information 
Resource System. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete when 
documentation is 
reviewed and 
approved by Port 
Preservation 
Staff, and the 
documentation is 
provided to the 
San Francisco 
Public Library, 
and to the 
Northwest 
Information 
Center of the 
California 
Historical 
Information 
Resource 
System. 

Monitoring 
Agency1 

Port 
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File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. -----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring Monitoring 

Responsibility Schedule 
Reporting 

Schedule 
Agency1 

Responsibility 

contextual views; (b) views of each side of each building and interior views, 
where possible; (c) oblique views of buildings; and (d) detail views of 
character-defining features, including features on the interiors of some 
buildings. All views should be referenced on a photographic key. This 
photographic key should be on a map of the property and should show the 
photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of the view. 
Historic photographs should also be collected, reproduced, and included in 
the dataset. 

The project sponsors should transmit such documentation to the History 
Room of the San Francisco Public Library, and to the Northwest Information 
Center of the California Historical Information Resource System. The project 
sponsors should scope the documentation measures with Port Preservation 
staff.. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-4b: Public Interpretation Project sponsors Project Project sponsors Considered Port 

Following any demolition, rehabilitation, or relocation activities within the should provide a sponsors submit complete when 

project site, the project sponsors should provide within publicly accessible permanent provide documentation of interpretive 

areas of the project site a permanent display(s) of interpretive materials display(s) of permanent permanent materials are 

concerning the history and architectural features of the District's three interpretive display: display(s) of presented to Port 

historical eras (Nineteenth Century, Early Twentieth Century, and World materials Following any interpretive preservation staff 

War II), including World War II-era Slipways 5 through 8 and associated concerning the demolition, materials for approval. The 

craneways. The display(s) should also document the history of the Irish Hill history and rehabilitation, materials would 

Remnant, including, for example, the original 70- to 100-foot tall Irish Hill architectural or relocation then be presented 

landform and neighborhood oflodging, houses, restaurants, and saloons that features of the activities within in the publically 

occupied the once much larger hill until the earlier twentieth century. The District within the project site. accessible area 

content of the interpretive display(s) should be coordinated and consistent publicly accessible of the project 

with the sitewide interpretive plan prepared for the 28-Acre Site in areas of the project site. 

coordination with the Port. The specific location, media, and other site. 

characteristics of such interpretive display(s) should be presented to Port 
preservation staff for approval prior to any demolition or removal activities. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Construction Management Plan Project sponsors, Prior to Construction Considered Port, Planning 

Traffic Control Plan for Construction - To reduce potential conflicts between 
TMA, and issuance of a contractor( s) to complete upon Department, 
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File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. -----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ Monitoring 

Monitoring 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule 

Reporting Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and autos during construction building permit. prepare a Traffic submittal ofthe SFMTAas 
construction activities, the project sponsors should require construction contractor(s). Project Control Plan and Traffic Control appropriate 
contractor(s) to prepare a traffic control plan for major phases of construction construction meet with relevant Plan to the 
(e.g., demolition and grading, construction, or renovation of individual updates for City agencies (i.e., SFMTA and the 
buildings). The project sponsors and their construction contractor(s) will adjacent SFMT A, Port Staff, Port. Project 
meet with relevant City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to reduce residents and and Planning construction 
traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other businesses Department) to update materials 
measures to reduce potential traffic and transit disruption and pedestrian within 15 0 feet coordinate feasible would be 
circulation effects during major phases of construction. For any work within would occur measures to reduce provided in the 
the public right-of-way, the contractor would be required to comply with San throughout the traffic congestion. annual 
Francisco's Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (i.e., the "Blue construction mitigation and 
Book"), which establish rules and permit requirements so that construction phase. A single traffic monitoring plan. 
activities can be done safely and with the least possible interference with control plan or 
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and vehicular traffic. Additionally, multiple traffic 
non-construction-related truck movements and deliveries should be restricted control plans may 
as feasible during peak hours (generally 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. be produced to 
to 6:00 p.m., or other times, as determined by SFMTA and the Transportation address project 
Advisory Staff Committee [TASC]). phasing. 
In the event that the construction timeframes of the major phases and other 
development projects adjacent to the project site overlap, the project sponsors 
should coordinate with City Agencies through the TASC and the adjacent 
developers to minimize the severity of any disruption to adjacent land uses 
and transportation facilities from overlapping construction transportation 
impacts. The project sponsors, in conjunction with the adjacent developer(s), 
should propose a construction traffic control plan that includes measures to 
reduce potential construction traffic conflicts, such as coordinated material 
drop offs, collective worker parking, and transit to job site and other 
measures. 

Reduce Single Occu2ant Vehicle Mode Share for Construction Workers - To 
minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction 
workers, the project sponsors should require the construction contractor to 
include in the Traffic Control Plan for Construction methods to encourage 
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File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. ___ _ 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Responsibility Schedule 

Reporting 
Schedule 

Agency1 

Responsibility 

walking, bicycling, carpooling, and transit access to the project construction 
sites and to minimize parking in public rights-of-way by construction 
workers in the coordinated plan. 

Project Construction U12dates for Adjacent Residents and Businesses - To 
minimize construction impacts on access for nearby residences, institutions, 
and businesses, the project sponsors should provide nearby residences and 
adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding 
construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle 
activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and lane closures via a 
newsletter and/or website. 

Improvement Measure 1-TR-B: Queue Abatement Project sponsors, On-going The owner/operator Monitoring of Port, Planning 

It should be the responsibility of the owner/operator of any off-street parking 
owner/operator of during of the parking the public Department 
any off-street operations of facility should right-of-way 

facility with more than 20 parking spaces (excluding loading and car-share parking facility, and any off-street monitor vehicle would be 
spaces) to ensure that vehicle queues do not occur regularly on the public transportation parking queues in the public on-going by the 
right-of-way. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to consultant. facilities. right-of-way, and owner/operator 
the parking facility) blocking any portion of any public street, alley, or would employ of off-street 
sidewalk for a consecutive period of 3 minutes or longer on a daily or weekly abatement parking 
basis. measures as operations. 

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/ open.tor of the parking facility should needed. 

employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate If the Port Director, 
abatement methods will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of or his or her 
the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking facility, the designee, suspects 
street(s) to which the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if that a recurring 
applicable). queue is present, 

the Port should 
Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following: notify the property 
redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/ or on-site queue owner in writing. 
capacity; employment of parking attendants; installation ofLOT FULL signs The owner/operator 
with active management by parking attendants; use of valet parking or other should hire a 
space-efficient parking techniques; use of off-site parking facilities or shared transportation 
parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage consultant to 
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File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. -----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Responsibility Schedule 

Reporting 
Schedule 

Agency1 

Responsibility 

directing drivers to available spaces; TDM strategies such as additional prepare a 
bicycle parking, customer shuttles, delivery services; and/or parking demand monitoring report 
management strategies such as parking time limits, paid parking, time-of-day and if a recurring 
parking surcharge, or validated parking. queue does exist, 

If the Port Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is 
the owner/operator 
would abate the 

present, Port Staff should notify the property owner in writing. Upon request, queue. 
the owner/operator should hire a qualified transportation consultant to 
evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than 7 days. The consultant 
should prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Port for review. If 
the Port determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility 
owner/operator should have 90 days from the date of the written 
determination to abate the queue. 

Improvement Measure 1-TR-C: Strategies to Enhance Transportation Project sponsors, Prior to the start Project sponsors Include in Port, Planning 
Conditions During Events. TMA, parks of any known and Transportation MMRP Annual Department, 
The project's Transportation Coordinator should participate as a member of maintenance entity, event that Coordinator to Report; SFMTA 
the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee parks programming would overlap meet with On-going during 
(MBBTCC) and provide at least I-month notification to the MBBTCC where entity, and/or with an event at MBBTCC and City project lifespan. 
feasible prior to the start of any then known event that would overlap with an Transportation AT&T Park. to discuss 
event at AT&T Park. The City and the project sponsors should meet to Coordinator. transportation and 
discuss transportation and scheduling logistics for occasions with multiple scheduling logistics 
events in the area. for occasions with 

multiple events in 
the area. 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3a: Wind Reduction for Public Open Project sponsors Duringthe Qualified wind Considered Port or Planning 
Spaces and Pedestrian and Bicycle Areas and qualified wind design of public consultant would complete upon Department 

consultant. open spaces and prepare a wind review of the 
For each development phase, a qualified wind consultant should prepare a pedestrian and impact and wind impact and 
wind impact and mitigation analysis regarding the proposed design of public bicycle areas mitigation analysis mitigation 
open spaces and the surrounding proposed buildings. Feasible means should for each to be reviewed by analysis for 
be considered to improve wind comfort conditions for each public open development the Port Staff. public open 
space, particularly for any public seating areas. These feasible means include phase. spaces and 
horizontal and vertical, partially-porous wind screens (including canopies, pedestrian and 
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File No. 2014-001272ENV 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. -----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule 
Reporting Schedule Agency1 

Responsibility 

trellises, umbrellas, and walls), street furniture, landscaping, and trees. bicycle areas by 
Specifics for particular public open spaces are set forth in Improvement the Port Staff. 
Measures I-WS-3b to I-WS-3f. 

Any proposed wind-related improvement measure should be consistent with 
the design standards and guidelines outlineC.: in the Pier 70 SUD Design for 
Develooment. 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3b: Wind Reduction for Waterfront Project sponsors During the Qualified wind Considered Port 
Promenade and Waterfront Terrace and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 

consultant. Waterfront prepare a wind review of the 
The Waterfront Promenade and Waterfront Terrace would be subject to Promenade and impact and wind impact and 
winds exceeding the pedestrian wind comfort criteria. A qualified wind Waterfront mitigation analysis mitigation 
consultant should prepare written recommendations of feasible means to Terrace. to be reviewed by analysis for the 
improve wind comfort conditions in this open space, emphasizing vertical Port Staff. Waterfront 
elements, such as wind screens and landscaping. Where necessary and Promenade and 
appropriate, wind screens should be strategically placed directly around Waterfront 
seating areas. For maximum benefit, wind screens should be at least 6 feet Terrace by Port 
high and made of approximately 20 to 30 percent porous material. Design of Staff 
any wind screen or landscaping shall be compatible with the Historic District. 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3c: Wind Reduction for Slipways Project sponsors During the Qualified wind Considered Port 

Commons and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 
consultant. Slipway prepare a wind review of the 

The central and western portions of Slipways Commons would be subject to Commons. impact and wind impact and 
winds exceeding the pedestrian wind comfort criteria. Street trees should be mitigation analysis mitigation 
considered along Maryland Street, particularly on the east side of Maryland to be reviewed by analysis for the 
Street between Buildings E 1 and E2. Vertical elements such as wind screens Port Staff. Slipway 
would help for areas where street trees are not feasible. Where necessary and Commons by 
appropriate, wind screens should be strategically placed to the west of any Port Staff. 
seating areas. For maximum benefit, wind screens should be at least 6 feet 
high and made of approximately 20 to 30 percent porous material. Design of 
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Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

Motion No. ----

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Responsibility Schedule Reporting 

Schedule 
Agency1 

Responsibility 

any wind screen or landscaping shall be compatible with the Historic District 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3d: Wind Reduction for Building 12 Project sponsors During the Qualified wind Considered Port 
Market Plaza and Market Square and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 

consultant. Building 12 prepare a wind review of the 
Building 12 Market Plaza and Market Square would be subject to winds Market Plaza impact and wind impact and 
exceeding the pedestrian wind comfort criteria. For reducing wind speeds in andMarket mitigation analysis mitigation 
the public courtyard between Buildings 2 and 12, the inner south and west Square. to be reviewed by analysis for the 
fac;:ades of Building D-1 could be stepped by at least 12 feet to direct Port Staff. Building 12 
downwashing winds above pedestrian level. Alternatively, overhead Market Plaza and 
protection should be used, such as a 12-foot-deep canopy along the inside Market Square 
south and west fac;:ades of Building D-1, or localized trellises or umbrellas by Port Staff. 
over seating areas. For reducing wind speeds on the eastern and southern 
sides of Building 12, street trees should be considered, along Maryland and 
22nd streets. Smaller underplantings should be combined with street trees to 
reduce winds at pedestrian level. Design of any wind screen or landscaping 
shall be compatible with the Historic District. 
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Motion No. ___ _ 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
PIER 70 MIXED-USE DISTRICT PROJECT 

Implementation Mitigation 
Monitoring/ 

Monitoring 
Monitoring 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule 
Reporting 

Schedule 
Agency1 

Responsibility 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3e: Wind Reduction for Irish Hill Project sponsors During the Qualified wind Considered Port 
Playground and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 

consultant. Irish Hill prepare a wind review of the 
The Irish Hill Playground would be subject to winds exceeding the pedestrian Playground. impact and wind impact and 
wind comfort criteria. For maximum benefit, wind screens should be at least mitigation analysis mitigation 
6 feet high and made of approximately 20 to 30 percent porous material. to be reviewed by analysis for the 
Design of any wind screen or landscaping shall be compatible with the Port Staff. Irish Hill 
Historic District. Playground by 

Port Staff. 

Improvement Measure I-WS-3f: Wind Reduction for 20th Street Plaza Project sponsors During the Qualified wind Considered Port 

The 20th Street Plaza would be subject to winds exceeding the pedestrian and qualified wind design of the consultant would complete upon 

wind comfort criteria. A qualified wind consultant should prepare written consultant. 20th Street prepare a wind review of the 

recommendations of feasible means to improve wind comfort conditions in Plaza. impact and wind impact and 

this open space, emphasizing hardscape elements, such as wind screens, mitigation analysis mitigation 

canopies, and umbrellas. Where necessary and appropriate, wind screens to be reviewed by analysis for the 

should be strategically placed to the northwest of any seating area. For Port Staff. 20th Street Plaza 

maximum benefit, wind screens should be at least 6 feet high and made of by Port Staff. 

approximately 20 to 30 percent porous material. If there would be seating 
areas directly adjacent to the north fai;ade of the PKN Building, localized 
canopies or umbrellas should be used. Design of any wind screen or 
landscaping shall be compatible with the Historic District. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19980 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 24, 2017 

Case No.: 
Project Name: 
Existing Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Project Sponsor: 
Staff Contact: 

2014-001272PCA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 
M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning District 
P (Public) Zoning District 
40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts 
4052/001, 4110/001and008A, 4111/004, 4120/002, 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Zoning District 
65-X and 90-X Height and Bulk Districts 
Port of San Francisco and FC Pier 70, LLC. 
Richard Sucre - (415) 575-9108 
richard.sucre@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

APPROVING THE PIER 70 SPECIAL USE DISTRICT DESIGN FOR DEVELOPMENT (D4D) 
DOCUMENT, AND ADOPTING VARIOUS FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS UNDER THE 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH 
THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 

WHEREAS, on July 25, 2017, Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Malia Cohen introduced 
ordinances for Planning Code Text Amendments to establish the Pier 70 Special Use District (herein "Pier 
70 SUD") and amend Zoning Use District Map No. ZN08 and Height and Bulk District Map No. HT08 for 
the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project ("Project"). 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on July 25, 2017, the San Francisco Board 
of Supervisors initiated Planning Code Text Amendments that would add the Pier 70 SUD in Planning 
Code Section 249.79. 

WHEREAS, the Pier 70 SUD, in turn, refers to the Pier 70 SUD Design for Development 
document (herein "D4D") for further controls, standards, and guidelines specific to the site, providing 
development requirements for both infrastructure and community facilities as well as private 
development of buildings. The D4D would therefore be an extension of the Pier 70 SUD. 

WHEREAS, as an extension of the Planning Code Text Amendments, the D4D would enable and 
guide the entire 35-acre Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project area, which includes the 28-Acre Site and Illinois 
Parcels (comprised of parcels owned by the Port of San Francisco and PG&E). The Project includes new 
market-rate and affordable residential uses, commercial use, retail-arts-light industrial uses, parking, 
shoreline improvements, infrastructure development and street improvements, and public open space. 
Depending on the uses proposed, the Project would include between 1,645 to 3,025 residential units, a 
maximum of 1,102,250 to 2,262,350 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial-office use, and a maximum of 
494,100 to 518,700 gsf of retail-light industrial-arts use. The Project also includes construction of 
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Motion No. 19980 
August 24, 2017 

Case No. 2014-001272PCA 
Pier 70 SUD Design for Development 

transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical 
and shoreline improvements, between 3,215 to 3,345 off-street parking spaces in proposed buildings and 
district parking structures, and nine acres of publicly-owned open space; and, This Motion approving 
this D4D is a companion to other legislative approvals relating to the Pier 70 SUD, including General Plan 
Amendments, Planning Code Text Amendments, Zoning Map Amendments, and the approval of a 
Development Agreement. 

WHEREAS, together with the Pier 70 SUD, the D4D will be the key source for development 
controls and design guidelines for land use, buildings, parking, streets and public open spaces, 
architecture, and more. Parks and open spaces will also follow a subsequent design review and approval 
process per Port standards. The D4D addresses street layout, open space, and blocks, and establishes 
overarching strategies for placement of uses and buildings relative to street and open space typologies. 
Following adoption, any amendments to the D4D will occur through approval of both Planning and Port 
Commissions, whereas any amendments to the Pier 70 SUD would require approval by the Board of 
Supervisors, following recommendations by the Planning and Port Commissions. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, the Planning Commission ("Commission") reviewed and 
considered the Final EIR for the Pier 70 Mixed Project (FEIR) and found the FEIR to be adequate, accurate 
and objective, thus reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the · 
Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the 
Draft EIR, and, by Motion No. 19976, certified the FEIR as accurate, complete and in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, the Commission by Motion No. 19977 approved California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings, including adoption of a statement of overriding 
considerations, under Case No. 2014-001272ENV, for approval of the Project, which findings are 
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein. 

WHEREAS, the CEQA Findings included adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) as Attachment B, which MMRP is hereby incorporated by reference as though fully set 
forth herein and which requirements are made conditions of this approval. 

WHERAS, on August 24, 2017, by Resolution Nos. 19978 and 19979, the Commission adopted 
findings in connection with its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the 
General Plan and related zoning text and map amendments, under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code and made certain findings in connection 
therewith, which findings are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth. 

WHERAS, on August 24, 2017, by Resolution No. 19978, the Commission adopted findings 
regarding the Project's consistency with the General Plan, Planning Code Section 101.1, and all other 
approval actions associated with the SUD and development therein. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission approves the Pier 70 
SUD D4D, contingent on the final approval of the Pier 70 SUD, for the following reasons: 

1. The D4D would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project, thereby evolving currently 
under-utilized industrial land for needed housing, commercial space, and parks and open space. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNING DEPARTlillENT 2 
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Motion No. 19980 
August 24, 2017 

Case No. 2014-001272PCA 
Pier 70 SUD Design for Development 

2. The 040 would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project, which in turn will provide 
employment opportunities for local residents during construction and post-occupancy, as well as 
community facilities and parks for new and existing residents. 

3. The 040 would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project by enabling the creation of a 
mixed-use and sustainable neighborhood, with fully rebuilt infrastructure. The new 
neighborhood would improve the site's multi-modal connectivity to and integration with the 
surrounding City fabric, and connect existing neighborhoods to the City's central waterfront. 

4. The 040 would enable the construction of a new vibrant, safe, and connected neighborhood 
including new parks and open spaces. The 040 would help ensure a neighborhood with active 
streets and open spaces, high quality and well-designed buildings, and thoughtful relationships 
between buildings and the public realm, including the waterfront. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Pier 70 SUD 040 is in 
general conformity with the General Plan as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19978. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Pier 70 SUD D4D is in 
general conformity with Planning Code Section 101.1 as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 
19978. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 24, 2017. 

~~J":J 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore and Richards 

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: August 24, 2017 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19978 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 24, 2017 

Case No.: 
Project Name: 
Existing Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Project Sponsor: 
Staff Contact: 

2014-001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 
M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning District 
P (Public) Zoning District 
40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts 
4052/001, 4110/001 and 008A, 4111/004, 4120/002, 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Zoning District 
65-X and 90-X Height and Bulk Districts 
Port of San Francisco and Forest City Development California Inc. 
Richard Sucre - ( 415) 575-9108 
richard.sucre@sfgov.org 

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE 
AMENDMENTS TO MAP NO. 04 AND MAP NO. 05 OF THE URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT OF 
GENERAL PLAN AND THE LAND USE INDEX OF THE GENERAL PLAN TO PROVIDE 
REFERENCE TO THE PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND MAKING 
FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 
101.1, AND FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides to the 
Planning Commission the opportunity to periodically recommend General Plan Amendments to the 
Board of Supervisors; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340(C), the Planning Commission 
("Commission") initiated a General Plan Amendment for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project ("Project''), per 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19949 on June 22, 2017. 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

WHEREAS, these General Plan Amendments would enable the Project. The Project includes new 
market-rate and affordable residential uses, commercial use, retail-arts-light :ndustrial uses, parking, 
shoreline improvements, infrastructure development and street improvements, and public open space. 
Depending on the uses proposed, the Project would include between 1,645 to 3,025 residential units, a 
maximum of 1,102,250 to 2,262,350 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial-office use, and a maximum of 
494,100 to 518,700 gsf of retail-light industrial-arts use. The Project also includes construction of 
transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical 
and shoreline improvements, between 3,215 to 3,345 off-street parking spaces in proposed buildings and 
district parking structures, and nine acres of publicly-owned open space. 

WHEREAS, the Project would construct new buildings that would range in height from 50 to 90 
feet, as is consistent with Proposition F which was passed by the voters of San Francisco in November 
2014. 
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Resolution No. 19978 
August 24, 2017 

Case No. 2014-001272GPA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project General Plan Amendment 

WHEREAS, these General Plan Amendments would amend Map No. 04 "Urban Design 
Guidelines for Heights of Buildings" and Map No. 5 "Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings" in 
the Urban Design Element to reference the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project Special Use District, as well as 
update and amend the Land Use Index of the General Plan accordingly. 

WHEREAS, this Resolution approving these General Plan Amendments is a companion to other 
legislative approvals relating to the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project, including recommendation of approval of 
Planning Code Text Amendments and Zoning Map Amendments, approval of the Pier 70 SUD Design for 
Development and recommendation for approval of the Development Agreement. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final 
EIR for the Pier 70 Mixed Project (FEIR) and found the FEIR to be adequate, accurate and objective, thus 
reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the 
summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and approved 
the FEIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, by Motion No. 19976, the Commission certified the Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project as accurate, complete and in compliance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, the Commission by Motion No. 19977 approved California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings, including adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), under Case No. 2014-001272ENV, for approval of the Project, which 
findings are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein. 

WHEREAS, the CEQA Findings included adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) as Attachment B, which MMRP is hereby incorporated by reference as though fully set 
forth herein and which requirements are made conditions of this approval. 

WHEREAS, on July 20, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled meeting on General Plan Amendment Application Case No. 2014-001272GP A. At the 
public hearing on July 20, 2017, the Commission continued the adoption of the General Plan Amendment 
Application to the public hearing on August 24, 2017. 

WHEREAS, a draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as 
to form, would amend Map No. 04 "Urban Design Guidelines for Heights of Buildings" and Map No. 05 
"Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings" in the Urban Design Element, and the Land Use Index 
of the General Plan. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the P!anning Commission hereby finds that the 
General Plan Amendments promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity for the following 
reasons: 

1. The General Plan Amendments would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 
development, thereby evolving currently under-utilized industrial land for needed housing, 
commercial space, and parks and open space. 

2. The General Plan Amendments would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project, which in 
turn will provide employment opportunities for local residents during construction and post­
occupancy, as well as community facilities and parks for new and existing residents. 
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3. The General Plan Amendments would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project by enabling 
the creation of a mixed-use and sustainable neighborhood, with fully rebuilt infrastructure. The 
new neighborhood would improve the site's multi-modal connectivity to and integration with 
the surrounding City fabric, and connect existing neighborhoods to the City's central waterfront. 

4. The General Plan Amendments would enable the construction of a new vibrant, safe, and 
connected neighborhood, including new parks and open spaces. The General Plan Amendments 
would help ensure a vibrant neighborhood with active streets and open spaces, high quality and 
well-designed buildings, and thoughtful relationships between buildings and the public realm, 
including the waterfront. 

5. The General Plan Amendments would enable construction of new housing, including new on-site 
affordable housing, and new arts, retail and manufacturing uses. These new uses would create a 
new mixed-use neighborhood that would strengthen and complement nearby neighborhoods. 

6. The General Plan Amendments would facilitate the preservation and rehabilitation of portions of 
the Union Iron Works Historic District-an important historic resource listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds these General Plan 
Amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan, and the Project and its approvals 
associated therein, all as more particularly described in Exhibit A to the Development Agreement on file 
with the Planning Department in Case No. 2014-001272DV A, are each on balance, consistent with the 
following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended as described 
herein, and as follows: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

OB]ECTIVEl 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 

CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POLICYl.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially affordable 
housing. 

POLICYl.8 
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable housing, in new 
commercial, institutional or other single use development projects. 

POLICYl.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. 

The Project is a mixed-use development with between 1,645 and 3,025 dwelling units at full 
project build-out, which provides a wide range of housing options. As detailed in the 
Development Agreement, the Project exceeds the inclusionary affordable housing requirements 
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of the Planning Code, through a partnership between the developer and the City to reach a 30% 
affordable level. 

OBJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DWERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 

POLICY11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, 
and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

POLICY11.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 

POLICY11.7 
Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring consistency with 
historic districts. 

The Project, as described in the Development Agreement and controlled in the Design for 
Development (D4D), includes a program of substantial community benefits designed to revitalize 
a former industrial shipyard and complement the surrounding neighborhood. Through the 
standards and guidelines in the D4D, the Project would respect the character of existing historic 
resources, while providing for a distinctly new and unique design. The Project retains three 
historic resources (Buildings 2, 12 and 21) and preserves the character of the Union Iron Works 
Historic District by providing for compatible new construction. 

OBJECTIVE 12 
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE 
CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

POLICY12.1 
Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of movement. 

POLICY12.2 
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and neighborhood services, 
when developing new housing units. 

The Project appropriately balances housing with new and improved infrastructure and related 
public benefits. 

The project site is located adjacent to a transit corridor, and is within proximity to major regional 
and local public transit. The Project includes incentives for the use of transit, walking and 
bicycling through its TDM program. In addition, the Project's streetscape design would enhance 
vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian access and connectivity through the site. The Project will 
establish a new bus line through the project site, and will provide an open-to-the-public shuttle. 
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Therefore, new residential and commercial buildings constructed as part of the Project would 
rely on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of movement. 

The Project will provide over nine acres of new open space for a variety of activities, including an 
Irish Hill playground, a market square, a central commons, a minimum 1h acre active recreation 
on the rooftop of buildings, and waterfront parks along 1,380 feet of shoreline. 

The Project includes substantial contributions related to quality of life elements such as open 
space, affordable housing, transportation improvements, childcare, schools, arts and cultural 
facilities and activities, workforce development, youth development, and historic preservation. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

OB]ECTIVE1 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

POLICY1.1 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable consequences. 
Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences that cannot be mitigated. 

The Project is intended to provide a distinct mixed-use development with residential, office, 
retail, cultural, and open space uses. The Project would leverage the Project site's location on the 
Central Waterfront and close proximity to major regional and local public transit by building a 
dense mixed-use development that allows people to work and live close to transit. The Project's 
buildings would be developed in a manner that reflects the Project's unique location in a former 
industrial shipyard. The Project would incorporate varying heights, massing and scale, 
maintaining a strong streetwall along streets, and focused attention around public open spaces. 
The Project would create a balanced commercial center with a continuum of floorplate sizes for a 
range of users, substantial new on-site open space, and sufficient density to support and activate 
the new active ground floor uses and open space in the Project. 

The Project would help meet the job creation goals established in the City's Economic 
Development Strategy by generating new employment opportunities and stimulating job 
creation across all sectors. The Project would also construct high-quality housing with sufficient 
density to contribute to 24-hour activity on the Project site, while offering a mix of unit types, 
sizes, and levels of affordability to accommodate a range of potential residents. The Project 
would facilitate a vibrant, interactive ground plane for Project and neighborhood residents, 
commercial users, and the public, with public spaces that could accommodate a variety of events 
and programs, and adjacent ground floor building spaces that include elements such as 
transparent building frontages and large, direct access points to maximize circulation between, 
and cross-activation of, interior and exterior spaces. 

OB]ECTIVE2 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL 
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY. 
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Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the city. 

See above (Commerce and Industry Element Objective 1 and Policy 1.1) which explain the 
Project's contribution to the City's overall economic vitality. 

OB]ECTIVE3 
PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS, 
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. 

POLICY3.2 
Promote measures designed to increase the number of San Francisco jobs held by San Francisco residents. 

The Project would help meet the job creation goals established in the City's Economic 
Development Strategy by generating new employment opportunities and stimulating job 
creation across all sectors. The Project will provide expanded employment opportunities for City 
residents at all employment levels, both during and after construction. The Development 
Agreement, as part of the extensive community benefit programs, includes focused workforce 
first source hiring - both construction and end-user - as well as a local business enterprise 
component. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OB]ECTIVE2 
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

POLICY2.1 
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for desirable 
development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development. 

POLICY2.5 
Provide incentives for the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, walking and bicycling and reduce the need for 
new or expanded automobile and automobile parking facilities. 

The Project is located within a former industrial shipyard, and will provide new local, regional, 
and statewide transportation services. The Project is located in close proximity to the Caltrain 
Station on 22nd Street, and the Muni T-Line along 3rd Street. The Project includes a detailed TDM 
program, including various performance measures, physical improvements and monitoring and 
enforcement measures designed to create incentives for transit and other alternative to the single 
occupancy vehicle for both residential and commercial buildings. In addition, the Project's 
design, including its streetscape elements, is intended to promote and enhance walking and 
bicycling. 

OBJECTIVE 23 
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IMPROVE THE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT, 
PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT. 

POLICY23.1 
Provide sufficient pedestrian movement space with a minimum of pedestrian congestion in accordance with 
a pedestrian street classification system. 

POLICY23.2 
Widen sidewalks where intensive commercial, recreational, or institutional activity is present, sidewalks 
are congested, where sidewalks are less than adequately wide to provide appropriate pedestrian amenities, 
or where residential densities are high. 

POLICY23.6 
Ensure convenient and safe pedestrian crossings by minimizing the distance pedestrians must walk to 
cross a street. 

The Project will re-establish a street network on the project site, and will provide pedestrian 
improvements and streetscape enhancement measures as described in the D4D and reflected in 
the mitigation measures and Transportation Plan in the Development Agreement. The Project 
would establish 21•t Street (between the existing 20th and 22nd Streets) and Maryland Street, which 
would function as a main north-south thoroughfare through the project site. Each of the new 
streets would have sidewalks and streetscape improvements as is consistent with the Better 
Streets Plan. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

OB]ECTIVE1 
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS 

NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION. 

POLICY1.1 
Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to those of open space and water. 

As explained in the D4D, the Project uses a mix of scales and interior and exterior spaces, with 
this basic massing further articulated through carving and shaping the buildings to create views 
and variety on the project site, as well as pedestrian-friendly, engaging spaces on the ground. The 
Project maintains and opens view corridors to the waterfront. 

POLICY1.2 
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to topography. 

POLICY1.3 
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city and its 
districts. 
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The Project would re-establish the City's street pattern on the project site, and would construct 
new buildings, which would range in height from 50 and 90 feet. These new buildings would be 
viewed in conjunction with the three existing historic resources (Buildings 2, 12 and 21) on the 
project site, and the larger Union Iron Works Historic District. The Project would include new 
construction, which is sensitive to the existing historic context, and would be compatible, yet 
differentiated, from the historic district's character-defining features. The Project is envisioned as 
an extension of the Central Waterfront and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 

OBJECTIVE2 
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY 
WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING. 

POLICY2.4 
Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote the 
preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development. 

POLICY2.5 
Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than weaken the original character of 
such buildings. 

The Project would revitalize a portion of a former industrial shipyard, and would preserve and 
rehabilitate important historic resources, including Buildings 2, 12 and 21, which contribute to the 
Union Iron Works Historic District, which is listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 
New construction would be designed to be compatible, yet differentiated, with the existing 
historic context. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE1 
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE 

SYSTEM. 

POLICY1.1 
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and 
open space uses, where appropriate. 

POLICY1.7 
Support public art as an essential component of open space design. 

The Project would build a network of waterfront parks, playgrounds and recreational facilities on 
the 28-Acre Site that, with development of the Illinois Street Parcels, will more than triple the 
amount of parks in the neighborhood. The Project will provide over nine acres of new open space 
for a variety of activities, including an Irish Hill playground, a market square, a central commons, 
a minimum 1h acre active recreation on the rooftop of buildings, and waterfront parks along 1,380 
feet of shoreline. In addition, the Project would provide new private open space for each of the 
new dwelling units. 
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POLICY1.12 
Preserve historic and culturally significant landscapes, sites, structures, buildings and objects. 

See Discussion in Urban Element Objective 2, Policy 2.4 and 2.5. 

OB]ECTIVE3 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTWITY TO OPEN SPACE. 

POLICY3.1 
Creatively develop existing publicly-owned right-of-ways and streets into open space. 

The Project provides nine acres of new public open space and opens up new connections to the 
shoreline in the Central Waterfront neighborhood. The Project would encourage non-automobile 
transportation to and from open spaces, and would ensure physical accessibility these open 
spaces to the extent feasible. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
Objectives and Policies 

Land Use 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 
ENCOURAGE THE TRANSITION OF PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT TO A 
MORE MIXED-USE CHARACTER, WHILE PROTECTING THE NEIGHBORHOOD'S CORE OF 
PDR USES AS WELL AS THE HISTORIC DOGPATCH NEIGHBORHOOD. 

POLICY 1.1.2 
Revise land use controls in formerly industrial areas outside the core Central Waterfront industrial area, 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. 

POLICY 1.1.7 
Ensure that future development of the Port's Pier 70 Mixed Use Opportunity Site supports the Port's 
revenue-raising goals while remaining complementary to the maritime and industrial nature of the area. 

POLICY 1.1.10 
While continuing to protect traditional PDR functions that need large, inexpensive spaces to operate, also 
recognize that the nature of PDR businesses is evolving gradually so that their production and distribution 
activities are becoming more integrated physically with their research, design and administrative functions. 

OBJECTIVE 1.2 
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IN AREAS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS 
ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER. 

POLICY 1.2.1 
Ensure that infill housing development is compatible with its surroundings. 

POLICY 1.2.2 
For new construction, and as part of major expansion of existing buildings in neighborhood commercial 
districts, require housing development over commercial. In other mixed-use districts encourage housing 
over commercial or PDR where appropriate. 

POLICY 1.2.3 
In general, where residential development is permitted, control residential density through building height 
and bulk guidelines and bedroom mix requirements. 

POLICY 1.2.4 
Identify portions of Central Waterfront where it would be appropriate to increase maximum heights for 
residential dezielopment. 

OBJECTIVE 1.4 
SUPPORT A ROLE FOR "KNOWLEDGE SECTOR" BUSINESSES IN APPROPRIATE PORTIONS 
OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT. 

POLICY 1.4.1 
Continue to pennit manufacturing uses that support the Knowledge Sector in the Mixed Use and PDR 
districts of the Central Waterfront. 

POLICY 1.4.3 
Allow other Knowledge Sector office uses in portions of the Central Waterfront where it is appropriate. 

OBJECTIVE 1.7 
RETAIN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT'S ROLE AS AN IMPORTANT LOCATION FOR 
PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR (PDR) ACTWITIES 

POLICY1.7.3 

Require development of flexible buildings with generous floor-to-ceiling heights, large floor plates, and 
other features that will allow the structure to support various businesses. 

Housing 

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. 
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Require developers in some formally 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. 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 
REQUIRE THAT A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF UNITS IN NEW DEVELOPMENTS HAVE TWO 
OR MORE BEDROOMS EXCEPT SENIOR HOUSING AND SRO DEVELOPMENTS UNLESS ALL 
BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS 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. 

Built Fonn 

OBJECTIVE 3.1 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT'S 
DISTINCTWE PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL 
FABRIC AND CHARACTER. 

POLICY 3.1.1 
Adopt heights that are appropriate for the Central Waterfront's location in the city, the prevailing street 
and block pattern, and the anticipated land uses, while producing buildings compatible with the 
neighborhood's character. 

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 and active and public waterfront. 

POLICY 3.1.6 
New buildings should epitomize the best in contemporary architecture, but should do so with full 
awareness of, and respect for, the height, mass, articulation and materials of the best of the older buildings 
that surrounds them. 

POLICY 3.1.9 
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Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote the 
preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development. 

OBJECTIVE 3.2 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS 
WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM. 

POLICY3.2.1 
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors. 

POLICY 3.2.2 
Make ground floor retail and PDR uses as tall, roomy and permeable as possible. 

POLICY 3.2.5 
Building form should celebrate corner locations. 

OBJECTIVE 3.3 
PROMOTE THE ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY, ECOLOGICAL FUNCTIONING AND 
THE OVERAI.L QUALITY OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IN THE PLAN AREA 

POLICY 3.3.1 
Require new development to adhere to a new performance-based ecological evaluation tool to improve the 
amount and quality of green landscaping. 

POLICY 3.3.3 
Enhance the connection between building form and ecological sustainability by promoting use of renewable 
energy, energy-efficient building envelopes, passive heating and cooling, and sustainable materials. 

Transportation 

OBJECTIVE 4.1 
IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO BETTER SERVE EXISTING AND NEW DEVELOPMENT IN 
CENTRAL WATERFRONT 

POLICY 4.1.4 
Reduce existing curb cuts where possible and restrict new curb cuts to prevent vehicular conflicfo with 
transit on important transit and neighborhood commercial streets. 

POLICY 4.1.6 
Improve public transit in the Central Waterfront including cross-town routes and connections the 22nd 
Street Caltrain Station and Third Street Light Rail. 
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ESTABLISH PARKING POLICIES THAT IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF NEIGHBORHOODS AND 
REDUCE CONGESTION AND PRIVATE VEHICLE TRIPS BY ENCOURAGING TRAVEL BY 
NON-AUTO MODES 

POLICY 4.3.1 
For new residential development, provide flexibility by eliminating minimum off-street parking 
requirements and establishing reasonable parking caps. 

POLICY 4.3.2 
For new non-residential development, provide flexibility by eliminating minimum off-street parking 
requirements and establishing caps generally equal to the previous minimum requirements. For office uses 
limit parking relative to transit accessibility. 

OBJECTIVE 4.4 
SUPPORT THE CIRCULATION NEEDS OF EXISTING AND NEW PDR AND MARITIME USES 
IN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT 

POLICY 4.4.3 
In areas with a significant number of PDR establishments and particularly along Illinois Street, design 
streets to serve the needs and access requirements of trucks while maintaining a safe pedestrian and bicycle 
environment. 

OBJECTIVE 4.5 
CONSIDER THE STREET NETWORK IN CENTRAL WATERFRONT AS A CITY RESOURCE 
ESSENTIAL TO MULTI-MODAL MOVEMENT AND PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 

POLICY 4.5.2 
As part of a development project's open space requirement, require publicly-accessible alleys that break up 
the scale of large developments and allow additional access to buildings in the project. 

POLICY 4.5.4 
Extend and rebuild the street grid, especially in the direction of the Bay. 

OBJECTIVE 4.7 
IMPROVE AND EXPAND INFRASTRUCTURE FOR BICYCLING AS AN IMPORTANT MODE 
OF TRANSPORTATION 
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Provide a continuous network of safe, convenient and attractive bicycle facilities connecting Central 
Waterfront to the citywide bicycle network and conforming to the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

POLICY 4.7.2 
Provide secure, accessible and abundant bicycle parking, particularly at transit stations, within shopping 
areas and at concentrations of employment. 

POLICY 4.7.3 
Support the establishment of the Blue-Greenway by including safe, quality pedestrian and bicycle 
connections from Central Wateifront. 

Streets & Open Space 

OBJECTIVE 5.1 
PROVIDE PUBLIC PARKS AND OPEN SPACES THAT MEET THE NEEDS OF RESIDENTS, 
WORKERS AND VISITORS 

POLICY 5.1.1 
Identify opportunities to create new public open spaces and provide at least one new public open space 
serving the Central Waterfront. 

POLICY 5.1.2 
Require ne:w residential and commercial development to provide, or contribute to the creation of public 
open space. 

OBJECTIVE 5.4 
THE OPEN SPACE SYSTEM SHOULD BOTH BEAUTIFY THE NEIGHBORHOOD AND 
STRENGTHEN THE ENVIRONMENT 

POLICY 5.4.1 
Increase the environmental sustainability of Central Wateifronts system of public and private open spaces 
by improving the ecological functioning of all open space. 

POLICY 5.4.3 
Encourage public art in existing and proposed open spaces. 

Historic Preservation 

OBJECTIVE 8.2 
PROTECT, PRESERVE, AND REUSE HISTORIC RESOURCES WITHIN THE CENTRAL 
WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
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Apply the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in conjunction 
with the Central Waterfront area plan and objectives for all projects involving historic or cultural 
resources. 

OBJECTIVE 8.3 
ENSURE THAT HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONCERNS CONTINUE TO BE AN INTEGRAL 
PART OF THE ONGOING PLANNING PROCESSES FOR THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA 
PLAN 

POLICY 8.3.1 
Pursue and encourage opportunities, consistent with the objectives of historic preservation, to increase the 
supply of affordable housing within the Central Waterfront plan area. 

The Central Waterfront Area Plan anticipated a new mixed-use development at Pier 70. The 
Project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the Central Waterfront Plan, since the 
Project adaptively reuses a portion of a former industrial shipyard and provides a new mixed-use 
development with substantial community benefits, including nine-acres of public open space, 
new streets and streetscape improvements, on-site affordable housing, rehabilitation of three. 
historic buildings, and new arts, retail and light manufacturing uses. New construction will be 
appropriately designed to fit within the context of the Union Iron Works Historic District. In 
addition, the Project includes substantial transit and infrastructure improvements, including new 
on-site TDM program, facilities for a new public line through the project site, and a new open-to­
the public shuttle service. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds these General Plan 
Amendments are in general conformity with the Planning Code Section 101.1, and the Project and its 
approvals associated therein, all as more particularly described in Exhibit B to the Development 
Agreement on file with the Planning Department in Case No. 2014-001272DVA, are each on balance, 
consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended 
as described herein, and as follows: 

1) That existing neighbor-serving retail uses will be preserved and enhanced, and future opportunities for 
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

No neighborhood-serving retail uses are present on the Project site. Once constructed, the Project will 
contain major new retail, arts and light industrial uses that will provide opportunities for employment 
and ownership of retail businesses in the community. These new uses will serve nearby residents and the 
surrounding community. In addition, building tenants will patronize existing retail uses in the 
community (along 3rd Street and in nearby Dogpatch), thus enhancing the local retail economy. The 
Development Agreement includes commitments related to local hiring. 

2) That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the 
cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 
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No existing housing will be removed for the construction of the Project, which will provide at full build­
out between 1,645 and 3,025 new residential units. The Project is designed to revitalize a former industrial 
site and provide a varied land use program that is consistent with the surrounding Central Waterfront 
and Dogpatch neighborhoods, and the historic context of the Union Iron Works Historic District, which is 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places. The Project provides a new neighborhood complete with 
residential, office, retail, arts, and light manufacturing uses, along with new transit and street 
infrastructure, and public open space. The Project design is consistent with the historic context, and 
provides a desirable, pedestrian-friendly experience with interactive and engaged ground floors. Thus, 
the Project would preserve and contribute to housing within the surrounding neighborhood and the 
larger City, and would otherwise preserve and be consistent with the neighborhood's industrial context. 

3) That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The construction of the Project will not remove any residential uses, since none exist on the project site. 
The Project will enhance the City's supply of affordable housing through its affordable housing 
commitments in the Development Agreement, which will result in total of 30% on-site affordable housing 
units. 

4) That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking; 

The Project would not impede transit service or overburden streets and neighborhood parking. The 
Project includes a robust transportation program with an on-site Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program, facilities to support a new bus line through the project site, an open-to-the-public shuttle 
service, and funding for new neighborhood-supporting transportation infrastructure. 

The Project is also well served by public transit. The Project is located within close proximity to the 
MUNI T-Line Station along 3rd Street and the bus routes, which pick-up/drop-off at 2Qth and 3rd, and 23rd 
and 3rd Streets. In addition, the Project is located within walking distance to the 22nd Street Caltrain 
Station. Future residents would be afford~d close proximity to bus or rail transit 

Lastly, the Project contains new space for vehicle parking to serve new parking demand. This will ensure 
that sufficient parking capacity is available so that the Project would not overburden neighborhood 
parking, while still implementing a rigorous TDM Plan to be consistent with the City's "transit first" 
policy for promoting transit over personal vehicle trips. 

5) That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment 
and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; 

Although the Project would displace portions of an industrial use historically associated with the 
Bethlehem Steel and/or Union Iron Works, the Project provides a strong and diverse economic base by 
the varied land use program, which includes new commercial office, retail, arts, and light industrial uses. 
The Project balances between residential, non-residential and PDR (Production, Distribution and Repair) 
uses. Across the larger site at Pier 70 (outside of the project site), the Port of San Francisco has maintained 
the industrial shipyard operations (currently under lease by BAE). On the 28-Acre site, the Project 
includes light manufacturing and arts uses, in order to diversify the mix of goods and services within the 
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project site. The Project also includes a large workforce development program and protections for 
existing tenants/artists within the Noonan Building. All of these new uses will provide future 
opportunities for service-sector employment. 

6) That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an 
earthquake; 

The Project will comply with all current structural and seismic requirements under the San Francisco 
Building Code and the Port of San Francisco. 

7) That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The Project would preserve and rehabilitate a portion of the Union Iron Works Historic District and three 
of its contributing resources: Buildings 2, 12 and 21. In addition, the Project includes standards and 
guidelines for new construction adjacent to and within the Union Iron Works Historic District, which is 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places. These standards and guidelines ensure compatibility of 
new construction with the character-defining features of the Union Iron Works Historic District, as 
guided by the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. In addition, 
the Project preserves and provides access to an important cultural relic, Irish Hill, which has been 
identified as an important resource to the surrounding community. 

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

The Project will improve access to the shoreline within the Central Waterfront neighborhood, and will 
provide 9-acres of new public open space. The Project will not affect any of the City's existing parks or 
open space or their access to sunlight and vistas. A shadow study was completed and concluded that the 
Project will not cast shadows on any property under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, 
the Recreation and Park Commission. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Commission 

recommends to the Board of Supervisors APPROVAL of the aforementioned General Plan Amendments. 
This approval is contingent on, and will be of no further force and effect until the date that the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisor has approved by resolution approving the Zoning Map Amendment, 

Planning Code Text Amendment, and Development Agreement. 

f;._,"\ <:. 

(I hent:lyertt ~:~the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on August 24, 2017. 

\:icinrrsr~t6;;i~"'"''> 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore and Richards 

None 

Fong 

August 24, 2017 
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 19979 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 24, 2017 

Case No.: 
Project Name: 
Existing Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Project Sponsor: 
Staff Contact: 

2014-001272MAP/PCA 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 
M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning District 
P (Public) Zoning District 
40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts 
4052/001, 4110/001and008A, 4111/004, 4120/002, 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Zoning District 
65-X and 90-X Height and Bulk Districts 
Port of San Francisco and Forest City Development California Inc. 
Richard Sucre- (415) 575-9108 
richard.sucre@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE 
AMENDMENTS TO THE PLANNING CODE WITH MODIFICATIONS TO ESTABLISH THE PIER 
70 SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND TO AMEND ZONING USE DISTRICT MAP NO. ZN08 TO 
REZONE ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 4052 LOT 001 (PARTIAL), BLOCK 4111 LOT 004 (PARTIAL), BLOCK 
4110 LOTS 001 AND OOSA FROM M-Z (HEAVY MANUFACTURING) TO PIER 70 MIXED-USE 
DISTRICT, AND BLOCK 4120 LOT 002 FROM P (PUBLIC) TO PIER 70 MIXED USE DISTRICT, AND 
HEIGHT & BULK DISTRICT MAP NO. HTOS TO INCREASE THE HEIGHT LIMIT FOR BLOCK 
4052 LOT 001 (PARTIAL), BLOCK 4111LOT004 (PARTIAL), AND BLOCK 4120 LOT 002 FROM 40-X 
TO 90-X, AND VARIOUS FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL 
PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1. 

WHEREAS, on July 25, 2017, Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Malia Cohen introduced 
ordinances for Planning Code Text Amendments to establish the Pier 70 Special Use District (herein "Pier 
70 SUD") and amend Zoning Use District Map No. ZN08 and Height and Bulk District Map No. HT08 for 
the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project ("Project"). 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on July 25, 2017, the San Francisco Board 
of Supervisors initiated the aforementioned Planning Code Text Amendments. 

WHEREAS, these Planning Code Text Amendments would enable the Project. The Project 
includes new market-rate and affordable residential uses, commercial use, retail-arts-light industrial uses, 
parking, shoreline improvements, infrastructure development and street improvements, and public open 
space. Depending on the uses proposed, the Project would include between 1,645 to 3,025 residential 
units, a maximum of 1,102,250 to 2,262,350 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial-office use, and a 
maximum of 494,100 to 518,700 gsf of retail-light industrial-arts use. The Project also includes 
construction of transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and 
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infrastructure, geotechnical and shoreline improvements, between 3,215 to 3,345 off-street parking spaces 
in proposed buildings and district parking structures, and nine acres of publicly-owned open space. 

WHEREAS, the Project would construct new buildings that would range in height from 50 to 90 
feet, as is consistent with Proposition F which was passed by the voters of San Francisco in November 
2014. 

WHEREAS, these Planning Code Text Amendments would establish the Pier 70 SUD, which 
would outline the land use controls for the Project site, alongside the Pier 70 SUD Design for 
Development ("D4D"). 

WHEREAS, these Planning Code Text Amendments would amend Zoning Use District Map No. 
ZN08 to rezone Assessor's Block 4052 Lot 001 (partial), Block 4111 Lot 004 (partial), Block 4110 Lots 001 
and 008A from M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing) to Pier 70 Mixed-Use District, and Block 4120 Lot 002 from P 
(Public) to Pier 70 Mixed Use District. 

WHEREAS, these Planning Code Text Amendments would amend Height & Bulk District Map 
No. HT08 to increase the height limit for Block 4052 Lot 001 (partial), Block 4111 Lot 004 (partial), and 
Block 4120 Lot 002 from 40-X to 90-X. 

WHEREAS, this Resolution approving these Planning Code Text Amendments is a companion to 
other legislative approvals relating to the Project, including recommendation of approval of General Plan 
Amendments, approval of the Pier 70 SUD Design for Development, and recommendation for approval 
of the Development Agreement. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final 
EIR for the Pier 70 Mixed Project ("FEIR'') and found the FEIR to be adequate, accurate and objective, 
thus reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that 
the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and, by 
Motion No. 19976, certified the FEIR as accurate, complete and in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA''), the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, the Commission by Motion No. 19977 approved California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings, including adoption of a statement of overriding 
considerations, under Case No. 2014-001272ENV, for approval of the Project, which findings are 
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein. 

WHEREAS, the CEQA Findings included adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) as Attachment B, which MMRP is hereby incorporated by reference as though fully set 
forth herein and which requirements are made conditions of this approval. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled meeting on the proposed Planning Code Text Amendments. 

WHEREAS, a draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as 
to form, would establish the Pier 70 SUD and amend Zoning Use District Map No. ZN08 and Height and 
Bulk District Map No. HT08 for the Project. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby finds that the 
Planning Code Text Amendments promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity for the 
following reasons: 
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1. The Planning Code Text Amendments would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 
development, thereby evolving currently under-utilized industrial land for needed housing, 
commercial space, and parks and open space. 

2. The Planning Code Text Amendments would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project, 
which in turn will provide employment opportunities for local residents during construction and 
post-occupancy, as well as community facilities and parks for new and existing residents. 

3. The Planning Code Text Amendments would help implement the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project by 
enabling the creation of a mixed-use and sustainable neighborhood, with fully rebuilt 
infrastructure. The new neighborhood would improve the site's multi-modal connectivity to and 
integration with the surrounding City fabric, and connect existing neighborhoods to the City's 
central waterfront. 

4. The Planning Code Text Amendments would enable the construction of a new vibrant, safe, and 
connected neighborhood, including new parks and open spaces. The General Plan Amendments 
would help ensure a vibrant neighborhood with active streets and open spaces, high quality and 
well-designed buildings, and thoughtful relationships between buildings and the public realm, 
including the waterfront. 

5. The Planning Code Text Amendments would enable construction of new housing, including new 
on-site affordable housing, and new arts, retail and manufacturing uses. These new uses would 
create a new mixed-use neighborhood that would strengthen and complement nearby 
neighborhoods. 

6. The Planning Code Text Amendments would facilitate the preservation and rehabilitation of 
portions of the Union Iron Works Historic District--an important historic resource listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code Text Amendments 
are in general conformity with the General Plan as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 
19978. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code Text Amendments 
are in general conformity with Planning Code Section 101.1 as set forth in Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 19978. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission recommends approval of the proposed 
legislation with the following modifications: 

• Uses - The Ordinance should be updated to reflect definitions contained within the Planning 
Code and to exempt certain uses, such as hospital and automotive retail uses. In addition, the 
revised ordinance should include refinements to the permitted uses within the ground floor 
frontages, as defined by Planning Department staff. 

• Bicycle Parking - The Ordinance should be updated to clarify that the location and design of 
bicycle parking shall follow the guidelines set forth in the D4D. 
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• Off-Street Parking - The Ordinance should be updated to require review of the off-street parking 
program upon submittal of a phase application. In addition, the Ordinance should update the 
criteria for review of the off-street parking program, as defined by Planning Department staff. 

• Design Review and Approval of Vertical Improvements -The Ordinance should be updated to specify 
that Port staff review for compliance may occur with either the Vertical DDA (if available) or the 
Appraisal Notice. 

• Non-Substantial Text Edits - The Ordinance should be updated to reflect other non-substantial text 
edits, as defined by Planning Department staff. 

• Maximize Housing As Feasible - The Commission encourages the Project Sponsor to maximize the 
construction of new housing, as feasible. 

• Jobs & Housing Balance - Given the uncertain future state of the jobs and housing balance in San 
Francisco, the Commission encourages the Board of Supervisors to include a provision in the Pier 
70 SUD, to establish a reasonable threshold for office development where anything above said 
threshold would return to the Plarui.ing Commission as a Conditional Use Authorization. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on August 24, 2017. 

~~·)_.y.:::::, 
Jonas P. Ionin,, 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore and Richards 

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: August 24, 2017 
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 19981 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 24i 2017 

Case No.: 2014-001272DV A 
Project Name: Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 
Existing Zoning: 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Block/Lot: 
Proposed Zoning: 

M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
4052/001 and 4111/004 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use Zoning District 
90-X Height and Bulk District 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Project Sponsor: 
Staff Contact: 

Port of San Francisco and FC Pier 70, LLC. 
Richard Sucre - (415) 575-9108 
richard.sucre@sfgov.org 

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE A 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO AND 
FC PIER 70, LLC, FOR CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN PIER 70, COMPRISED OF A 
PORTION OF ASSESSOR'S BLOCKS AND LOTS 4052/LOT 001, AND A PORTION OF BLOCK 4111 
LOT 004, ALTOGETHER CONSISTING OF APPROXIMATELY 28 ACRES, FOR A 30-YEAR TERM 
CONFIRMED IN THE DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (DDA), AND 
ADOPTING VARIO US FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL 
PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1. 

WHEREAS, Chapter 56 of the San Francisco Administrative Code sets forth the procedure by 
which a request for a development agreement will be processed and approved in the City and County of 
San Francisco. 

WHEREAS, the Development Agreement would enable the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project. The Pier 
70 Mixed-Use Project ("Project'') includes new market-rate and affordable residential uses, commercial 
uses, retail-arts-light industrial uses, parking, shoreline improvements, infrastructure development and 
street improvements, and public open space. Depending on the uses proposed, the Project would include 
between 1,645 to 3,025 residential units, a maximum of 1,102,250 to 2,262,350 gross square feet (gsf) of 
commercial-office use, and a maximum of 494,100 to 518,700 gsf of retail-light industrial-arts use. The 
Project also includes construction of transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded 
utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical and shoreline improvements, between 3,215 to 3,345 off-street 
parking spaces in proposed buildings and district parking structures, and nine acres of publicly-owned 
open space; and, 

WHEREAS, in 2011, the Port of San Francisco ("Port") selected through a competitive process, FC 
Pier 70, LLC ("Forest City'') to serve as master developer for the Project. 
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WHEREAS, in 2013, the Board of Supervisors ("Board") endorsed a Term Sheet and Development 
Plan for the Project, which set forth the terms of the Project. 

WHEREAS, the 90-X Height and Bulk District was approved by the voters in Proposition F in 
2014. 

WHEREAS, the Board will be taking a number of actions in furtherance of the Project, including 
the approval of a disposition and development agreement ("DOA") between the City and County of San 
Francisco acting by and through the San Francisco Port Commission and Forest City. 

WHEREAS, these actions include the adoption of the Pier 70 Special Use District ("Pier 70 SUD") 
and its associated Pier 70 SUD Design for Development ("D4D"), which together outline land use 
controls and design guidance for both horizontal and vertical development and improvements to the site, 
General Plan Amendments, and establishment of an infrastructure financing district ("IFD") project area 
to support construction of infrastructure and rehabilitation of historic structures, and an [nfrastructure 
and Revitalization Financing District ("IRFD") to support onsite affordable housing. 

WHEREAS, in furtherance of the Project and the City's role in subsequent approval actions 
relating to the Project, the City and Forest City negotiated a development agreement for development of 
the Project site, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A (the "Development Agreement"). 

WHEREAS, the City has determined that as a result of the development of the Project site in 
accordance with the Development Agreement and the DDA, clear benefits to the public will accrue that 
could not be obtained through application of existing City ordinances, regulations, and policies, as more 

. particularly described in the Development Agreement and the DOA. The Development Agreement will 
eliminate uncertainty in the City's land use planning for the Project site and secure orderly development 
of the Project site consistent with the Design for Development and the DOA. 

WHEREAS, the Development Agreement shall be executed by the Director of Planning, City 
Administrator, Director of Public Works, City Attorney, and Port Director, subject to prior approval by 
those Commissions and the Board of Supervisors. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, the Planning Commission ("Commission") reviewed and 
considered the Final Effi for the Pier 70 Mixed Project ("FEIR") and found the FEIR to be adequate, 
accurate and objective, thus reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the 
Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the 
Draft EIR, and, by Motion No. 19976, certified the FEffi as accurate, complete and in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2017, the Commission by Motion No. 19977 approved California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings, including adoption of a statement of overriding 
considerations, under Case No. 2014-001272ENV, for approval of the Project, which findings are 
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein. 

WHEREAS, the CEQA Findings included adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) as Attachment B, which MMRP is hereby incorporated by reference as though fully set 
forth herein and which requirements are made conditions of this approval. 
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WHERAS, on August 24, 2017, by Resolution Nos. 19978 and 19979, the Commission adopted 
findings in connection with its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the 
General Plan and related zoning text and map amendments, under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code and made certain findings in connection 
therewith, which findings are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fu11y set forth. 

WHERAS, on August 24, 2017, by Resolution No. 19978, the Commission adopted findings 
regarding the Project's consistency with the General Plan, Planning Code Section 101.1, and all other 
approval actions associated with the SUD and development therein. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission recommends approval of the 
Development Agreement, in substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds that the application, public 
notice, Planning Commission hearing, and Planning Director reporting requirements regarding the 
Development Agreement negotiations contained in Administrative Code Chapter 56 required of the 
Planning Commission and the Planning Director have been substantially satisfied in light of the regular 
monthly meetings held for the last two and a half years, the multiple public informational hearings 
provided by the Planning Department staff at the Planning Commission, and the information contained 
in the Director's Report regarding the Pier 70 SUD Development Agreement negotiations. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission authorizes the Planning Director to 
take such actions and make such changes as deemed necessary and appropriate to implement this 
Commission's recommendation of approval and to incorporate recommendations or changes from the 
Port Commission, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board of Directors, the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and/or the Board, provided that such changes do not 
materially increase any obligations of the City or materially decrease any benefits to the City contained in 
the Development Agreement attached as Exhibit A. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on August 24, 2017. 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore and Richards 

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: August 24, 2017 
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PROVENCHER & FLATT, LLP 
823 Sonoma Ave. Santa Rosa, CA 95404 
Phone: 707-284.2380 Fax: 707-284.2387 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
lisa. gibson@sf gov .org 

February 21, 2017 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
Douglas B. Provencher 

Gail F. Flatt 

OF COUNSEL 
Janis H. Grattan 

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett 
Roz Bateman Smith 

Via Electronic and Hand Delivery 

Re: Comments on the Draft EIR prepared for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use 
District Project 

Dear Ms. Lisa Gibson: 

On behalf of Dogpatch Neighborhood Association and Potrero Boosters 
Neighborhood Association, ("Citizens", hereafter) thank you for the opportunity 
to comment on the Draft EIR prepared for the above named Project. The Project 
is described in the Draft EIR as entailing the following: 

The Pier 70 area (Pier 70) encompasses 69 acres of historic shipyard 
property along San Francisco's Central Waterfront. Under the Burton Act, 
Pier 70 is owned by the City and County of San Francisco (City) through 
the Port Commission of San Francisco (Port or Port Commission). The Port 
intends to rehabilitate or redevelop Pier 70 and has selected Forest City 
Development California, Inc. (Forest City) to act as master developer for 
28 acres of the site and initiate rezoning and development of design 
standards and controls for a multi-phased, mixed-use development on 
that site and two adjacent parcels. As envisioned, the proposed Pier 70 
MixedUse District Project would include market-rate and affordable 
residential uses, commercial use, retail/ arts/light-industrial (RALI) uses, 
parking, shoreline improvements, infrastructure development and street 
improvements, and public open space. Together, the Port and Forest City 
are the project sponsors for the Proposed Project. The proposed Pier 70 
Mixed-Use District Project, for which this project-level EIR has been 
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prepared, comprises a project site of an approximately 35-acre area 
bounded by Illinois Street to the west, 20th Street to the north, San 
Francisco Bay to the east, and 22nd Street to the south. The project site is 
south of Mission Bay, east of the Potrero Hill and Dogpatch 
neighborhoods, and within the northeastern portion of San Francisco's 
Central Waterfront Area Plan, one of four areas covered by the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (Eastern Neighborhoods Plan). 
The project site is located within Pier 70, except for the 3.6-acre parcel 
adjacent to Pier 70's southwest corner, known as the Hoedown Yard, 
which is owned by the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). (DEIR 
pgs. S.1-S.2.) 

Two development areas constitute the project site. The "28-Acre Site" is an 
approximately 28-acre area located between 20th, Michigan, and 22nd 
streets and San Francisco Bay ... The "Illinois Parcels" form an 
approximately 7-acre site that consists of an approximately 3.4-acre Port­
owned parcel, called the "20th/ Illinois Parcel," along Illinois Street at 20th 
Street ... which is owned by PG&E. The Hoedown Yard includes a City­
owned 0.2-acre portion of street right-of-way that bisects the site. 

The Proposed Project would amend the San Francisco General Plan 
(General Plan) and Planning Code, adding a new Pier 70 SUD, which 
would establish land use zoning controls for the project site and 
incorporate the design standards and guidelines in the proposed Pier 70 
SUD Design for Development document (Design for Development). All 
new construction at the project site must be consistent with the Design for 
Development. 

The Zoning Maps would be amended to show changes from the current 
zoning (M-2 [Heavy Industrial] and P [Public]) to the proposed SUD 
zoning. Height limits on the 28-Acre Site would be increased from 40 feet 
to 90 feet, except for a 100-foot-wide portion adjacent to the shoreline that 
would remain at 40 feet, as authorized by Proposition Fin November 
2014. The Planning Code text amendments would also modify the existing 
height limits on an eastern portion of the Hoedown Yard from 40 to 65 
feet. Height limits are further restricted through the design standards 
established in the proposed Design for Development. The Proposed 
Project would also amend the Port's Waterfront Land Use Plan. Under the 
proposed SUD, the Proposed Project would provide a phased mixed-use 
land use program in which certain parcels could be developed for either 
primarily commercial uses or residential uses, with much of the ground 
floor dedicated to RAU uses. In addition, two parcels on the project site 
(Parcels Cl and C2) could be developed for structured parking or for 
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residential/ commercial or residential use, depending on future market 
demand for parking and future travel demand patterns. Development of 
the 28-Acre Site would include up to a maximum of approximately 
3,422,265 gross square feet (gsf) of construction of new buildings and 
improvements to existing structures (excluding basement-level square 
footage allocated to accessory and district parking). New buildings would 
have maximum heights of 50 to 90 feet. Development of the Illinois 
Parcels would include up to a maximum of approximately 801,400 gsf in 
new buildings; these new buildings would not exceed a height of 65 feet, 
which is the existing height limit along Illinois Street on both the Port­
owned and the western portion of the Hoedown Yard. 

The majority of the project site is located within the Union Iron Works 
Historic District, which is listed in the National Register of Historic Places 
(National Register) in recognition of Pier 70's role in the development of 
steel shipbuilding in the United States and for industrial architecture 
built at the site between 1884 and the end of World War IL The 28-Acre 
Site contains 12 of the Historic District's 44 contributing historic resources 
and one of the ten non-contributing resources. With implementation of the 
Proposed Project, three contributing resources (Buildings 2, 12, and 21) 
would be rehabilitated in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and adapted for reuse; 
one (the existing remnant of Irish Hill 8) would be mostly retained; and 
seven structures and sheds (Buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66), 
containing 92,945 gsf, would be demolished. The Port has proposed 
to demolish the 30,940-gsf Building 117, located on the project site, prior to 
approval of the Proposed Project as part of the Historic Core Project. 
The single non-contributing resource on the project site (Slipways 5 
through 8, which are currently covered by fill and asphalt) would be 
partially demolished. The Proposed Project includes transportation and 
circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, 
geotechnical and shoreline improvements, and 9 acres of public open 
space. Three options for sewer I wastewater treatment, three options for 
grading around Building 12, and an option for pedestrian passageways 
are evaluated in this EIR. The Proposed Project also includes four variants 
that consider modifications to the proposed infrastructure and building 
systems to enhance sustainability. 

Design for Development Document 
As noted, the Design for Development document will set several Project 

parameters, yet this document was not provided for review with the Draft EIR 
and according to the City's statements, it will not be available for review until 
after the comment period has elapsed. Since the Draft EIR relies on a conceptual 
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plan for the Project rather than a detailed description of stable project 
components, and the Design for Development document governs the specifics of 
the Project's components, the document contains relevant information regarding 
the review of the potentially significant impacts of the Project and must be made 
available to commentors on the Draft EIR. Citizens request the comment period 
for the Draft EIR be extended until the public is able to review the Design for 
Development document in conjunction with the Draft EIR. This information 
must be in the EIR and not buried in an appendix or other document referenced 
by but not included in the EIR. (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. v. County of Merced 
(2007) 149 CA 4th 645, 659; Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of 
Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 c4th 412, 422; California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa 
Clarita (2005) 133 CA 4th 1219.) 

Project Description 
The Proposed Project is described as "conceptual" and will be constructed 

in phases in which parcels would be developed as commercial, residential or 
parking uses. The description includes ten "variants" for the project's 
sewer I wastewater, grading, and modifications to the proposed infrastructure 
and building systems to "enhance sustainability." 

The specific uses would be determined after the EIR is adopted and after 
Project approval. This type of scheme shortcuts the required public review 
process that is meant to occur prior to adoption of a project. (CEQA Guidelines§ 
15124.) Each land use category contains variables that may result in differing 
impacts within each land use category; a conceptual plan does not fairly or 
adequately account for the Project's environmental impacts. For example, a PDR 
use would have considerably less impact on traffic and transit than a restaurant 
use. Parking would encourage dependence on automobiles and result in greater 
traffic and circulation impacts. A large office component would bring more 
workers who will need housing. Relying on RALI (Retail/ Arts/Light-industrial) 
designation or a theoretical Maximum Residential or Maximum Commercial 
scenario doesn't allow an adequate analysis of impacts. 

An accurate, stable and consistent project description is necessary to an 
adequate evaluation of the project's impacts; the project description should 
describe the physical development that will result if the project is approved; and 
the description should be sufficiently detailed to provide a foundation for a 
complete analysis of environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15124.) "An 
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative 
and legally sufficient EIR." (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 
Cal.App.3d 185.) 
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Transportation and Circulation 
SB 743 

In order to qualify under SB 7 43 for CEQA streamlining, and as 
articulated by Public Resources codes section 21099, a project must be found to 
be an infill project located in a transit priority area. Transit priority area is 
defined as an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or 
planned. Unless a project qualifies, it must be evaluated for visual impacts. 

How does the Project conform to the requirements of SB 743 and Public 
Resources Code section and 21099? 

Citizen's testimony confirms that the closest major transit stop is over 1h 
mile away, transit improvements do not sufficiently serve the area, and service 
intervals of existing transit regularly exceed 15 minutes. 

How does the Draft EIR define and employ the term 'major transit 
stop'? 

What major transit stop within ¥2 mile of the Project area functions with 
intervals under 15 minutes? 

Resident, Don Clark's January 9, 2017 comment letter includes recent 
photographs that confirm greater than 15-minute intervals for transit in the 
Project area. Photographs of the #10 bus stop at 7:10am and the #22 bus stop at 
5:35pm show intervals of 18-, 22-, 39-, and 63-minute headways between buses 
serving the Project area. Mr. Clark states that bus lines including #55, #22 and 
other lines routinely run two or three buses back to back during peak afternoon 
hours resulting in 20-30 minute service intervals. Photographs also show three 
#22 buses back to back and escalators that run backwards during peak hours to 
minimize transit station usage. During baseball season, the T train routinely 
exceeds headways of 20 minutes. 

Mr. Clark asserts there is no public transportation within 1lz mile of Pier 70 
that routinely provides peak afternoon service at a 15-minute interval. A service 
interval of 15 minutes commonly means the maximum interval as measured over 
time that does not exceed the 15-minute interval except in very rare events. There 
is no data in the EIR to substantiate actual 15-minute intervals. 
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Further evidence shows that the area is underserved by area transit, 
proposed improvements do not adequately service the Pier 70 area and modes of 
public transit are routinely subjected to greater than 15 minute intervals. 

The 22 line, depicted in this map, terminates at Tennessee and 20th and 
will be moved in 2020 to replace the 55 line, as depicted in the northern edge of 
the image. The replacement will not provide access to Pier 70 unless the line is 
extended from its current terminus. 

The 48, which currently terminates adjacent to Pier 70, operates with 20 to 
30 minute headways on the weekend and 12-15-20 minute headways during the 
week. It provides access to the 24th Street BART. It is also an extraordinarily long 
line, running out to the Great Highway. The length of the line is an operational 
challenge, which leads to gaps and bunching in service. MUNI has planned to 
replace the 48 with a shorter route (the 58) but that change is currently 
indefinitely delayed and there is no schedule for its implementation. 

The T Third light rail provides north-south transit. As currently 
configured, this line is also extraordinarly long, beginning near the SF /Brisbane 
boarder, running up 3rd to King, then to the Embarcadero - all on the surface, in 
some areas, mixed with traffic, subject to traffic signals -then through the MUNI 
subway to its terminus at Balboa Park. This has been a severe operational 
challenge as well; 10-minute headways seem to never be met. The route will 
become shorter once the Central Subway opens - optimistically in 2019 - as the T 
will run from its southern terminus up 3rd and 4th streets to a terminus at 
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Washington and Stockton. But the additional capacity will be swamped by the 
needs of the Warrior's arena, at 16th and 3rd. This is confirmed by the Warriors 
implementation of light rail vehicles to mitigate the arena's impact. With 200 
events a year, the additional capacity is already fully subscribed, without 
accommodating additional waterfront projects, like Mission Rock. San Francisco 
Muni is structurally incapable of meeting demand as noted in: 
http://www.savemuni.org/ 2016 I 03 / sfmta-ignores-muni-metro-crowding/ 

VMT analysis 
The Draft EIR utilizes a VMT metric to assess the Projects impacts to 

transportation and circulation. It compares the VMT for Pier 70' s region to other 
region's in San Francisco and concludes that the VMT for Pier 70 is less than the 
rest of San Francisco. This is not a relevant or meaningful comparison. 
Transportation and Circulation impacts reviewed under the VMT metric must 
use the appropriate significance threshold, then compare the Project's 
contribution to VMT for the area studied to the existing levels without the Project. 
The Draft EIR' s per capita analysis suffers from the same flaw, side stepping the 
review and acknowledgement of the Project's impacts to transportation and 
circulation impacts. 

In assessing some cumulative impacts, the Draft EIR utilized traffic 
congestion stemming from other projects in the pipeline, then compared that 
with the Project's contribution under the VMT metric. This is an apples and 
oranges analysis. If traffic congestion is assessed for other projects under a traffic 
congestion model for cumulative impacts, this triggers the need to review the 
Project's cumulative traffic congestion potential in a like analysis. 

As acknowledged by the Draft EIR, LOS traffic congestion studies were 
conducted for the Project in 2016. Under the LOS metric, the Project will directly 
impact 30 or more intersections, exacerbating area traffic conditions to a LOS F. 
Having opened this door, the Draft EIR should discuss and analyze this 
information within the body of the EIR in order to divulge these impacts within 
the public environmental review setting. The level of traffic revealed from the 
2016 data will have a profound effect on the com:!'llunity' s quality of life and 
must be considered so that appropriate mitigation measures and alternatives to 
the Project may be fairly reviewed and proposed for implementation within the 
context of the Draft EIR. 

CEQA achieves its purpose of long-term protection of the environment by 
functioning as "an environmental full disclosure statute, and the EIR is the 
method ... [of] disclosure ... "(Rural Landowners Association v. City Council (1983) 
143 Cal.App.3d 1013, 1020.) An EIR should not just generate paper, but should 
act as "an environmental 'alarm bell' whose purpose is to alert the public and its 
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responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached the 
ecological points of no return." (County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 
810.) The EIR should provide analysis to allow decision makers to make 
intelligent judgments. (CEQA Guidelines§§ 1515, 211511; No Oil, Inc. v. City of 
Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 82 [" ... preparation of an EIR is the key to 
environmental protection under CEQA ... "].) 

The Draft EIR fails to perform an adequate analysis of transportation and 
circulation impacts under either the VMT or LOS metrics. The Draft EIR should 
be updated with this analysis and re-circulated for public comment on these 
issues before it is certified, when, as here, significant new information is added 
relating to a new environmental impact or a substantial impact in the severity of 
an environmental impact, or if a feasible project mitigation measure or 
alternative considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly 
lessen environmental impacts and is not acceptable to the project proponents, or 
if the Draft EIR was so fundamentally inadequate that meaningful public review 
and comment were precluded. (Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. UC 
Regents (Laurel Heights II) (1993) 6 Cal.41

h 1112; CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5.) 

Outdated Growth Projections 
The Draft EIR utilized outdated growth projections for cumulative transit 

analysis. The TEP Report cited in the analysis was published in March 2014 and 
based on earlier ABAG data, not project specific data. (DEIR pg. 4.E.12.) 

Mitigation Measures 
It is critical that mitigation measures focus on investment in public transit 

instead of private modes of transit, like private shuttles. The promotion of 
private shuttle use, proposed as mitigation, fails to recognize that increased use 
of private and tech shuttle services may result in further impacts to 
transportation and circulation, in and of themselves. With multiple large projects 
on the horizon, a patchwork of unregulated private shuttles will exacerbate 
traffic and related problems. Car-sharing and ride-sharing discourages people 
from using public transportation while increasing traffic impacts. Reliance on 
shuttles, car-sharing and ride-shz.ring as a mode of transit is neither efficient nor 
sustainable over the long term. Moreover, the extent of the use of shuttle service 
has not been determined therefore it is impossible to gauge its effectiveness in 
supplementing public transit. While bike and pedestrian uses should certainly be 
encouraged, they are not adequate options for a diverse population. 

Cultural Resource Impacts 
The Draft EIR claims that demolition of contributing buildings would not 

alter the significance of Union Iron Works Historic District, identified as being on 
the National Register of Historic Places. The Draft EIR states HABS photographic 
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documentation of the buildings and implementation of an interpretive display 
about the buildings' contribution to the Historic District will lessen impacts. 
(DEIR pgs. S.18 -19.) Under League for Protection v. City of Oakland (1997) 52 
Cal.App.4th 896, and Architectural Heritage Association v. County of Monterey (2005) 
122 Cal.App.4th 1095, documentation of an historic resource through 
photographs, exhibits, construction of a marker or plaque, or incorporating 
historic design elements into a new project does not mitigate for the demolition 
of a historic resource. 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that mitigation is needed for potentially 
significant impacts due to proposed alterations to the remaining contributing 
buildings, however, the proposed mitigation measures rely on compliance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Rehabilitation Standard No. 9 and this standard 
includes non-mandatory language for conformance with its provisions. 
"Designing a new addition so that its size and scale in relation to the historic 
building are out of proportion, thus diminishing the historic character" is "not 
recommended" is not mandatory. 

Irish Hill 
Irish Hill, a contributing landscape to the Union Iron Works Historic 

District, will be "mostly retained." (DEIR pg. S.4, S.22.) Approximately 1.4 acres 
remain from the original 20.6 acres of Irish Hill. (Ibid.) According to historian 
Peter Linenthal, Irish Hill represents the one remaining fragment that tells the 
story of the original 'Potrero', as the neighborhood was known. Irish Hill is a 
prominent landscape feature, which tells several stories central to Pier 70' s 
history. The Project proposes to isolate the remnant of Irish Hill in a courtyard 
cutting it off from its context. (See also Mr. Linenthal's excellent and informative 
comment letter on the Project.) The maps included in the Draft EIR show that 
proposed buildings along Illinois, 22nd street and the new 21st street would 
surround and obscure Irish Hill from the main access to Pier 70, at Illinois street. 
Although plans preserve Irish Hill itself, its relationship to the larger 
neighborhood would be lost. The landscapes of the Potrero Hill and Dogpatch 
neighborhoods were perhaps the most dramatically shaped lands in San 
Francisco; no other neighborhood of workers was as closely connected to Pier 70 
industries as Irish Hill. Mr. Linenthal stated relocating proposed buildings on 
Illinois street or a substantial reduction in the height of the buildings 
surrounding Irish Hill would retain Irish Hill's visibility. 

Alternatives Analysis 
The following provides the legal and practical bases for an EIR' s review 

of alternatives when considering methods that will avoid or substantially reduce 
a project's impacts. 
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An EIR must identify a "range of reasonable alternatives ... which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project ... " (Guideline§ 15126.6 
(a), emphasis added.) The EIR's "statement of objectives" includes "the 
underlying purpose of the project." (Guideline§ 15124 (b ).) Necessarily, 
alternatives to the project will look outside the blueprint of project objectives to 
fairly consider alternatives that reduce project impacts to the greatest degree 
feasible. "Under CEQA, a public agency must ... consider measures that might 
mitigate a project's adverse environmental impact and adopt them if feasible. 
(Public Resources Code§§ 21002, 21081." (Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish & 
Game Commission (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 124; Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council 
(1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41, italics added.) It is unnecessary for alternatives to 
fully meet the Project's objectives, and alternatives may not be rejected for this 
reason. Increased costs of an alternative do not equate to economic infeasibility: 
"[t]he fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not 
sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible. What is required is 
evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to 
render it impractical to proceed with the project." (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. 
Board of Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181; see also Kings County Farm 
Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221Cal.App.3d692, 736; City of Fremont v. San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (1995) 34 Cal.App.41

h 1780.) The range 
must be sufficient "to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as 
environmental aspects are concerned." (San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society v. 
County of San Bernardino, supra, 155 Cal.App.3d at 750-751; Guidelines§§ 
15126.6(c), (f).) 

The Draft EIR acknowledged that the impacts identified for the two 
alternatives that were considered, aside from the No Project alternative, are 
similar to the Project's impacts. (DEIR pgs. S-116-S-119.) The Draft EIR 
therefore failed to review a reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid or 
substantially lessen the Project's environmental impacts, as required by CEQA; 
the range does not permit a reasoned choice nor does it foster an informed 
decision as to feasible means for reducing the Project's impacts. 

Relative to the designated environmentally superior alternative, the Code 
Compliant alternative, the Draft EIR's asserts the alternative may not be feasible 
because it would not result in a market rate of return or fully meet the Project's 
objectives but it does not support the allegations regarding rate of return by 
substantial evidence contained in the report regarding whether the loss of profit 
is sufficiently severe as to render it impractical to proceed. (DEIR pg. S-120.) 

Considering the Project's potentially significant impacts to the Union 
Iron Works Historic District, the Draft EIR should review an alternative 
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that did not demolish the contributing historic resources. 

As noted, when considering an alternative's feasibility, an alternative need 
not meet every Project objective and claims of increased costs do not rebut its 

feasibility. Consistently, in Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 
221 Cal.App.3d 692, the court found that if there is evidence of one or more 
potentially significant impacts, the report must contain a meaningful analysis of 
alternatives or mitigation measures which would avoid or lessen such impacts 
and the Court rebuffed the assertion that there is a lower standard of sufficiency 
with regard to information about and analysis of alternatives when the EIR 
concludes the project will not result in significant impacts. A major function of 
the EIR is to ensure thorough assessment of all reasonable alternatives to 
proposed projects by those responsible for the decision. And because demolition 
is a significant environmental impact, approval of demolition violates CEQA 
unless alternatives to demolition are infeasible. (Preservation Action Council v. City 
of San Jose (2006) 141Cal.App.41h1336; Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside 
(2007) 147 Cal.App.41h 587.) Here, given the importance of the Union Iron Works 
Historic District, the Preservation Alternative should have been considered in the 
Draft EIR and was not. 

Additionally, given the location of the Project within a congested area 
underserved by bus and BART service and with admitted impacts to transit, a 
zero-parking alternative should be studied and further consideration should be 
given to enhanced funding of public transit. 

Population and Housing Impacts 
The impact C-PH-1 should be classified as significant. The comparison of 

population increase from the project to overall population in San Francisco does 
not present a valid basis for comparison; the proper comparison is the Project's 
increase to that of the area proposed. Land Use section (4.B.28) describes growth 
as "substantial". This is a direct contradiction to the statement in PH-1 that "the 
Proposed Project would not induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly or indirectly." 

Census Tract 226 reports 1,534 residents currently live in the impacted 
area. This project will increase the population fivefold to 8,420 residents (1,534 
plus 6,886) and has a comparable impact on support and transportation services 
in the local area. 

The Central Waterfront Plan anticipated 2,020 new residential units in the 
Area under the Preferred Project that was approved as part of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan. As of the end of 2015, over 1,600 units had already been 
constructed or were in the pipeline. The Project has the potential, with 3,025 
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residential units, to exceed the entire anticipated total by 1,005 units, by itself, 
alone. Combined with other development in the area, this is more than double 
what was projected under the Area Plan and well beyond what was considered 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR. 

Under Plan Bay Area, population increases for the entire Port of San 
Francisco Priority Development Area are projected to be 1,497 households by 
2040. The Maximum Residential Scenario for the Project would result in 3,025 
new units, which alone exceeds the Plan Bay Area growth projections within the 
PDA by over 200%. It's unreasonable to label impacts from the Project's 
population growth as "less than significant" by simply claiming the Project is a 
consistent with Plan Bay Area's Goals for the entire region. The Plan Bay Area 
does not address the need for public services at the project level or local level, 
nor does it provide direct funding to mitigate the impacts for such a significant 
population increase in a single PDA. 

ABAG has a "Fair Share" policy to ensure that individual PD As do not 
shoulder too much of the responsibility for meeting the region's housing needs. 
The number of units for the Project under the Maximum Residential Scenario 
grossly exceeds the 110% threshold limit for the entire PDA. To make matters 
worse, the Port PDA will include the Mission Rock Development with upwards 
of 1,500 additional residential units. The combined impacts of these massive 
residential projects are far beyond what was anticipated in the Plan Bay Area. 

Employment opportunities at Pier 70 would also induce population 
growth in the region that will result in growth inducing impacts. As a direct 
result of the Project, there would be potentially adverse physical environmental 
effects due to population growth. The Draft EIR notes that under the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario, with 9,768 employees onsite, there would be an induced 
demand for between 5,592 and 9,768 housing units. (DEIR pg. 4.C.32-33.) Under 
the Maximum Commercial Scenario, with only 1,645 residential units onsite, 
there would be a net increase in. the need for housing, thereby exacerbating the 
purported housing "crisis". The Draft EIR expects that only 29.4% of the induced 
housing need will be met on site. (DEIR pg. 4.C.33.) Physical impacts of that 
growth, particularly those related to transportation, public services and air 
quality, must be considered. Furthermore, the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fees are 
arguably out of date and don't fully mitigate the impacts on housing supply and 
affordability. 

The Draft EIR states that the "Project would potentially contribute to 
cumulative population and housing impacts in the context of existing, proposed, 
and reasonably foreseeable future development expected in San Francisco along 
with the region." (DEIR pg. 4.C.35.) CEQA requires that the cumulative analysis 
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review closely related projects. This is particularly applicable to population and 
housing impacts, yet the Draft EIR fails to account for the cumulative impacts of 
direct and indirect population growth within the Central Waterfront Area and 
considers only regional and City-wide impacts. This is a serious omission given 
the aforementioned 448% residential population growth and increases in 
employment within the Central Waterfront Area. 

A full analysis of potential physical impacts resulting from the anticipated 
growth should be included in the Draft EIR' s analyses. 

Geotechnical - Exposure to Adverse Effects 
In order to support a finding of no impact to GE-1, exposure of people or 

structures to potential substantial adverse effects, the Project's potential should 
be more thoroughly investigated. The Project site is acknowledged to contain 
liquifaction and landfill zones. The Millennium Tower is built upon similar soils 
and reliant upon the same building codes and safeguards as proposed in this 
Draft EIR. The Millennium Tower's severe differential settlement was not 
mitigated by adherence to the building codes and was not adequate to mitigate 
exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects. 

As this is a "conceptual" Project, which lacks a stable finite project 
description that would enable a geotechnical report to be prepared, the Draft EIR 
fails to assess conditions for individual buildings. Detailed reports will be 
prepared after the EIR is published, after Project approval, and without public 
oversight. The Millennium Tower project failed to include a peer review of the 
technical studies for the particular site and none are required for the Project. The 
Draft EIR does not indicate that necessary anchoring of roads and sidewalks will 
be done. The condition of the nearby Mission Bay roads and sidewalks provides 
an example of what happens when sidewalks have not been properly anchored. 

Impacts of a Project should be determined at the earliest time so that there 
is genuine flexibility in altering the Project's design and environmental factors 
will influence project design. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15004(b); Mount Sutro Defense 
Committee v. Regents of the University of California (1978) 77 Cal.App.3d 20, 34.) A 
public agency must conduct adequate CEQA review before making an 
irrevocable commitment to acquire land for a project or to build a project. 
(McQueen v. Board of Directors (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136.) An agency may not 
commit to a project before CEQA review is complete: "[a] fundamental purpose 
of an EIR is to provide decision makers with information they can use in 
deciding whether to approve a proposed project, not to inform them of the 
environmental effects of projects that they have already approved. (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association v. UC Regents (Laurel Heights I) (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 394.) 
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Cumulative Impacts 
"Cumulative impacts" refer to two or more individual effects which, 

when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase 
other environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15355.) The Draft EIR should 
include the following projects in its cumulative analysis: UCSF Psych Center and 
Student Housing projects, UCSF parcels 33 and 34, ABACASF -1201 Tennessee 
(263 units), Avalon Bay Dogpatch- 800 Indiana (360 units), and OM - 650 Indiana 
(116 units). The Draft EIR states the Warriors Arena was not considered in the 
baseline because it was "approved subsequent to the completion of 
transportation analysis." (DEIR pg. 4.E.29.) This is not true; the transportation 
analysis was completed in December of 2016 after the Warriors Arena had been 
approved. 

What are the Project's cumulative impacts when considering these 
projects in the analysis? 

Wind Impacts 
The Draft EIR makes the distinction between the Project's wind impacts 

under WS-1 for the temporary effects regarding public areas, and impacts due to 
WS-2, public open space built on rooftops, and WS-3, the effect of full build-out 
ground-level public areas. For WS-1 temporary impacts, the Draft EIR provides 
mandatory "requirements" for wind mitigation such that "if the proposed 
building(s) would result in a wind hazard exceedance, and the only way to 
eliminate the hazard is to redesign a proposed building, then the building shall 
be redesigned." (DEIR pg. 64-70, emphasis added.) WS-2 and WS-3 on the other 
hand, merely provide implementation of mitigation measures that may be 
imposed where "feasible", "where necessary", and "appropriate". These 
mitigation measures do not provide the necessary enforcement mechanisms, are 
vague, and lack performance standards. 

Planning Code section 148 provides that when a project's wind speeds 
exceed 11 miles per hour more than 10% of the time, an applicant is required to 
show that the building could not be designed to avoid the 10% exceedence or 
that redesign would unduly restrict the development potential. In order to show 
that a project will not result in these exceedances, a developer is required to 
show that an alternative configuration of the project is infeasible due to 
restrictions on development potential. 

How does the Project conform to the requirements of Planning Code 
section 148? 
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Shade and Shadow 
The Draft EIR' s shadow studies show deep shadowing of the Waterfront 

Terrace and the Waterfront Promenade every afternoon except during the 
summer equinox. The Irish Hill Playground and Market Square are in near 
constant shade over a significant area for almost the entire year. The Draft EIR 
notes that the "Proposed Project would cast shadow on open spaces in the 
vicinity of the project site, existing sidewalks in the vicinity of the project site, 
and San Francisco Bay." (DEIR pg. 4.I.109.) The Draft EIR impact evaluation 
under WS-4, incorrectly considers existing open space; analysis of open space 
that will be developed as part of the Project is not considered. Whether or not 
these open spaces are currently developed is irrelevant; as undeveloped land, 
they qualify as open space and should be evaluated. Shadowing of all onsite 
open space appears to be significant and the City's substantial restrictions on 
shadowing of public open space confirms that shade and shadow significantly 
impact the use of parks and open space. The shade I shadowing of the Irish Hill 
area, both as a contributing historic resource and as a playground, is of 
significant concern. 

What is the shade/shadow impact to these undeveloped yet foreseeable 
open spaces like the Irish Hill Playground? 

Inconsistencies with Area Plans and Policies 
CEQA requires the EIR to discuss and analyze the Project's inconsistency 

with area plans and policies. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15125(d).) CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G, regarding Land Use Planning, asks would the project conflict with 
any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect?" The Project's inconsistencies with the 
Central Waterfront Plan, Plan Bay Area, Waterfront Land Use Plan and General 
Plan must be considered as part of the CEQA review and is not. 

Please state how the Project is consistent with the following pfon 
provisions. 

General Plan 

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

Housing Element of the General Plan 
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The San Francisco Housing Element requires that infrastructure should be 
planned and coordinated to accommodate new development. 

The Project conflicts with the following objectives and policies of the 
General Plan's Housing Element, and in particular fails to balance housing 
growth with adequate infrastructure, particularly public transit. The Project will 
disproportionately burden the neighborhood with housing growth well beyond 
any previous projections and concentrate it in an area with inadequate public 
services. 

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 1.2 Focus housing growth and infrastructure necessary to support growth 
according to community plans. 

POLICY 4.6 Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure 
and site capacity. 

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. 

Transportation Element of the General Plan 

The Project is car-centric with a large parking component. 50% of the over 
100,000 external person trips each day are attributed to automobile use. This 
conflicts with the following policy: 

POLICY 1.3 Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private 
automobile as the means of meeting San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly 
those of commuters. 

How does the Project's reliance on cars further this policy? 

It also requires that developers coordinate land use with transit service. 

POLICY 11.3 Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit 
service, requiring that developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic 
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problems. 

How does the Project's heavy reliance on cars and acknowledged 
impacts to transit, along with the dramatic increase in population, 
further this policy? 

Central Waterfront Plan 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan promised "a full array of public benefits." 
Unfortunately, the City has failed to provide most of the necessary infrastructure 
to support actual development, particularly in the context of unanticipated 
growth in an area already underserved by public transit. 

Please include additional proposed mitigation for impacts to public 
transit. 

The Project also conflicts with the following objectives and policies: 

OBJECTIVE 4.1 Improve Public Transit to better serve existing and new development in 
Central Waterfront 

POLICY 4.1.6 Improve public transit in the Central Waterfront including cross-town 
routes and connections to the 22nd Street Caltrain Station and Third Street Light Rail. 

OBJECTIVE 4.10 Develop a comprehensive funding plan for transportation 
improvements. 

With increased heights and density, views of the bay and historic features 
such as Irish Hill from the west will be diminished in conflict with the following 
policy: 

POLICY 3.1.5 Respect Public View Corridors 

Wate1:front Land Use Plan 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project is inconsistent with the WLUP but 
an analysis of potential impacts resulting from these inconsistencies is not 
included. Please include this analysis. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett 

Page 17of17 

963



To: Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Department 
I isa. g i bson@sfgov.org 

From: Alison Heath, Grow Potrero Responsibly 

Submitted Tuesday, February 21, 2017 
Re: Comments on the Draft EIR for Pier 70 

Dear Ms. Gibson, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Pier 70 DEIR. 

Our overarching concerns include inaccurate population growth assumptions, the 
project's inconsistencies with the objectives of several established land use plans, 
transportation impacts, impacts to historic resources, potential geotechnical 
issues and shadowing of open space. 

Detailed comments are attached. 

Sincerely, 

1 
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Land Use and Land Use Planning 

The Proposed Project is described as "conceptual" and will follow a phased 
program in which parcels would be developed as commercial, residential or 
parking uses. The exact uses would be determined after the EIR is finalized. 
Within each of those categories are variables that will have a myriad of impacts. 
For example, a PDR use would have considerably less impact on traffic and 
transit than a restaurant use. Parking would encourage dependence on 
automobiles. A large office component would bring more workers who will need 
housing. Relying on RAU (Retail/arts/light-industrial) designation or a theoretical 
Maximum Residential or Maximum Commercial scenario doesn't allow an 
adequate analysis of impacts. 

Inconsistencies with Area Plans and Polices 

There are clear inconsistencies with the Pier 70 Master Plan, Central Waterfront 
Plan, Plan Bay Area, Waterfront Land Use Plan, and General Plan which must be 
considered as part of the CEQA review. The DEIR states that conflicts with 
applicable plans "will continue to be analyzed and considered" ( 4.B.27) but 
fails to do even a minimal analysis of some of these potential conflicts and 
resulting impacts. 

Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan 

The DEIR includes a Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative but doesn't include an 
adequate analysis of substantial conflicts with the Preferred Project. The 
Proposed Project is a radical departure from what was the result of a long and 
inclusive planning process. The Master Plan precludes a dense residential 
development in support of ongoing heavy industrial uses and requires that 
proposals for housing demonstrate compatibility with the ship repair industry. It 
also promotes the use of alternative, sustainable modes of transit, something 
that the Proposed Project fails to do in any meaningful way by relying heavily on 
automobiles. Visual and pedestrian linkage between Building 12 and the Bay 
must be maintained under the Master Plan. Under the Proposed Project only a 
sliver of Building 12 is open to the Bay. 

General Plan 

The Proposed Project will conflict with the following General Plan policy by 
blocking public vistas of the Bay and historic buildings, while shadowing the Bay 
shoreline and much of the onsite open space. The DEIR doesn't address this. 

PRIORITY POLICY 8 "That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight 
and vistas be protected from development. // 

2 
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Housing Element of the General Plan 

The San Francisco Housing Element requires that infrastructure needs be 
planned and coordinated to accommodate new development, but the Pier 70 
Project conflicts with the following objectives and policies of the General Plan's 
Housing Element, and in particular fails to balance housing growth with adequate 
infrastructure, particularly public transit. The Proposed Project will 
disproportionately burden the neighborhood with housing growth well beyond 
any previous projections and concentrate it in an area with inadequate public 
services. These objectives are identified as "relevant" in the DEIR but the failure 
to provide infrastructure is not addressed. 

OBJECTIVE 12 Balance Housing Growth with Adequate Infrastructure that Setves 
the City's Growing Population 

POLICY 12.1 Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and 
environmentally sustainable patterns of movement. 

POLICY 1.2 Focus housing growth and infrastructure necessary to support 
growth according to community plans. 

POLICY 4.6 Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to 
infrastructure and site capacity. 

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. 

Transportation Element of the General Plan 

The Proposed Project is car-centric with a large parking component. 50% of the 
over 100,000 external person trips each day will be by automobile and only 21 % 
of trips will be made by public transit. The conflict with the following policy is not 
addressed in the DEIR: 

POLICY 1.3 Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private 
automobile as the means of meeting San Francisco's transportation needs, 
particularly those of commuters. 

The Transportation Element also requires that developers coordinate land use 
with transit service and mitigate traffic problems. Instead the Proposed Project 
will burden transit and increase traffic and the DEIR denies the severity of this 
impacts. 
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POLICY 11.3 Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with 
transit service, requiring that developers address transit concerns as well as 
mitigate traffic problems. 

Central Waterfront Plan 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan promised, ''A full array of public benefits". 
Unfortunately the City has failed to provide most of the necessary infrastructure 
to support actual development, particularly in the context of unanticipated 
growth in an area already underserved by public transit. 

The Proposed Project conflicts specifically with the following objectives and 
policies and the DEIR fails to address glaring public transit issues: 

OBJECTIVE 4.1 Improve Public Transit to better serve existing and new 
development in Central Waterfront 

POLICY 4.1.6 Improve public transit in the Central Waterfront including cross­
town routes and connections to the 2L1d Street Ca/train Station and Third Street 
Light Rail. 

OBJECTIVE 4.10 Develop a comprehensive funding plan for transportation 
improvements. 

With increased heights and density, views of the bay and historic features such 
as Irish Hill from the west will be diminished in conflict with the following policy: 

POLICY 3.1.5 Respect Public View Corridors 

Waterfront Land Use Plan 

As noted in the DEIR, the Proposed Project is inconsistent with the WLUP but an 
analysis of potential impacts resulting from these inconsistencies is not included. 

Population and Housing: 

The Proposed Project has the potential to result in direct and cumulative adverse 
physical environmental effects due to population growth. The Land Use section 
( 4.B.28) describes growth as "substantial". This is a direct contradiction to the 
statement in PH-1 that "The Proposed Project would not induce substantial 
population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly1'. What is the threshold 
of significance if not "substantial"? 
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The Proposed Project is growth-inducing because it would accommodate new 
residential development in an undeveloped area with a direct increase in 
population on a very large scale. As noted in the DEIR, under the Maximum 
Residential Scenario, the number of new residents in Census Tract 226 (Central 
Waterfront) would increase by 448% as a direct result of the Project. ( 4.C.22) 
Here the level of growth is described as "substantial". ( 4.C.23) 

The Central Waterfront Plan anticipated 2020 new residential units in the entire 
Area under the Preferred Project that was approved as part of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan. As of the end of 2015, over 2704 units had already been 
constructed or were in the pipeline, with hundreds more submitted for review in 
2016. But the Pier 70 project has the potential, with 3025 units, to exceed the 
entire anticipated total by 1005 all by itself. Combined with other development in 
the area, this is more than double what was projected under the Area Plan, and 
well beyond what was considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Under Plan Bay Area, population increases for the entire Port of SF Priority 
Development Area are projected to be 1497 households by 2040. The Maximum 
Residential Scenario for the Pier 70 Project would result in 3025 new units which 
alone exceeds the Plan Bay Area growth projections by over 200%. It's 
unreasonable to label impacts from Pier 70 population growth as "less than 
significant" by simply claiming the Project is a consistent with Plan Bay Area's 
Goals for the entire region. The Plan Bay Area does not address the need for 
public services at the project level or local level, nor does it provide direct 
funding to mitigate the impacts for such a significant population increase in a 
single PDA. 

ABAG has a "Fair Share" policy to ensure that individual PDA's do not shoulder 
too much of the responsibility for meeting the region's housing needs. The 
number of units for Pier 70 under the Maximum Residential Scenario grossly 
exceeds the 110% threshold limit for the entire PDA. To make matters worse, 
the Port PDA will also include the Mission Rock Development with upwards of 
1500 additional residential units. The combined impacts of these massive 
residential projects are far beyond what was anticipated in the Plan Bay Area. 

As a direct result of the proposed project there would potentially be adverse and 
direct physical environmental effects due to population growth from a large 
commercial component. Employment opportunities at Pier 70 would also induce 
population growth throughout the region. The DEIR notes that under the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario, with 9768 employees onsite, that there would 
be an induced demand for between 5592 and 9768 housing units. ( 4.C.32-33) 
The DEIR expects that only 29.4 percent of the induced housing need will be met 
on site. ( 4.C.33) Simple math shows that under the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario, with only 1645 residential units onsite, that there would be a net 
increase in the need for housing, exacerbating the purported housing "crisis". 
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Physical impacts of that growth, particularly those related to transportation, 
public services and air quality, must be considered. Furthermore the Jobs­
Housing Linkage Fees are arguably out of date and don't fully mitigate the 
impacts on housing supply and affordability. 

The DEIR states that the "Proposed Project would potentially contribute to 
cumulative population and housing impacts in the context of existing, proposed, 
and reasonably foreseeable future development expected in San Francisco along 
with the region." (4.C.35) CEQA requires that cumulative analysis look at closely 
related projects. This is particularly applicable to population and housing impacts. 
However the DEIR ignores the cumulative impacts of direct and indirect 
population growth within the Central Waterfront Area and considers only regional 
and Citywide impacts. This is a serious omission given the aforementioned 448% 
residential population growth and increases in employment within the Central 
Waterfront Area. 

It's clear that the Proposed Project will result in significant population increases 
with the potential to result in adverse physical impacts. A full analysis of potential 
physical impacts resulting from that growth should be included. 

Transportation 

Adding thousands of residents and workers with little investment in transit will be 
a disaster for the neighborhood, resulting in further dependence on cars while 
traffic continues to get worse. A Transit First policy should put transit first and 
ensure that viable options be in place before we experience significant 
population growth. 

The Proposed Project would bring as many as 6868 residents, and up to 9768 
workers, along with visitors. This will result in 131,359 to 141,365 person trips 
daily according to the Transportation Impact Study. Of these trips, 107,059 to 
127,266 trips would be external, and 50.5% of the total trips would be by 
automobile. Only 21 % would use transit, well below a citywide average of 33%. 
The Preferred Project allows for 3655 parking places onsite, which exceeds the 
neighborhood parking ratio and is in conflict with TDM measures and other 
polices that discourage automobile use. 

The Project's reliance on automobiles is the direct result of the City's failure to 
provide adequate transit options to the neighborhood and follow General Plan 
and Central Waterfront Plan objectives that prioritize public transit and are meant 
to coordinate development with infrastructure improvements. 

Pier 70 is essentially an exclave and arguably not within a transit priority area. 
The nearest rail station is over a mile away and there are no intersecting bus 
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lines within a Vi mile. The Caltrain stop on 22nd is technically not a rail station, 
and it is more than V2 a mile from much of the area that will be developed under 
the proposed Pier 70 development. The nearby buses and T-Third do not run 
reliably and often have intervals of over 15 minutes during peak commute times. 

Despite the Proposed Project's documented reliance on automobiles for 
transportation, the DEIR claims that the Proposed Project would not substantially 
induce automobile travel and finds no significant impacts from traffic. The sole 
reliance on VMT fails to tell the whole story. LOS studies were done by the 
developer in 2016, but this analysis has been buried in an appendix and is mostly 
ignored in the body of the DEIR. Under the LOS analysis, the Proposed Project 
will directly impact 30 or more intersections, bringing them to Level F. It is 
absolutely critical that a discussion of these impacts be included in the DEIR so 
that policy and decision-makers will have a full understanding of the "on the 
ground" impacts and what they mean for pedestrian safety, air quality, bicycle 
safety and access by emergency vehicles. The level of traffic described in the 
LOS analysis will have a profound effect on the quality of life within the entire 
area and must be considered as an undeniably real environmental impact. 

Ironically, VMT was intended to encourage people to use alternative modes of 
transit. In this case it does the opposite by ignoring the reality of massive traffic 
jams in a neighborhood where the City has failed to provide dependable public 
transportation. By projecting only 21 % will use transit, it also skews the analysis 
of transit impacts. If 50% of trips are being made by cars, then the need for 
transit is minimized. 

Several of the identified significant and unavoidable impacts of the Proposed 
Project are related to Transportation: 
•Cause one individual Muni route (48 Quintara/24th Street bus routes) to 
exceed 85 percent capacity utilization in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in both 
the inbound and outbound directions; 
• Cause loading demand during the peak loading hour to not be adequately 
accommodated by proposed on-site/off-street loading supply or in proposed on­
street loading zones, which may create hazardous conditions or significant delays 
for transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 
• Contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts on the 48 
Quintara/24th Street and 22 Fillmore bus routes. 

Unfortunately no changes to the MUNI system are approved or funded, and the 
22 Fillmore will be rerouted away from Dogpatch to serve Mission Bay as part of 
the TEP (AKA Muni Forward). Adding an additional bus or car or two to existing 
lines will not correct the lack of east-west options. The network must be 
expanded to reduce dependence on automobiles and comply with the General 
and Area Plans. 
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It is critical that mitigations focus on investment in public, not private, transit as 
mandated in multiple Area plans. The Pier 70 Transportation Plan takes a band­
aid approach with reliance on private shuttle service, bike use, ride-sharing and 
car-sharing. 

The DEIR fails to fully consider the impacts of the Pier 70 Transportation Plan 
itself. With multiple large projects on the horizon, a patchwork of unregulated 
private shuttles, rather than investment in public transit, will exacerbate traffic 
and related problems. Car-sharing and ride-sharing discourages people from 
using public transportation while disincentivizing the use of public transit and 
increasing traffic impacts. This is neither efficient nor sustainable over the long 
term. Furthermore the details and extent of the shuttle service have not been 
determined so it is impossible to gauge its effectiveness in supplementing public 
transit. While bike and pedestrian uses should certainly be encouraged, they are 
not adequate options for a diverse population. The Transportation Plan should be 
revised to be more inclusive of families, seniors and disabilities. 

With a retail economy that relies increasingly on delivery vehicles along with the 
need to serve commercial uses, it is unacceptable to not provide adequate 
loading zones to prevent hazardous conditions or significant delays. As many 
deliveries cannot be limited to specific hours is doubtful that coordinating 
delivery times would be an effective mitigation. 

Traffic will impact access by emergency vehicles. Ignoring the data in the LOS 
analysis results in he DEIR's failure to consider near total gridlock traffic 
conditions. 30 intersections operating at F levels will potentially impede 
emergency access throughout the area as well as to and from Pier 70 itself. To 
pretend otherwise by limiting analysis to VMT is grossly negligent. 

Geotechnical 

Where is the final Geotechnical Report and when will it be published? Without a 
final design and the geotechnical report in hand there's no way to assess 
underlying conditions specific to locations for individual buildings. As this is a 
conceptual project, it appears that detailed reports will be prepared after the EIR 
is published. This is problematic given recent history with the Millenium project 
and the issue facing Mission Bay sidewalks that were not properly anchored and 
have now separated from building foundations. There is no indication in the 
DEIR that there will be an independent peer review of future site-specific 
geotechnical reports or that anchoring of roads and sidewalks will be done. Given 
the uncertainty with phasing of development, both of these conditions should be 
included as mitigations. 
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Shadow 

The shadow studies show significant shadowing of the San Francisco Bay, the 
Waterfront Terrace, and Waterfront Promenade every afternoon except during 
the Summer Solstice, while the Irish Hill Playground and Market Square are in 
near constant shade over a significant area for almost the entire year. The DEIR 
notes that the "Proposed Project would cast shadow on open spaces in the 
vicinity of the project site, existing sidewalks in the vicinity of the project site, 
and San Francisco Bay." (4.I.109) 

The DEIR impact evaluation incorrectly omits impacts on existing open space 
that has not yet been developed. Whether or not these open spaces are 
currently developed is irrelevant for the analysis. Arguably, as undeveloped land, 
they qualify as defacto open space. Since shadowing of onsite open space 
appears to be significant it should be considered in the review with mitigations 
provided such as height reductions and larger breaks between buildings. 

The DEIR suggests that users of open space go elsewhere to find sun without 
full consideration of how these spaces would be used and without addressing the 
fact that enjoyment or use of these open spaces will be adversely affected. Of 
particular concern is the Irish Hill area, both as a contributing historic resource 
and with active use as a playground. This area will be in near constant shadow, 
limiting any benefit to the community. 

Historic Resources 

The preliminary drawings of the Preferred Project show Irish Hill almost entirely 
blocked from view. As a contributing resource to the landscape, it is imperative 
that vistas and view corridors of Irish Hill should remain open. Overall, the 
Project will result in a very dense urban environment that will totally alter the 
physical character of the area. As Historic Preservation Commissioner Perlman 
noted at the Feb 1, 2017 hearing, the effect will be to "eviscerate" a significant 
historic resource. Context matters and the design needs to be modified 
accordingly. 
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To: Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Department 
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 

From: Alison Heath, for Grow Potrero Responsibly 

Submitted July 21, 2017 
Re: Additional Comments on the Draft EIR for Pier 70 

Dear Ms. Gibson, 

In our comment letter dated February 21, 2017, we raised concerns about 
impacts resulting from reliance on the use of private vehicles. We noted that 
ride-sharing discourages people from using public transportation while increasing 
traffic impacts. Since then, new information has been published by the San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) validating our concerns. 

SFCTA's June 2017 report, TNC's Today, states that approximately one-fifth, or 
570,000, of total Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) citywide each day are by ride­
share vehicles, while MUNI ridership has dropped. This represents a significant 
shift in transportation modes that cannot be ignored. Therefore additional review 
of impacts of ride-sharing on Transportation and Traffic, Emergency Vehicle 
Access and Air Quality should now be considered as part of the CEQA review for 
the Pier 70 project. 

This information, which was not known and could not have been known at the 
time the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR (PEIR) was certified as complete, is 
now available and indicates that the Pier 70 development may result in 
significant effects that were not previously considered and that significant effects 
previously examined may be more severe than previously shown. The Pier 70 
Draft EIR (DEIR) also failed to evaluate these impacts, relying on outdated data 
and mode share projections. 

VMT analysis contained in the Project DEIR failed to adequately account for the 
intensive use of ride-shares in San Francisco. The broad-brushed analysis used 
under now outdated VMT modeling concluded that the Project's location in a 
transit priority area would reduce the use of private vehicles. Recent evidence 
shows that, ironically, the areas with the best transit service are now the most 
heavily traveled by ride-share vehicles. 

There is no indication that the Project DEIR or the Pier 70 Transportation Impact 
Study (TIS) even considered ride-sharing as a distinct transit mode. The DEIR 
relied on VMT analysis, using the SF-CHAMP model with data from 2010-2012. At 
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that time City planners still thought that "ride-shares" meant car-pools. Modal 
splits in the Pier 70 TIS (Section 4.3) used data from the Transportation Impact 
Analysis for Environmental Review, which was published in October 2002. 
Outside of the index page, the Pier 70 DEIR contains no mention of TN C's. This 
lack of attention to what is now recognized as a significant mode of transit 
ignored potentially substantive adverse environmental impacts. 

The impacts from changed circumstances that have occurred since the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR was published and new information published since the 
publication of the Project DEIR must now be considered, along with mitigations, 
in the Final Project EIR. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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POTRERO BOOSTERS 
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

SERVING THE HILL SINCE 1926 

August 23, 2017 

Rich Hillis, Commission President 

Dennis Richards, Commission Vice President, 

Rodney Fong, Commissioner 

Christine D. Johnson, Commissioner 

Joel Koppel, Commissioner 

Myrna Melgar; Commissioner 

Kathrin Moore, Commissioner 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Pier 70 FEIR and Related Approvals 

Via Email and Hand Delivery 

Dear Commissioners: 

In the February hearing for the Pier 70 Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR"), I testified on 

behalf of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association (the "Boosters") with an optimism that 

issues related to the impacts of the Pier 70 project ("Pier 70") would be adequately addressed 

prior your approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR"). Unfortunately, that 

optimism has yet to bear out. 

This letter outlines three continuing concerns related to the Pier 70 FEIR and the related approvals 

before you. The first two concerns relate to deficiencies in the FEIR. The final concern relates to 

implementation of the Design for Development document. In each case, we provide suggested 

solutions that would sufficiently address the cited concern. 

Additional public transit resources necessary to mitigate the impacts of Pier 70, 
particularly in light of the cumulative effects of development in the vicinity, should be 
committed prior to approval of the FEIR. 

The City has committed approximately $90 million in funding to provide new multi-modal 

connections to the Central Waterfront from fees related to Pier 70 and the Mission Rock project. 

The City should now seize the opportunity to mitigate the cumulative impacts of development by 

expanding transit options in the vicinity. 

Unfortunately, the SFMTA has yet to commit to any real expansion of bus routes to the 

neighborhood. The project sponsor refers two key transit lines in its documentation describing 

their transportation planning: the "XX" (the temporary designator for a replacement for the 22 

Fillmore, which is scheduled to move from its alignment into Dogpatch to serve Mission Bay via 

16th Street) and the I I (a new. line still in planning with the SFMTA). Attached as Exhibit A is a 

diagram of a July 2017 routing proposal from SFMTA that includes these lines. 

1459 EIGHTEENTH ST. #133 • SAN FRANCISCO, CA• 94107 
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The proposal fails in two key respects. First, the XX maintains the 22's existing alignment in the 
short term, prior to expansion into the Pier 70 site via 20th Street, rather than providing additional 
connectivity to regional transportation (particularly, the 22nd Street Caltrain Station) and growing 
portions of Dogpatch along Indiana and south of 22nd Street. Second, the I I completely fails to 
serve Dogpatch and Pier 70. 

Exhibit B shows how modest extensions to these transit lines can achieve several transit goals. 
Extension of the XX can be used to reduce the number of cars entering and exciting the vicinity 
of Pier 70 on a daily basis-in particular, by providing a real transit connection from the north 
slope of Potrero Hill to 22nd Street Caltrain. The FEIR identifies an impact to the 48 Quintara/24th 
Street arising from Pier 70, which we believe is a result of the bus line's providing a southern 
connection to Caltrain, which generates significant ridership. Currently, Caltrain users from the 
north arrive via automobile, whether private or through a transportation network company 
("TNC"). An extension of the XX would also provide service to large residential buildings along 
Indiana Street and on 23rd Street, and connect well to both Pier 70 and the soon-to-develop 
Potrero Power Plant. 

Extension of the I I into Dogpatch would provide an alternative route between the Central 
Waterfront and the Financial District. Such an alternative is necessary due to the operational 
stresses on the TThird-while the opening of the Central Subway should expand the capacity of 
the T, such capacity will continue to be constrained during events at AT&T Park, and will be further 
constrained by events at the Chase Arena. Such an expansion would also provide better 
connections between neighborhoods and services, including the schools, groceries, and library on 
20th Street in Potrero Hill and the growing offerings in Mission Bay. 

Our proposed routing in conceptual, yet achieving these concepts in some form is necessary to 
meet the cumulative transit impacts of Pier 70 and other developments in the Central Waterfront. 
In analyzing these impacts, the FEIR is deficient. The FEIR glosses over comments regarding 
cumulative impacts, alternating between regional and local growth numbers at its convenience. Its 
transit analysis defies logic, save that the one significant impact it identifies is on the only route 
that currently runs adjacent to the Pier 70 site (i.e., the 48); perhaps if there was other real transit 
to the Pier 70 site, it would likewise be impacted.And, glaringly the impact ofTNCs in omitted in 
its entirety. 

Regardless, our technical concerns with the FEIR can be overcome with practical transit solutions. 
We believe that there should be a firm commitment to those solutions prior to approval of the 
FEIR. 

The Planning Commission should maintain approval authority over land use decisions 
as a means of mitigating Pier 70 impacts, or should otherwise approve a narrower, 
more residential project from band of outcomes analyzed in the FEIR. 

The final mix of land uses at Pier 70 will determine its precise impacts. Two variants representing 
end-points on a band of outcomes are proposed, one maximizing office development; one 
maximizing residential development. The project sponsor proposes to have the authority to 
determine uses in real time as dictated by the marketplace, outside of the control of the City's 
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planning apparatus. Because of the dire need for housing in the City, and the more impactful nature 
of office development, we believe that it is vital that Pier 70 be more residential in nature. 

We believe that this can be achieved in one of two different ways. First, the Planning Commission 
could maintain approval authority over land use decisions. The approval process should continue 
to involve public input, although it may be expedited so as to reduce excessive procedural burdens 
on the project itself. Such a system would provide optimal flexibility to the development over time; 
the Commission could balance the City's evolving needs against market forces in a public forum. 

Alternatively, the approvals for the Pier 70 project could provide for a narrower range of office 
development opportunities, leaning the project towards a more residential nature. The narrower 
band of outcomes would provide a degree of flexibility to the project sponsor, but would ensure 
that necessary housing is built instead of additional office space, which would only induce the need 
for more housing. 

The rationale for a broad, market driven band of outcomes has diminished as the project has 
moved towards approval. Office uses were intended to buffer residential uses from existing 
industrial uses. Today, the continued operation of the shipbuilding yards to the north of Pier 70 is 
unfortunately in doubt. The environmental clean-up of, and planning for development at, the 
Potrero Power Plant site to Pier ?O's south is occurring at an unexpectedly rapid pace. Put simply, 
the funnel of outcomes for the conditions surrounding Pier 70 is far narrower than it was when 
planning for the site commenced. Prudence dictates that the funnel of outcomes for Pier 70 itself 
should be similarly restricted. 

Several comments to the DEIR focused on the failure to adequately address impacts under the 
various land use scenarios analyzed, and the FEIR has failed to take those comments under full 
consideration. By ensuring a housing oriented, mixed use development at Pier 70, either through 
a continuing Planning Commission approval process, or through approval of a narrower band of 
development outcomes skewed towards the maximum residential concept analyzed in the FEIR, 
we believe these impacts can be adequately mitigated. 

A process, which includes substantial community input, is necessary to ensure Pier 70 
design meets the promise of the Design for Development. 

Members of the community, the Boosters included, have been effusive in their support for the 
Design for Development (the "D for D").The D for D provides a comprehensive set of guidelines 
for site-appropriate mixed-use neighborhood development and design, and reflects the project 
sponsor's exemplary process of community engagement. 

To ensure that Pier 70 meets the promise of its D for D, we believe that there should be an ongoing 
process, involving community input, regarding the implementation of design.While we are open to 
the specific mechanics of the process, it is important that it have teeth-a check to ensure that 
design throughout Pier 70 does not become compromised for the sake of expediency at a later 
date. 

Pier 70 expects a fifteen year build-out. During that time, we can expect turnover in each of the 
project's stakeholders, whether at the project sponsor, the City's various departments, or in the 
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community.While the D for D will remain in place, its interpretation will be affected by these new 
eyes and the dynamic nature of Pier ?O's setting. Continuing the engagement that generated the D 

for D is necessary to ensure that its implementation continues to reflect the evolving needs of 
stakeholders. 

***** 
Commissioners, we are nearing the end of a long planning process and the beginning of a lengthy 
construction process. Our goal is a well-integrated and connected Pier 70 that feels like a natural 

extension of our growing neighborhood. And we're close to achieving that goal. We request that 
you help us take those last few steps, outlined above, that will help ensure a successful project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

JR~.f~ 
J.R. Eppler 
President 

Cc: Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Yoyo Chan, Legislative Aide, Sup. Cohen's Office 
Sophia Kittler, Legislative Aide, Sup. Cohen's Office 
Ken Rich, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Sarah Dennis-Phillips, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

David Beaupre, Port of San Francisco 
Jonas lonin, Secretary, Planning Commission 
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DRAFT Rincon Hill Proposed Transit Plan Exhibit A 

() Scale 1:20,000 
By downloading lhls map, you are agreeing to the following disclaimer: "The City and County or San Francisco 
("Clty1 proYldesthefollowfngdala asapublicrecordandno rlghtsofanykindaregrantedloanypersonbythe 
City's provision of th ls data. The Ctty and County of San Francisco ("City") makes no representation regarding 
and does not guarantee or otherwise Warrant the accuracy or completeness of this data. Anyone who uses this 
data for any purpose whatsoever does so en~rely at their own risk. The City shall not be llable or otherwise 
1esponslbleforanyloss,harm,clalmoractionofanyklndflomanypersonarislngfromtheuseofthisdata.By 
accessinglhisdata,theprirsonaccessingltacknowledgesthatsheorhahasreadanddoessounderthe 
conditl<:>nthatsheorheagreestotheeontentsendtomisofthisdlsciaimer." 
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DRAFT Rincon Hill Proposed Transit Plan Exhibit B 

0 Scale 1:20,000 
By davmloading lhls map, you are ag1eelng to the following disclaimer: 'The City and County of San Franelsco 
fCitylprovidas\hero!lowlngdataasapubllcrecordandnorlghtsofanykindaregrantedtoanypersonbytha 
City's provision of this data. Tho City and County of San Francisco ("Cltyl makes nCI representation regarding 
and does not guarantee or othorwlse warfanl the accuracy or completeness of th ls data. Anyono who uses this 
da!a for any purpose v.+iatsoever does so ent11ely at their own risk. The City shall not be Uable or otherwise 
iesponsible for any loss, harm, elaJm or action of any kind from any person arising from the use of this data. By 
accessingthlsdata,\hepersonaccesslngltaeknowledgesthatsheorhehasreadanddoessounderthe 
conditionthatsheorheagrees!othecontentsandtarmsofthlsdlsclaimer." 
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To: Planning Commissioners 
From: Alison Heath, Grow Potrero Responsibly 
Submitted August 17, 2017 
Re: FEIR Comments 

The Final EIR (FEIR) fails to consider impacts from ride-sharing (TNC's) 
as a significant transportation mode. 

Grow Potrero Responsibly commented on the issue in a letter submitted on 
February 22, 2017, with further comments made in an second letter dated July 
20, 2017 (attached). In our original comment letter we noted that ride-sharing 
discourages people from using public transportation while increasing traffic 
impacts. Since the Draft EIR was published and after public comment was closed, 
new information was published by the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority (SFCTA) validating our concerns. The impacts from TNC's were not 
acknowledged at all in the DEIR, nor was there a response in the Response to 
Comments document. Additionally we had no opportunity to comment on the 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan which was finalized July 24, 
2017, well after the DEIR comment period closed, and similarly contains no 
mention of TNC's. 

The Draft EIR should be updated with analysis of TNC impacts and re-circulated 
for public comment on these issues before it is certified. This is required under 
CEQA when, as here, significant new information is added relating to a new 
environmental impact or a substantial impact in the severity of an environmental 
impact, or if a feasible project mitigation measure or alternative considerably 
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen environmental 
impacts and is not acceptable to the project proponents, or if the Draft EIR was 
so fundamentally inadequate that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5.)" 

The Design for Development Document was not available until after 
the Draft EIR comment period ended. 

This document sets multiple Project parameters but was not published until 
March 9, 2017, precluding any opportunity for public comment on information 
relevant to potential impacts of the project. This information must be in the EIR 
and not buried in an appendix or other document referenced by, but not included 
in the EIR. 
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The Project Description is uncertain and the FEIR fails to adequately 
analyze potential impacts under various land use scenarios. 

The Proposed Project is described as "conceptual" and will follow a phased 
program in which parcels would be developed as commercial, residential or 
parking uses. The exact uses would be determined after the EIR is finalized. 
Grow Potrero Responsibly provided very specific examples on how various land 
use scenarios would result in a myriad of impacts. For example we noted that, 
following the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, a PDR use would 
have considerably less impact on traffic and transit than a restaurant use. 
Additional parking would encourage dependence on automobiles. A large office 
component would bring more workers who will need housing. Relying on RAU 
(Retail/arts/light-industrial) designation or a theoretical Maximum Residential or 
Maximum Commercial scenario doesn't allow an adequate analysis of impacts. 

Despite the specificity of our comments, the FEIR states that, "the comments do 
not identify what they believe is missing from these descriptions and analyses 
and how that could result in a change in the conclusions of the EIR. " ( 4.A.6) 

An accurate, stable and consistent project description is necessary to an 
adequate evaluation of the project's impacts; the project description should 
describe the physical development that will result if the project is approved; and 
the description should be sufficiently detailed to provide a foundation for a 
complete analysis of environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15124.) 

The FEIR fails in multiple instances to respond to public comment. 

Responses should explain any rejections of the commenters' proposed 
mitigations and alternatives. Evasive, conclusory responses and mere excuses 
are not legally sufficient and a general response to a specific question is usually 
insufficient. The FEIR fails to conform to these requirements. 

The FEIR fails to address comments about the inconsistencies between 
the cumulative impacts of growth from the Project and what was 
anticipated in the 2008 Central Waterfront Plan and other Plans. 

The Project's inconsistencies with the Central Waterfront Plan, Plan Bay Area, 
Waterfront Land Use Plan and General Plan must be considered as part of the 
CEQA review and were not. In our comments, Grow Potrero Responsibly 
submitted specific evidence of significant inconsistencies that were not addressed 
in the Draft EIR. The DEIR states that conflicts with applicable plans "will 
continue to be analyzed and considered" ( 4.B.27) but fails to do even a minimal 
analysis of some of these potential conflicts and resulting impacts. 
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The DEIR did not address the inconsistency between growth projections in the 
Central Waterfront Area under the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and what would 
occur with the Pier 70 project. Impact Evaluation under PH-1 goes so far as to 
claim that the Proposed Project would not induce substantial population growth 
in an area, either directly or indirectly. 

In our comments we noted that, "the Central Waterfront Plan anticipated 2020 
new residential units in the entire Area under the Preferred Project that was 
approved as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan. As of the end of 2015, over 
2704 units had already been constructed or were in the pipeline, with hundreds 
more submitted for review in 2016. But the Pier 70 project has the potential, 
with 3025 units, to exceed the entire anticipated total by 1005 all by itself. 
Combined with other development in the area, this is more than double what 
was projected under the Area Plan, and well beyond what was considered in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR." 

The Project FEIR fails to address our comments that direct and cumulative 
population growth was inconsistent with what was anticipated. This growth is 
clearly significant and the physical impacts of that growth (transportation, air 
quality, public services, etc.) are not adequately considered. 

The FEIR fails to adequately respond to our comments about the increased 
demand for housing under the Maximum Commercial Scenario. As a direct result 
of the proposed project there would potentially be adverse and direct physical 
environmental effects due to induced population growth throughout the region 
from a large commercial component. Relying on the City's Housing Element to 
address growing housing demand is not an adequate solution as we dig 
ourselves deeper into what has widely been declared a "crisis". The explanation 
under Response PH-4 fails to address the cumulative impacts of a large 
commercial development and only considers direct impacts of growth specific to 
the Project. 

The FEIR fails to address comments regarding inadequate 
infrastructure, particularly public transit. Proposed mitigations for 
acknowledged transportation impacts are uncertain. 

Many members of the public have spoken and written in detail about impacts to 
transportation and other infrastructure in the area, yet the FEIR generally claims 
that commenters have provided no substantial evidence for these assertions 
(4.C.9). The FEIR initially dismisses concerns broadly without considering many 
of the specific comments. Later, in another section ( 4.G.3) the FEIR 
acknowledges significant transportation impacts. Mitigations for these impacts 
are uncertain and some of the so-called "improvements" such as the rerouting of 
the 22 Fillmore to serve Mission Bay and the Mission Bay Loop will actually 
exacerbate impacts. 
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Grow Potrero Responsibly has repeatedly raised concerns about transportation 
impacts with 50.5% of person-trips projected to be by automobile, in conflict 
with the City's Transit First policy. Our July 22, 2017 comment letter states that, 
"no changes to the MUNI system are approved or funded, and the 22 Fillmore 
will be rerouted away from Dogpatch to serve Mission Bay as part of the TEP 
(AKA Muni Forward). Adding an additional bus or car or two to existing lines will 
not correct the lack of east-west options. The network must be expanded to 
reduce dependence on automobiles and comply with the General and Area 
Plans... The DEIR fails to fully consider the impacts of the Pier 70 Transportation 
Plan itself. With multiple large projects on the horizon, a patchwork of 
unregulated private shuttles, rather than investment in public transit, will 
exacerbate traffic and related problems." 

Issues of traffic congestion as a result of dependence on automobiles as a 
primary transit mode and a . 75 parking ratio are dismissed in the FEIR. Similarly 
the FEIR completely rejects legitimate concerns about physical impacts directly 
tied to congestion. These comments are characterized as being on the "merits of 
the Proposed Project and not related to the environmental impacts." As we've 
noted before, the Proposed Project will directly impact 30 or more intersections, 
bringing them to Level F. The level of traffic described in the LOS analysis will 
have a profound effect on the quality of life within the entire area and must be 
considered as an undeniably real environmental impact. 
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cut rn ry 
Transportation network companies (TNCs) such as Uber 
and Lyft are an increasingly visible presence on San Fran­
cisco streets, but there has been no comprehensive data 
source to help the public and decision-makers understand 
how many TNC trips occur in San Francisco, how much 
vehicle travel they generate, and their potential effects on 
congestion, transit ridership, and other measures of sys­
tem performance. The California Public Utilities Commis­
sion (CPUC) regulates TNCs and requires data reporting by 
TN Cs, but will not share these data with local jurisdictions 
and the public. 

The purpose of this report is to provide information on TNC 
activity in San Francisco, in order to help the San Francisco 
County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authori­
ty) fulfill its role as the Congestion Management Agency for 
San Francisco County. The report is also intended to inform 
the Transportation Authority board which is comprised of 
the members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as 
well as state and local policy-makers in other arenas, and 
the general public, on the size, location and time-of-day 
characteristics of the TNC market in San Francisco. 

The information presented is a profile of estimated local 
TNC usage (trips made entirely within San Francisco) from 
mid-November to mid-December of 2016. The TNC data 
was originally gathered by researchers at Northeastern 
University from the Application Programming Interfaces 
(APis) of Uber and Lyft and then shared with the Trans­
portation Authority. The Transportation Authority's data 
team cleaned and analyzed the data for presentation here. 

While this document provides a broad range of descrip­
tive information about TNC trips, it does not evaluate the 
effects of these TNC trips on the performance of the San 
Francisco transportation system, nor does it explain TNC 
customer trip purposes, demographic characteristics, or 
longer term effects on vehicle ownership and residential 
and employment location. This report does not identify 
the extent to which TNCs affect congestion. Many factors 
contribute to increased congestion-population and em­
ployment growth, construction activity, increased delivery 
and other transportation services, and TNCs. 

Subsequent reports and studies by the Transportation Au­
thority and others will address these important analytic 
and policy topics in depth, including the effects of TN Cs on 
roadway congestion, public transit operations and rider­
ship, disabled access, and equity. 

The report is structured around six primary questions: 

• The San Francisco Treasurer's Office estimates that 
45,000 Uber and Lyft drivers may operate in San 
Francisco, and in 2016 sent notices requiring them 
to register their business with the city. 

• Almost 21,000 drivers are estimated to have complied 
with the requirements to register their business with 
the city. Of that number, only 29% are San Francisco 
residents. 

• On a typical weekday, over 5,700 TNC vehicles oper­
ate on San Francisco streets at peak times, with the 
peak period occurring between 6:30pm and 7:00pm. 
On Fridays, over 6,500 TNC vehicles are on the street 
during the peak of 7:30pm to 8:00pm. This is over 15 
times the number of taxis on the street at these times 
of day. 

• On a typical weekday, TN Cs make over 170,000 vehi­
cle trips within San Francisco, which is approximately 
12 times the number of taxi trips, and 15% of all in­
tra-San Francisco vehicle trips. This represents a con­
servative estimate of total TNC trips in San Francisco 
because the study's dataset does not include trips 
with a regional origin or destination. 

• Assuming TNC occupancy rates are similar to taxi oc­
cupancy rates, it is estimated that at least 9% of all 
San Francisco person trips use TNCs. 

PAGE 1 
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• Significant numbers of TNC vehicle trips occur on both 
weekdays and weekends, with the highest number on 
Fridays with over 222,500 trips, and the lowest num­
ber on Sundays with approximately 129,000 trips. 

• On weekdays, TNC usage is concentrated during the 
AM and PM peak periods when congestion is greatest, 
and extends into the evenings on Friday. Saturday 
and Sunday TNC trips occur primarily in the after­
noon and evening. 

• TNC trips are concentrated in the densest and most 
congested parts of San Francisco including the down­
town and northeastern core of the city. At peak peri­
ods, TNCs are estimated to comprise 25% of vehicle 
trips in South of Market. 

• TNC trips are concentrated on the busiest arterials, 
yet also operate extensively on neighborhood streets, 
including along major public transit lines. 

• Intra-SF TNC trips generate approximately 570,000 
vehicle miles of travel (VMT) on a typical weekday, 
comprising as much as 20% of intra-SF-only VMT, at 

least 6.5% of average total weekday VMT citywide, 
and may account for more than 10% of weekend VMT, 
primarily during the AM peak, PM peak, and early 
evening time periods. These estimates include both 
in-service and out-of-service vehicle miles. 

• Approximately 20% of total TNC VMT are out-of-ser­
vice miles. This is significantly lower than the more 
than 40% of taxi VMT that are out-of-service miles. 
The greater efficiency of TN Cs is likely due to the high­
er number ofTNC vehicles and more efficient technol­
ogy. 

• TN Cs provide broader service across the city than tax­
is, particularly in the western neighborhoods. 

• TN Cs provide fewer trips per population and employ­
ment in southern and southeastern areas of the city, 
which may reflect the presence of fewer TNC vehicles, 
or neighborhood preferences or demographics. 

For more information, or to obtain a downloadable file of 
Transportation Authority processed data, visit the TNCs 
Today website at www.sfcta.org/tncstoday. 
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" I n 
Transportation network companies (TNCs) such as Uber 
and Lyft are visible presences on San Francisco's streets, 
in both the downtown core as well as in the city's neigh­
borhoods. These companies allow people to use a smart­
phone app to request and pay for rides sourced from a 
pool of available drivers. These services are taxi-like in 
that they provide point-to-point transportation primar­
ily in private vehicles. The success of TNCs in attracting 
rides in San Francisco and other cities reflects the high 
unmet demand for premium services and the extensive 
benefits they provide to users who can afford their servic­
es. Initially TNCs offered some distinct advantages over 
taxis including the ability to easily reserve a ride, the abil­
ity for both driver and passenger to contact each other 
and to know the location of the other using GPS, ease of 
payment, cheaper fares, shorter wait ,times, and more 
availability at all times of day due to a larger supply of 
vehicles. Taxis now offer some of these features, although 
the supply of taxis is still significantly smaller than TN Cs, 
and taxi fares are higher. 

The advantages of TN Cs over taxis and other transporta­
tion modes are in part a result of the technological innova­
tion of directly connecting travelers and drivers, but are 
also in part an outcome and reflection of the relatively 
light regulatory requirements under which TN Cs operate, 
relative to taxis and other for-hire vehicles. The biggest dif­
ference between TN Cs and other modes is the significantly 
lower barrier for drivers to enter the market. California 
state law grants municipalities the ability to regulate taxis, 
and in San Francisco, the taxi medallion system limits the 
number of taxi vehicles that can serve the city. In addition, 
taxis are subject to price controls, must provide access to 
all areas of the city, must provide service to people with 

disabilities, have greater insurance requirements, and are 
subject to driver background checks and vehicle inspec­
tions. In contrast, there is no limit on the number of TN Cs 
that may operate on San Francisco streets, no price con­
trols, no geographic service area requirements, minimal 
disabled access requirements, limited driver background 
checks and few vehicle inspection or driver training re­
quirements (TRB 2015). 

There is a perception that TNC vehicles now comprise a sig­
nificant number of the vehicles on San Francisco streets, 
having increased rapidly since TNCs started operating in 
the city seven years ago. However, there has been little data 
to either confirm or refute this perception. The California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), which regulates TNCs 
due to the inter-city, non-hail nature of the service they 
provide, requires TNCs to report to the CPUC an extensive 
set of information on service provision including where 
and when trips are starting and ending, the availability of 
disabled-accessible vehicles, traffic incidents, and hours 
and miles logged by drivers. However, the CPUC has refused 
to share these TNC data with San Francisco, stating that it 
is authorized to withhold official information if disclosure 
of the information is against the public interest (CPUC Let­
ter to the Transportation Authority, 2017). However, re­
cent SFMTA Travel Decisions Survey results indicate that 
TNCs are growing in significance as a share of overall San 
Francisco travel, doubling in mode share served between 
2014 and 2015 (SFMTA 2014, SFMTA 2015). In addition, 
it has been noted that Uber reported an annual tripling 
of trips in San Francisco (TRB 2015). However, these data 
sources provide no reliable estimates of the true number of 
TNC trips occurring in San Francisco, where TNC trips are 
occurring, or when TNC trips are occurring. 
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The purpose of this report is to provide information on 
TNC activity in San Francisco, in order to help the San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transporta­
tion Authority) fulfill its role as the Congestion Manage­
ment Agency for San Francisco County. The report is also 
intended to inform the Transportation Authority board 
which is comprised of the members of the San Francisco 
Board of Supervisors, as well as state and local policy­
makers in other arenas, and the general public, on the size, 
location and time-of-day characteristics of the TN C market 
in San Francisco. 

This document provides estimates of how many TN Cs are 
operating in San Francisco during all times of day and 
days of week, imputes the number, location, and timing 
of intra-San Francisco TNC trips based on TNC driver trip 
acceptance information (referred to in this report as pick­
ups) and TNC driver drop off information (referred to as 
drop-offs). The report estimates the amount of daily ve­
hicle miles travelled (VMT) generated by TN Cs, and contex­
tualizes these relative to the other travel modes operating 
in San Francisco, including private vehicles, public transit, 
walking and biking. TNC trips between San Francisco and 
other counties (regional TNC trips) are not included in 
these estimates, and as a result these numbers represent 
a lower-bound estimate of the number of actual TNC ve­
hicles and trips operating in San Francisco. Note that the 
data on which this report is based does not include any 
information on TNC trip purposes, travel party size, fares 
paid, traveler attributes such as gender, income, disability, 
mode choice shifts, or induced travel. 

The information presented is a profile of local TNC usage 
in San Francisco from mid-November to mid-December of 
2016, excluding dates around the Thanksgiving 2016 holi­
day. The TNC data was originally gathered by researchers 
at Northeastern University from the Application Program­
ming Interfaces (APis) of Uber and Lyft which show the 
locations of available vehicles to mobile apps, and then 
was shared with the Transportation Authority through a 
research collaboration over the past year. The other data 
referenced in the report come from a variety of sources in­
cluding Caltrans, the San Francisco Municipal Transporta­
tion Agency (SFMTA), and the Transportation Authority's 
SF-CHAMP travel demand model. 

This document does not evaluate the near-term impacts of 
TNCs on the performance of the San Francisco transporta­
tion system, nor does it explain potential longer-term ef­
fects of TNC provision on vehicle ownership or residential 
and employment location. 

This report does not identify the extent to which TN Cs af­
fect congestion. Many factors contribute to increased con­
gestion-population and employment growth, construc­
tion activity, increased delivery and other transportation 
services, and TN Cs. Subsequent reports by the Transporta­
tion Authority through this project and the larger Emerg­
ing Mobility Services and Technology (EMST) policy frame­
work and the Connect SF long-range planning process, 
both being undertaken in coordination with other City 
agencies, will address these important analytic and policy 
questions in depth. 
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This research team developed and applied multiple proce­
dures to estimate TNC trips within San Francisco. First, 
the team acquired data on TNC vehicle locations that was 
gathered from the Uber and Lyft APis. The research team 
then cleaned this location data, removing unnecessary, 
anomalous, or redundant information. Finally, the team 
identified trips and imputed missing attributes. 

In order to provide real-time information to drivers and 
passengers, Lyft and Uber expose certain data through 
public-facing APis. This information includes nearby vehi­
cle locations, estimated times-to-pickup, and sometimes, 
estimated costs. The data exposed through the APis also 
includes, among other things, a vehicle identifier associ­
ated with a sequence of time-stamped coordinates, and the 
service types associated with that vehicle, such as UberX 
or UberPOOL. Sending a request to the API returns a text 
file response containing this information for the near­
est available vehicles. When a vehicle becomes unavail­
able, either because the driver has turned off their app or 
they have accepted a ride request, the vehicle disappears 
from the datastream. Similarly, when the vehicle becomes 
available, either because the driver has turned on their 
app or they have completed a ride request, it reappears 
in the datastream. Researchers at Northeastern Univer­
sity implemented a systematic method for collecting this 
datastream such that it geographically covers all of San 
Francisco. The Northeastern University researchers col­
lected information on vehicle locations every five seconds 
for approximately six weeks. The data collection methodol­
ogy has no impacts on either drivers or riders. 

/\. 

The research team collected data by sampling available 
TNC vehicles using a geographic grid that covers all of 
San Francisco. This sampling procedure means that any 
available Uber or Lyft vehicle may be detected by multiple 
sampling locations. Furthermore, because data is being 
collected almost continuously in time for each sampling 
location, the same vehicle will often appear repeatedly in 
the datastream for each individual sampling location. The 
first step in the data preparation process involved clean­
ing the information in the datastream. In addition, the 
raw data may at times contain anomalous data, which was 
also screened out to ensure the reasonableness of the GPS 
traces. The result was a set of unique GPS traces for each 
TNC vehicle. 

Cleaning resulted in a set of unique "pre-trip" vehicle 
trajectories that reflect when a vehicle became available 
(due to the driver dropping off a passenger or starting a 
shift) and when the vehicle became unavailable (due to 
the driver accepting a passenger or ending a shift). Once 
pre-trips and pickup and drop-off locations were defined, 
"trips" were imputed by linking the pickup and trip drop­
off locations. Lyft trips were created first because the Lyft 
API reveals a persistent vehicle identifier, with which it is 
possible to build an aggregate matrix of Lyft flows from 
pickup locations to dropoff locations by detailed time-of­
day. This matrix of flows is used to estimate the vehicle 
miles traveled generated by TN Cs. Uber's API does not have 
persistent identifiers that are necessary to connect pickup 
and dropoff locations, so the research team used the Lyft 
matrix of pickup and drop off flows by travel analysis zone 
(TAZ) and time-of-day as a starting point, and then pro­
portionally fitted the matrix to match Uber trip pickup lo­
cations and drop-off locations by time-of-day. 

A unique aspect of the Uber and Lyft driver labor market 
is that drivers may drive for both services simultaneously. 
As a result, these driver vehicles may appear in both the 
Uber and Lyft datastreams. It is necessary to identify these 
"matched pre-trips" in order to avoid double-counting of 
TNC pre-trips and trips. Matched pre-trips were identi­
fied by comparing the start and end times of the pre-trips 
and selecting only those pre-trips whose start and end 
times both occurred within a limited time window, as well 
as selecting only pre-trips that traversed the same set of 
network links in the same sequence. The pre-trip (and as­
sociated trip) were then assigned to either Lyft or Uber, 
based on which pre-trip ended first, representing the first 
platform on which a driver accepted the trip. 

For pre-trips, out of service travel times and distances 
could be calculated directly from the cleaned and pro­
cessed datastream. For Lyft trips, trip travel times could 
be derived from the datastream. Because the datastream 
does not contain the information on the actual paths used 
by TN Cs on trips, it was necessary to impute distances be­
tween observed pickup and drop off locations using infor­
mation from the Transportation Authority's SF-CHAMP 
model. For Uber trips, both travel times and distances 
were imputed from the model system. 

It must be emphasized that the TNC information docu­
mented in this report does not represent direct observa-

PAGE 5 
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tion of TNC trips. Trips and pre-trips are imputed based 
on the changes in the supply of Uber and Lyft vehicles as 
revealed by each company's APL Requests to the CPUC and 
to Uber and Lyft for data that could be used to validate 
these findings were declined. 

However, as documented in subsequent sections of this 
report, the summaries of how the time and location of im­
puted TNC trips vary across time and space are generally 
consistent with overall travel patterns within the city. 

There are a number of other limitations to the data as 
revealed by the APis. Pickup locations and drop-off loca­
tions are not true trip origins and trip destinations. In­
stead, they represent where drivers accept rides (which 

are assumed to be a few minutes from true trip origins) 
and where drivers are available again (which are assumed 
to be near true trip destinations). In addition, no infor­
mation on the specific TNC products used (such as UberX 
or LyftLine) can be derived from the datastream. Pooled 
services like UberPOOL and LyftLine which are designed 
to encourage users to share rides may not show up in the 
datastream. No information on TNC vehicle occupancy or 
traveler demographics is available, nor is consistent infor­
mation on costs. Finally, these estimates are a lower bound 
on TNC trips in San Francisco, as all trips with one or more 
end outside the city (regional and through trips) are ex­
cluded from the analysis. 

PAGE 6 
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Two measures of TNC supply are the number of TNC driv­
ers who regularly drive in the city and the number of TNC 
vehicles that operate in the city at peak times. 

There are no definitive observed data of the number of 
TNC drivers who regularly drive in San Francisco. It has 
been estimated that as many as 45,000 TNC drivers may 
operate in San Francisco, based on the number of letters 
sent by the San Francisco Treasurer's office to potential 
TNC drivers, notifying them of the requirement to register 
their businesses with the City. (SF Examiner, 2016). The 
City's business location database (https:// data.sfgov.org/ 
Economy-and-Community/Registered-Business-Loca­
tions-San-Francisco/g8m3-pdis) provides industrial sec­
tor detail and business addresses of individuals who have 
registered businesses in San Francisco. Based on informa­
tion from this database, the research team estimates that 
approximately 21,000 drivers complied with the City's 
business registration requirements. In contrast, there are 
only approximately 1,800 San Francisco taxi vehicle me­
dallions (SFMTA 2016). Table 1 shows the distribution 
of registered drivers' locations, by county. It appears that 
only 29% of TNC drivers who work in San Francisco are 

8000 
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2000 

•· Tabl.~·l· .Esthn~ted $t=~Register~d TN(i 8~sines$~sby Ccrnrity 
COUNTY PERCENTAGE 

Alameda 21% 

Contra Costa 12% 

Marin 2% 

Napa 0% 

San Francisco 29% 

San Mateo 16% 

Santa Clara 6% 

Solano 2% 

Sonoma 1% 

Outside Bay Area 10% 

TOTAL 100% 

Source; San Francisco Registered Business Location Database, accessed 201'7 May 12 

based in the city, indicating that vast majority of TNC driv­
ers are coming in the city from other Bay Area counties 
and beyond. 

Figure 1 shows the estimated number of TNC vehicles 
that are on San Francisco streets on a typical weekday, by 
time-of-day, while Figure 2 (next page) shows the num­
ber of TNC vehicles on a typical Friday. These data show 
that on weekdays, the peak number of TNC vehicles occurs 
between 6:30pm and 7:00pm, when approximately 5,700 
TNC vehicles are on San Francisco streets. On Fridays, the 
peak occurs between 7:30pm and 8:00pm, when an esti­
mated 6,500 TNC vehicles are on the street. 

Figure 1. Intra-SF TNC and 
Taxi Vehicles On 
Street on Average 
Wednesday by Time-of-Day 

Taxi Vehicles 

SOURCE: TNC dr:ita; Sf'.-"MTA 
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Two types of TNC trips were estimated: vehicle trips and 
person trips. The number of TNC vehicle trips is important 
because more vehicle trips generally leads to increased con­
gestion and conflicts with other street users, while more 
person trips may indicate enhanced mobility. Again, only 
those trips with both pickup and drop-off location within 
San Francisco are considered in the following summaries. 

"Vehicle trips" in Table 2 refers to movements by motor 
vehicles with origins and destinations entirely within 
San Francisco. Vehicles may carry different numbers of 
people, or may be public transit vehicles or taxis. Trucks 
are excluded. Approximately 170,000 TNC vehicle trips are 
estimated to occur within San Francisco during a typical 
weekday. This represents approximately 15% of all week­
day vehicle trips that both start and end within the city, 
as shown in Table 2. There are approximately 12 times as 
many TNC trips as taxi trips during a typical weekday. 

Table 2~ Wee~day lntr;1-~F Vehicle Trips by Mode 

MODE VEHICLE TRIPS % 

Private Auto 940,000 83% 

Public Transit Vehicle 11,000 1% 

Taxi 14,000 1% 

TNC 170,000 15% 

TOTAL 1,135,000 100% 

Source: TNC data; SF-CHAMP travel model, SFMTA 

g 0 0 0 
0 0 0 

a:; .;; Ci 
0 0 
9. 0 

N 

Figure 2. Intra-SF TNC 
and Taxi Vehicles On Street 
on Average Friday by 
Time-of-Day 

SOURCE: TNC data; SFMTA 

Figure 3. Average Wednesday Intra-SF 
Vehicle Trips by Mode 

B Private 
Auto 83% 

B Public 
Transit 
Vehicle 1% 
Taxi 1% 

- TNC 15% 

SOURCE: TNC data; 
SF-CHAMP. 
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Person trips refers to movements by people with origins 
and destinations in San Francisco. Person trips are differ­
ent than vehicle trips because person trips include walk­
ing and biking trips (which don't require motor vehicles), 
and also because private vehicles, public transit vehicles 
and taxis may carry more than one person. For TN Cs and 
taxis, vehicle trips were converted to person trips using an 
assumed occupancy rate of 1.66, based on observed taxi 
data (Schaller, 2017). This assumed occupancy rate affects 
the TNC share of overall travel. Use of a lower occupancy 
rate would result in lower TNC person trip mode shares. 
Approximately 290,000 TNC person trips are estimated to 
occur within San Francisco during a typical weekday. This 
represents approximately 9% of all weekday person trips 
within the city, as shown in Table 3. 

MODE PERSON TRIPS % 

Drive 1,099,000 34% 

Public Transit 512,000 16% 

Bike 103,000 3% 

Walk 1, 193,000 37% 

Taxi 24,000 1% 

TNC 283,000 9% 

TOTAL 3,214,000 100% 

Source: TNC data; SF-CHAMP travel model, SFMTA 

e: N E: c: Cl ft N G ! N 

The timing of TNC trips is important because trips that oc­
cur during peak periods and weekdays are more likely to 
exacerbate congestion and delay on roads, affecting both 
general traffic, surface public transit as well as conflicts 
with bicycles and pedestrians. 
250,000 

200,000 

150,000 

100,000 

50,000 

MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY 

Figure 4. Average Weekday Intra-SF Person Trips 
by Mode 

liliml Private 
Auto 34% 

l!!ilil!J Public 
Transit 16% 

f@lfoj Bike 3% 

Walk 37% 

Taxi 1% 

-TNC9% 

SOURCE: TNC data: 
~·F-CHAMP. 

Figure 5 shows the total number of estimated TNC vehicle 
trips and taxi trips by day-of-week. It shows that TNC trips 
increase as the week progresses, reaching their peak vol­
ume on Friday and hitting their lowest volume on Sunday. 
This indicates that TN Cs are serving both the weekday and 

FRIDAY SATURDAY SUNDAY 

Figure 5. TNC and Taxi 
Intra-SF Trips by 
Day-of-Week 

SOURCE: TNC data; SFMTA 
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weekend travel markets, and that TN Cs have strong discre­
tionary trip market demand. 

Figure 6 provides additional detail on the timing of TNC 
trips by showing the estimated number of trips by half­
hour and by day of week. This figure indicates that dur­
ing the weekdays, TN Cs have a clear pattern of peak usage 
that coincides with the existing AM and PM peak periods. 
Peak periods typically have the highest availability of other 
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B,000 

7,000 

6,000 

5,000 

4,000 

3,000 

2,000 

1,000 

forms of transportation, and are also the times when add­
ed traffic has the highest negative effect on other trans­
portation system users. Figure 6 also shows that on Fri­
days and Saturdays usage of TN Cs extends later into the 
evening, suggesting that TN Cs may also provide additional 
options for travelers at times when other modes such as 
public transit, biking or walking may be less attractive due 
to reduced service or safety concerns. 

Figure 6. TNC and Taxi 
Intra-SF Trips by 
Day-of-Week 
and Time-of-Day 

SOURCE, TNC data: SFMTA 
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The location of TNC trips is important because trips that oc­
cur where there is already significant traffic are more likely 
to exacerbate congestion and conflicts with other road us­
ers, while trips that occur in less congested areas may re­
flect lower transportation impacts. 

Figures 7 through 9 provide geographic detail on the 
locations of TNC pickups on weekdays, Saturdays and 
Sundays. In these figures, TNC trip pickups have been 
aggregated to travel analysis zones (TAZs), which are a 
basic spatial unit used by the Transportation Authority 
for transportation analyses (dark colors indicate more 
daily TNC trips, and light colors indicate fewer daily 
TNC trips). TAZs are approximately the size of US Census 
block groups in most of the city, and the size of Census 
blocks in the core downtown area. Figure 7 illustrates 
clearly that the vast majority of TNC trips are occurring 
in San Francisco's northeast quadrant, which is the most 
congested area of the city, as well as the area that is most 
well served by public transit, bicycling and walking fa­
cilities. South of Market, the Mission Street corridor, the 
Van Ness Avenue corridor, Pacific Heights and the Ma­
rina all show relatively higher intensities of TNC usage. 

To a lesser extent, TNC usage is also high along the 
Geary Street corridor, Panhandle, and Inner Sunset, and 
Stonestown/San Francisco State University area. 

Figure 8 illustrates that the even greater levels of TNC trip­
making that occurs on Saturday is also highly concentrated 
in these same areas, along with more trips from Golden 
Gate Park and along the Geary Avenue corridor. Figure 9 
shows the significantly lower level of TNC trip-making on 
Sundays, particularly in the northern neighborhoods. 

Figures 10-12 (next page) provide an alternative detailed 
visualization of the locations of TNC drop-off locations. 
Rather than aggregate the drop-off locations tu TAZs, the 
drop-off point locations are used to directly map the in­
tensity of drop-offs on the roadway network. This provides 
insights into which specific streets and transit corridors 
are likely being affected most by TNC activity. The patterns 
are broadly similar across weekdays, Saturdays and Sun­
day. The Market Street spine, and areas north and south 
of Market show high levels of TNC drop-off activities at all 
times of day. Many other streets clearly stand out as well, 
including nearly all downtown and SoMa streets, Colum­
bus Ave, Geary Blvd, Mission and Valencia Streets, 19th 
Avenue, 3rd Street, and San Bruno Avenue. 

PAOE 11 

Figure 7. Average 
Weekday Intra-SF 
TNC Pickups by 
Travel Analysis 
Zone 

SOURCE: TNC d3ta 

Figure 8. Average 
Saturday Pickups 
by Travel Analysis 
Zone 

5DURCE: T!~C data 

Figure 9. Average 
Sunday Pickups 
by Travel Analysis 
Zone 

SOURCE: TNC data 
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The locations with the highest levels of TNC pickups and 
drop-offs include: 

• Union Square 

• MarketNan Ness 

• Cal train (4th and King) 

• Trans bay Terminal 
(2nd and Market to Harrison/Beale) 

• Chinatown 

• Marina 

• 9th/Brannan 

• Fell/Oak/Divisadero 

• Embarcadero Center (Clay/Front) 

• ClayNan Ness 
Figure 13 summarizes the percentage of all vehicle trips 
starting in each of the supervisorial district that are TNC 
vehicle trips. This provides information on how the overall 
share of 15% of daily vehicle trips as TNC trips varies by 
time of day and location. In District 6, the research team 
estimates that more than 25% of AM peak and PM peak 
period vehicle trips are by TNC. 

Figures 14-16 (next page) show the average number of TNC 
pickups and drop-offs by San Francisco supervisorial district 
by day-of-week. Figure 14 shows that, as noted above, Dis­
trict 6 absorbs the greatest number of weekday TNC trips, 
followed closely by District 3 and more distantly by Districts 
2 and 5. This likely reflects the significant employment and 
public transit hubs found in Districts 3 and 6, combined 
with higher parking supply restrictions and parking costs. 
Interestingly, Figure 15 indicates that the greatest number 
of Saturday TNC trips occur in District 3 instead, followed 
by District 6, possibly reflecting a greater concentration of 
entertainment and dining opportunities in District 3. Final­
ly, Figure 16 shows the overall lower number of TNC trips 
occurring across all districts on Sunday, while the relative 
distribution by district is very similar to that observed on 
weekdays and Saturdays. 

; 
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Figure 13. TNC 
AM and PM 
Vehicle Shares 
by Supervisorial 
District 

SDi.mCE: TNC da to 
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Figure 10. 
Weekday Pickup 
Hotspots 

SOURCE: TNC data 

Figure 11 . 
Saturday Pickup 
Hotspots 

SOURCE: TNC date 

Figure 12. Sunday 
Pickup Hotspots 

SDUHCE: TNC dat3 
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Figure 14. Weekday 
Pickups and Dropoffs 
by Supervisorial District 

SOURCE: TNC data 

Figure 15. Saturday 
Pickups and Dropoffs 
by Supervisorial 
District 

~m Dropoff Locations ; 

- Pickup Locations ! 
...................................................... : 

SOURCE: TNC: data 

Figure 16. Sunday 
Pickups and Dropoffs 
by Supervisorial 
District 

SOURCE: Tt-..!C d81a 
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Figures 17-19 further illustrate the total number of TNC 
and non-TNC vehicle trips by supervisorial district and 
time of day. These show overall higher levels ofTNC vehicle 
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trips in the PM peak than in the AM peak, and that District 
3 and District 6 have the greatest levels and the greatest 
shares ofTNC vehicle trip-making. 
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Figure 17. Intra-SF 
AM TNC and Vehicle 
Trips by Supervisorial 
District 

- TNCAM 
m Vehicles AM 

SOURCE• TNC d<>ta; SF-CHAMP 

Figure 18. Intra-SF 
PM TNC and Vehicle 
Trips by Supervisorial 
District 

-TNCPM 
~ Vehicles PM 

SGUF<GE, TNC data. SF-GH.4MP 

Figure 19. Intra-SF 
Daily TNC and Vehicle 
Trips by Supervisor 
District 

• TNCDaily 
U Vehicles Daily 

SOURCE, TNC data; SF-CHAMP 
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The amount of VMT, or vehicle miles travelled, that is 
generated by TNCs is important because VMT is a funda­
mental measure of transportation system performance. 
Higher levels of VMT are associated with greater levels of 
emissions of greenhouse gases such as C02 as well as other 
pollutants. In addition, higherlevels ofVMT are also asso­
ciated with greater roadway congestion and conflicts. For 
TN Cs and taxis, two types of VMT are important, in-ser­
vice VMT and out-of-service VMT. In-service VMT refers 
to the vehicle miles traveled when transporting a passen-

·. Tabt~ 4. Averil~e Weekd<1Y lnfra~SF'Jril> Lengths 
TNCS 

Trips 170,400 

VMT 569,700 

Average Total Trip Length 3.3 

Average In-service Trip Length 2.6 

Average Out-of-service Trip Length 0.7 

% Out-of-service Trip Length 21.0% 

TAXIS 

14,400 

65, 900 

4.6 

2.6 

2.0 

43.6% 

ger. Out-of-service VMT refers to the vehicle miles traveled table s; A\ieragt} s~turd;iy tntra~SF' 'frip Length~ 
while circulating to pickup a passenger. TNCS TAXIS 

Tables 4-6 show the total trips, total VMT, average to- _T_r~ip_s ______________ 2_2_0,_70_0 ___ 12_.3_o_o 

tal trip length, in-service trip length, out-of-service trip __:_VM~T _______________ 70_3_,6_o_o ___ 5_3_,6_o_o_ 

length, and percent out-of-service trip length by day-of- Average Total Trip Length 3.2 4.4 
-~::_~~-'-----=-~~~~~~~~~~~~-

week for local TN Cs and taxis. These tables indicate that Average In-service Trip Length 2.6 2.4 
-~::_~~~--'-~..::..__~~~~~~~~~~-TNCs and taxis are generally similar in terms of average 

in-service trip length. However, a notably smaller share 
of TNCs' total trip lengths are out-of-service miles, while 
a significant share of total taxi trip length (over 40%) are 
out-of-service miles. The greater efficiencies of TNCs, as 
reflected in a lower share of out-of-service miles, are likely 
primarily a reflection of the larger fleets of TNC drivers op­
erating on the road at any given time, enabling shorter dis­
tances to pickup locations. In addition, TN Cs' routing soft­
ware may be more efficient than the taxi dispatch systems. 
Most critically, Table 4 indicates that the estimated TNC 
total VMT on a typical weekday is approximately 570,000 
VMT, and this estimate is clearly conservative given that it: 

• Includes only intra-SF TNC trips (such as trips to and 
from San Francisco International Airport). 

• Underestimates out-of-service VMT because it ex­
cludes the additional distance from acceptance loca­
tion to where the passenger is actually picked up. 

• Excludes VMT associated with TNC drivers commut-
ing to SF from non-SF home origins. 

This TNC VMT estimate indicates that intra-SF TNCs gen­
erate as much as 20% on weekday VMT for intra-SF vehi­
cle trips and at least 6.5% of total weekday VMT in San 
Francisco, given Caltrans' most recent estimate of week­
day VMT traveled on San Francisco streets and highways 
(Caltrans 2014). Saturday roadway volumes are lower than 
weekday volumes, yet Saturday TNC VMT is even greater 
than average weekday TNC VMT. It is possible that TNCs 
may account for approximately 10% ofVMT on Saturdays. 

Average Out-of-service Trip Length 0.6 1. 9 

% Out-of-service Trip Length 18.6% 44.1% 

TNCS TAXIS 

Trips 129, 100 6,700 

VMT 471,200 31,900 

Average Total Trip Length 3.7 4.8 

Average In-service Trip Length 2.9 2.6 

Average Out-of-service Trip Length 0.8 2.2 

% Out-of-service Trip Length 20.7% 45.5% 

Figure 20 (next page) illustrates the amount of estimated 
in-service and out-of-service VMT generated by local TN Cs 
and taxis for typical weekdays, Saturdays and Sundays. 
TN Cs generate more than 10 times as many VMT as taxis 
on a typical weekday, while generating 12 times as many 
trips. 

Figure 21 (next page) shows the distribution of weekday 
VMT by time-of-day for TNCs and taxis. It indicates that 
most of the VMT generated by TN Cs occurs during the AM 
peak and PM peak hours, with significant VMT also oc­
curring during the evening hours, following the PM peak. 
VMT generated during periods of peak demand likely exac­
erbates existing peak period congestion. 
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Figure 20. Intra-SF TNC 
and Taxi Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) 

- TNC In-Service 
mmt! TNC Out-of-service 

Taxi In-Service 

Taxi Out-of-service 

SOURCE: TNC data 

Figure 21. Intra-SF 
Weekday TNC and Taxi 
VMT by Time-of-Day 

SOURCE, TNC data 
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It is important to ensure that all areas of the city have ac­
cess to transportation alternatives, while also acknowledg­
ing that different communities may have different needs 
and abilities to pay for mobility services. Due to their 
flexibility, TN Cs should be able to provide reasonable geo­
graphic coverage to all areas of the city. In order to assess 
whether TN Cs are serving all neighborhoods, two metrics 
are used: the number of TNC pickups per taxi pickup in 
each TAZ and the number of TNC pickups per combined 
population and employment in each TAZ. 

Figure 22 shows the number of TNC pickups per taxi pick­
up. Areas defined as "communities of concern" are also 
identified. Darker areas indicate where TN Cs are providing 

Figure 22. Weekday TNC Pickups per Taxi Pickup 

l'ijjj;~;j'~:~:~,~;:~~1e~.of Cotic~ril 

SOURCE: TNC data 

broader service than taxis. However, the figure also sug­
gests that southeastern neighborhoods may not be well 
served by TN Cs. 

Figure 23 shows the number of TNC pickups per combined 
population and employment by TAZ. This shows that the 
northeastern core and northern parts of the city are gen­
erally well served by TNCs. Southeastern and southern 
neighborhoods do not appear to be as well served. This 
may reflect either a lack of vehicles available in this area, 
or may reflect inability of residents of these areas to use 
TNCs, or some combination of these or other factors. Ad­
ditional data is required to better understand this pattern. 

Figure 23. TNC Pickups per Population and Employment 

l::fc;4 Comm\Jnitles of Concern 

SOURCE: me data 
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search 
The report provides a profile of estimated TNC usage from 
mid-November to mid-December of 2016. This document 
does not evaluate the impacts of TN Cs on the performance 
of the San Francisco transportation system, nor does it 
recommend any policy responses. Subsequent reports by 
the Transportation Authority and others will address im­
portant analytic and policy questions in depth, including: 

• TNC POLICIES. What is the role of government in regu­
lating TNCs? What TNC regulatory frameworks exist 
in other US cities or internationally? 

• TNC BEST PRACTICES. What potential impacts of TNCs 
have other agencies identified, and what policies have 
they enacted in response? How have agencies part­
nered with TN Cs? 

• TNCS AND STREET SAFETY. How do TNCs affect the safe­
ty of people who use the roads, including public tran­
sit riders, bicyclists and pedestrians? How can TNCs 
help San Francisco achieve its VisionZero goals? 

• TNCS AND TRANSIT DEMAND. How do TN Cs complement, 
compete with, or otherwise affect public transit rider­
ship and mode share? 

• TNCS AND PUBLIC TRANSIT OPERATIONS How do TN Cs af­
fect public transit service operations? 

Figure 24. High Injury Corridors with Average Weekday Intra-SF TNC 
Pickups by Travel Analysis Zone 

........... .J!.~ ........... :.ML ........... ~ ............. f.'~ . ............ !.~ ........... t~~.J 

SOURCE: TNC dc1la 

e TNCS AND CONGESTION. How do TNCs affect roadway 
congestion, delay and travel time unreliability? How 
do TN Cs affect air quality? 

• TNCS AND DISABLED ACCESS. To what extent do TNCs 
serve people with disabilities? 

e TNCS AND EQUITY. Can TNCs be accessed by all San 
Francisco residents including communities of con­
cern and those without smartphones or credit cards? 
Are all neighborhoods served equitably? 

• TNCS, LAND USE AND CURB MANAGEMENT. What are the 
best practices for loading/curbside/roadway space 
allocation? How do TNCs affect parking demand? Is 
TNC demand associated with certain land uses? What 
are the effects of TN Cs on location choices and auto 
ownership? 

Additional data collection will be necessary in order to help 
answer these questions. We are seeking/open to research 
collaborations to obtain further information, including 
data to validate or enhance these findings, TNC vehicle 
occupancy information, traveler demographics and travel 
purposes, travel costs, TNC fleet composition data, and a 
range of other data items . 

lnforrr1ation 
The Transportation Authority makes available aggregate 
travel analysis zone (TAZ) level summaries of TNC pickups 
and drop-offs by hour of day, which can be downloaded 
at the Transportation Authority website (www.sfcta.org/ 
tncstoday). In addition, an interactive visualization of 
the TAZ-level TNC data can be found at http://tncstoday. 
sfcta.org. The Transportation Authority will not provide 
detailed telemetry data or processed pre-trip and trip 
information due to the potential to contain personally 
identifiable information. Parties interested in the detailed 
telemetry data may contact the Northeastern University 
researchers to request access. Further information on on­
going emerging mobility services and technology work 
being performed by the Transportation Authority can be 
found on the Transportation Authority website (www.sf­
cta.org/ emst) . 
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APPLICATION PROGRAMMING INTERFACE IAPI): Programming 
code that allows interaction with software, or between 
software components. It is a tool that a developer of an 
app uses to communicate with data from a central server. 

IMPUTE: Refers to any method to estimate an unknown or 
missing value in a dataset based on known values or infor­
mation. 

PERSON TRIPS: A trip by one or more people in any mode of 
transportation. 
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of Technology-Enabled Transportation Services." National 
Academies Press, Transportation Research Board, 2015. 

TELEMETRY: A remotely collected continuous series of GPS 
points with associated time and other information that 
forms a path. 

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK COMPANY: Uses an online-en­
abled platform to connect passengers with drivers using 
their personal, non-commercial, vehicles. 

TRAVEL ANALYSIS ZONE (TAZ): A geographic unit used for 
transportation analysis. The Transportation Authority uses 
a roughly 1000-zone system with average sizes of 1 block in 
the downtown area and several blocks for outer areas. 
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TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT 

The Project (defined as the area within the Pier 70 Special Use District) will implement TDM measures 
designed to produce 20% fewer driving trips than identified by the project's Transportation Impact 
Study ("Reduction Target") for project build out, as identified in Table 1, below. 

Table 1: Trip Reduction Target from EIR Trip Estimates 

Auto Trips Reflecting 20% 

EIR Auto Trip Estimate at Reduction ("Reduction 

Period Project Build-Out Target") 

Daily 34,790 27,832 

To do this, the TDM Plan creates a TDM Program that will support and promote sustainable modes and 
disincentivize the use of private automobiles, particularly single-occupancy vehicles, among residents, 
employees, and visitors. This chapter outlines the different strategies that Project, initially, will employ 
to meet those goals, including the formation of a Transportation Management Association (TMA). The 
TMA will be responsible for the administration, monitoring, and adjustment of the TDM Plan and 
program over time. In addition to meeting the Reduction Target, the following overall TDM goals are 
proposed to ensure that the Project creates an enjoyable, safe, and inviting place for residents, workers, 
and visitors. 

1.1 TOM Goals 

In addition to meeting the Reduction Target described above, the TDM program will include measures 
that contribute to the following goals: 

• Encourage residents, workers, and visitors to the Project site to use sustainable transportation 
modes and provide resources and incentives to do so. 

• Make the Project site an appealing place to live, work and recreate by reducing the number of 
cars on the roadways and creating an active public realm. 

• Integrate the Project into the existing community by maintaining the surrounding neighborhood 
character and seamlessly integrating the Project into the established street and transportation 
network. 

• Provide high quality and convenient access to open space and the waterfront. 

• Promote pedestrian and bike safety by integrating bicycle and pedestrian-friendly streetscaping 
throughout the Project site. 

• Improve access to high quality transit, including Caltrain, BART, and Muni light rail. 

• Reduce the impact of the Project on neighboring communities, including reducing traffic 
congestion and parking impacts. 

1 
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1.2 TOM Approach 

The fundamental principle behind the TOM program is that travel habits can be influenced through 
incentives and disincentives, investment in sustainable transportation options, and educational and 
marketing efforts. Recognizing this principle, the following section describes the TOM program, including 
its basic structure, as well as logistical issues, such as administration and maintenance of the program. 

The Project's land use and site design principles, including creating a dense, mixed-use area that 
provides neighborhood and office services within walking distance from residential and commercial 
buildings and the creation of walkable and bicycle-friendly streets, will work synergistically with the TOM 
program to achieve the Project's transportation goals. 

Planning Code Section 169 (TOM) requires that master planned projects such as Pier 70 meet the spirit 
of the TOM Ordinance, and acknowledges that there may be unique opportunities and strategies 
presented by master planned projects to do so. If, in the future, the Port establishes its own TOM 
program across its various properties, the Project will have the right, but not the obligation, to 
consolidate TOM efforts with this larger plan. In all cases, the Project will coordinate with a Port-wide 
TOM program, should it exist. In the absence of such a Port-wide program now, the Project is proposing 
the site-specific TOM program structure outlined below. 

As previously mentioned, in order to meet the Project goals to reduce Project-related one-way vehicular 
traffic by 20%1-and to create a sustainable development, the Project's TOM program will be 
administered and maintained by a TMA. Existing examples of TMAs include the Mission Bay TMA and 
TMASF Connects. 

The TMA will provide services available to all residents and workers at the Project site. The TMA will be 
funded by an annual assessment of all buildings in the Pier 70 Special Use District area (excluding 
Buildings 12, 21 and E4). The TMA will be responsible for working with future subtenants of the site 
(e.g., employers, HOAs, property managers, residents) to ensure that they are actively engaging with the 
TOM program and that the Program meets their needs as it achieves or exceeds the driving trip 
reduction targets. Upon agreeing to lease property at the Project, these subtenants will become 
"members" of the TMA and able to take advantage of the TOM program services provided through the 
TMA. The TMA will be led by a board of directors which will be composed of representatives from 
diverse stakeholders that will include the Port (as the current property owner), the SFMTA (as the public 
agency responsible for oversight of transportation in the City), and representatives of various buildings 
that have been constructed at the site. The board of directors may also include representatives from 
commercial office tenants or homeowners' associations. 

Day-to-day operations of the TMA will be handled by a staff that would work under the high-level 
direction provided by the board of directors. The lead staff position will serve as the onsite 
Transportation Coordinator (TC) (also referred to as the "TOM Coordinator"), functioning as the TMA's 
liaison with subtenants in the implementation of the TOM program and as the TMA's representative in 
discussions with the City. 

The TC will perform a variety of duties to support the implementation of the TOM program, including 
educating residents, employers, employees, and visitors of the Project site about the range of 

1 Reduction in trips is in comparison to trip generation expectations from the EIR. 
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transportation options available to them. The TC would also assist with event-specific TOM planning and 
monitoring, and reporting on the success and effectiveness of the TOM program overall. The TC may be 
implemented as a full-time position, or as a part-time position shared with other development projects. 
The TMA will have the ability to adjust TOM program to respond to success or failure of certain 
components. 

1.2.1 The TMA Website 

The TMA, through the onsite TC, would be responsible for the creation, operation, and maintenance of a 
frequently updated website that provides information related to the Project's TOM program. The TMA's 
website would include information on the following (and other relevant transportation information): 

• Connecting shuttle service (e.g., routes and timetables); 
• General information on transit access (e.g., route maps and real-time arrival data for Muni, 

Caltrain, and BART); 

• Bikesharing stations on site and in the vicinity; 
• On- and off-street parking facilities pricing (e.g., pricing, location/maps and real-time 

occupancy); 

• Carsharing pods on site and in the vicinity, 

• Ridematching services; and 

• Emergency Ride Home (ERH) program. 

1.3 Summary of TOM Measures 

Table 2 provides a summary of the TOM measures to be implemented at the Project by the TMA. The 
following sections provide more detail on the measures as organized by measures that are applicable 
site-wide, those that target residents only, and those that target non-residents (workers and visitors) 
only. The applicable measures will be ready to be implemented upon issuance of each certificate of 
occupancy. 

Table 2: Summary of Pier 70 TOM Measures 

Applicability 

QI iii 
"C ·p 

I c 
iii 
·p 
c ·~ c QI 0 QI 

"C z :5! QI ..... 'iii 
Vi QI 

fl: 
Measure2 Description 
Improve Walking Conditions Provide streetscape improvements to encourage walking 

,/ 

Bicycle Parking Provide secure bicycle parking ,/ 

Showers and Lockers Provide on-site showers and lockers so commuters can 
travel by active modes 

Bike Share Membership Property Manager/HOA to offer contribution of 100% 
,/ 

toward first year membership; one per dwelling unit 

2 Where applicable, measure names attempt to be consistent with names of menus in San Francisco's TDM 
Program 
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Applicability 

Q) iii iii 
"'Cl ·.;::; 

I 
·.;::; 

'§ c c 
Q) c Q) 

di "'Cl 0 "'Cl ... 'iii z 'iii 
Vi Q) Q) 

Measure2 Description 
Cl: Cl: 

Bicycle Repair Station Each market-rate buildings shall provide one bicycle 
../ 

repair station 

Fleet of Bicycles Sponsor at least one bikeshare station at Pier 70 for 
../ residents, employees, and/or guests to use 

Bicycle Valet Parking For large events (over 2,000), provide monitored bicycle 
../ parking for 20% of guests 

Car Share Parking & Provide car share parking per code. Property 
Membership Manager/HOA to offer contribution of 100% toward first ../ 

year membership; one per dwelling unit 

Delivery Supportive Facilitate deliveries with a staffed reception desk, 
../ 

Amenities lockers, or other accommodations, where appropriate. 

Family TDM Amenities Encourage storage for car seats near car share parking, 
../ cargo bikes and shopping carts 

On-site Childcare Provide on-site childcare services ../ 

Family TDM Package Require minimum number of cargo or trailer bike 
../ parking spaces 

Contributions or Incentives Property Manager/HOA to offer one subsidy (40% cost 
for Sustainable of MUNI "M" pass) per month for each dwelling unit ../ 
Transportation 

Shuttle Bus Service Provide shuttle bus services ../ 

Multimodal Wayfinding Provide directional signage for locating transportation 
../ 

Sign age services (shuttle stop) and amenities (bicycle parking) 

Real Time Transportation Provide large screen or monitor that displays transit 
../ 

Information Displays arrival and departure information 

Tailored Transportation Provide residents and employees with information about 
../ Marketing Services travel options 

On-site Affordable Housing Provide on-site affordable housing as part of a 
../ residential project 

Unbundle Parking Separate the cost of parking from the cost of rent, lease 
../ 

or ownership 

Prohibition of Residential No RPP area may be established at or expanded into the 
Parking Permits (RPP) Project site ../ 

Parking Supply Provide less accessory parking than the neighborhood 
parking rate ../ 

Emergency Ride Home Ensure that every employer is registered for the 
Program program and that employees are aware of the ../ 

program 
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1.4 Site-wide Transportation Demand Management Strategies 

The following are site-wide TDM strategies that will be provided to support driving trip reductions by all 
users of the Project. 

1.4.1 Improve Walking Conditions 

The Project will significantly improve walking conditions at the site by providing logical, accessible, 
lighted, and attractive sidewalks and pathways. Sidewalks will be provided along most new streets and 
existing streets will be improved with curbs and sidewalks as necessary. The street design includes 
improvements to streets and sidewalks to enhance the pedestrian experience and promote the safety of 
pedestrians as a top priority. In addition, ground floor retail will create an active ground plan that 
promotes comfortable and interesting streetscapes for pedestrians. 

1.4.2 Encourage Bicycling 

Bicycling will be encouraged for all users of the site by providing well-designed and well-lit bike parking 
in residential and commercial buildings, in district parking, and also in key open space and activity 
nodes. Bicycle parking will be provided in at least the amounts required by the Planning Code at the 
time a building secures building permits. Furthermore, valet bicycle parking will be provided for large 
events (over 2,000) to accommodate 20% of guests. In addition to bicycle parking, the Project will fund 
at least one bikes hare station on site, including the cost of installation and operation for three years, for 
residents, employees, and or guests to use. This will help reduce the cost-burden of purchasing a bike 
and increase convenience. Bicycle facilities provided at the Project site will help improve connectivity to 
existing bike facilities on Illinois Street and the Bay Trail. 

1.4.3 Tailored Transportation Marketing Services and Commuter Benefits 

Tailored marketing services will provide information to the different users of the site about travel 
options and aid in modal decision making. For example, the TMA will be responsible for notifying 
employers about the San Francisco Commuter Benefits Ordinance, the Bay Area Commuter Benefits 
Program, and California's Parking Cash-Out law when they sign property leases at the site and 
disseminating general information about the ordinances on the TMA's website. The TMA will provide 
information and resources to support on-site employers in enrolling in pre-tax commuter benefits, and 
in establishing flex time policies. 

Employers will be encouraged to consider enrolling in programs or enlisting services to assist in tracking 
employee commutes, such as Lu um ;:ind Rideamigos. The services offered by these platforms include the 
development of incentive programs to encourage employees to use transit, customized commute 
assistance resources, tracking the environmental impact of employee commutes, and assessing program 
effectiveness. As the TMA works with on-site employers, other useful resources that support sustainable 
commute modes may be identified and provided by the TMA. 

1.4.4 Car Share Parking 

The Project will provide car share parking in the amounts specified by Planning Code Section 166 for 
applicable new construction buildings. 
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1.4.5 Shuttle Service 

A shuttle will be operated at Pier 70 serving to connect site users (residents, employees, and visitors) 
with local and regional transit hubs. The shuttle service will aim to augment any existing transit services 
and it is not intended to compete with or replicate Muni service. Shuttle routes, frequencies, and service 
standards will be planned in cooperation with SFMTA staff. In addition, coordination and integration of 
the shuttle program with other developments in the area will be considered, including with Mission Bay 
and future development at the former Potrero Power Plant. The necessity of the shuttle service will 
continue to be assessed as transit service improves in the Pier 70 area over time. 

Any shuttles operated by the Project will secure safe and legal loading zones for passenger boarding and 
alighting, both in the site and off-site. Shuttles will be free and open to the public and be accessible per 
ADA standards. Shuttles will comply with any applicable laws and regulations. 

1.4.6 Parking 

The Project is subject to an aggregate, site-wide parking maximum based on the following ratios: 

• Residential parking maximums are set to 0.60 spaces per residential unit; and 

• Commercial Office parking maximums are set to 1 space per 1,500 gross square feet; and 
• Retail shall have 0 parking spaces. 

The cost of parking will be unbundled, or separate from the cost of rent, lease, or ownership at the 
Project. Complying with San Francisco Planning Code, residential parking will not be sold or rented with 
residential units in either for-sale or rental buildings. Residents or workers who wish to have a car onsite 
will have to pay separately for use of a parking space. Residential and non-residential parking spaces will 
be leased at market rate. 

Non-residential parking rates shall maintain a rate or fee structure such that: 

• Base hourly and daily parking rates are established and offered. 

• Base daily rates shall not reflect a discount compared to base hourly parking rates; calculation of 
base daily rates shall assume a ten-hour day. 

• Weekly, monthly, or similar-time specific periods shall not reflect a discount compared to base 
daily parking rates, and rate shall assume a five-day week. 

• Daily or hourly rates may be raised above base rate level to address increased demand, for 
instance during special events. 

1.4.7 Displays a!'ld Wayfinding Signage 

Real time transportation information displays (e.g., large television screens or computer monitors) will 
be provided in prominent locations (e.g., entry/exit areas, lobbies, elevator bays) on the project site 
highlighting sustainable transportation options. The displays shall be provided at each office building 
larger than 200,000 SF and each residential building of more than 150 units, and include arrival and 
departure information, such as NextBus information, as well as the availability of car share vehicles and 
shared bicycles as such information is available. In addition, multi modal wayfinding signage will be 
provided to help site users locate transportation services (such as shuttle stops) and amenities (such as 
bicycle parking). Highly visible information and signage will encourage and facilitate the use of these 
resources. 
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1.4.8 Family Amenities 

Five percent of residential Class 1 bicycle parking will be designated for cargo and trailer bicycles. In 
addition, services and amenities will be encouraged to support the transportation needs of families, 
including storage for strollers and car seats near car share parking. On-site child care services will also be 
provided to further support families with children and reduce commuting distances between 
households, places of employment, and childcare. 

1.5 Residential Transportation Demand Management Strategies 

Strategies for reducing automobile use for residents of Pier 70 are discussed in the following sections. 

1.5.1 Encourage Transit 

All homeowners' associations and property managers will offer one subsidy (equivalent to 40% cost of 
Muni M pass or future equivalent Muni monthly pass) per month for each dwelling unit. These would 
likely consist of Clipper Cards that work for Muni, BART, and Caltrain and are auto-loaded with a certain 
cash value each month. In addition, tailored marketing services will provide information to residents 
about travel options and aid in modal decision making. 

1.5.2 Bicycles 

Indoor secure bicycle parking will be provided for residents in at least the amounts required by the 
Planning Code at the time the building secures building permits. Property Managers and HOA's will offer 
a contribution of 100% towards the first year's membership cost in a bikeshare program at a rate of one 
membership per dwelling unit. In addition, each market-rate residential building shall provide a bicycle 
repair station in a secure area of the building. 

1.5.3 Car Share Membership 

Property managers and HOA's will offer a contribution of 100% towards the first year's membership cost 
in a car share program at a rate of one membership per dwelling unit. Any user fees will be the 
responsibility of the resident member. 

1.5.4 Family TOM Package 

Amenities for families residing at the Project will be encouraged, such as car share memberships and 
other family amenities, including stroller and car seat storage and cargo bicycle parking. 

1.5.5 Prohibition of Residential Parking Permits 

Residential permit parking (RPP) will be prohibited at the Project site, and residents of Pier 70 will not be 
eligible for the neighboring Dogpatch RPP. This restriction is recorded within the Project's Master 
Covenants, Codes and Restrictions (CC&R) documents. This approach to RPP is intended to complement 
the Project's unbundled parking policy by ensuring that residents pay market rate for parking and that 
residential parking does not spill over onto neighborhood RPP streets. 

1.6 Non-residential Transportation Management Strategies 
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As with residents, there are several ways to encourage public transit and other sustainable modes of 
travel for employees and visitors to the Project site. 

1.6.1 Emergency Ride Home Program 

San Francisco provides an emergency ride home (ERH) program that reimburses the cost of a taxi ride 
home for an employee who commutes to work by a sustainable mode (transit, bicycling, walking, or 
carpool/vanpool) and has an unexpected emergency such as personal or family related illness or 
unscheduled overtime. Any employee in San Francisco is eligible as long as the employer has registered. 
Registration is free for employers. The ERH program is a safety net that may remove a barrier to 
sustainable commute choices. The TMA will ensure that every employer tenant on-site is registered for 
the Emergency Ride Home program and that employees are aware of the program. 

1.6.2 Bicycles 

Indoor secure bicycle parking will be provided for employees at least in the amount required by the 
Planning Code at the time the building secures building permits. Showers and lockers for employee use 
will also be provided at least in the amount required by the Planning Code in order to support active 
travel modes for commuting. Employees will be encouraged to participate in Bike to Work Day events by 
the TMA. As previously mentioned, the Project will provide at least one bikeshare station that would be 
available to residents, employees, and visitors. 

1.7 Special Event Transportation Management Strategies 

The Project's open spaces will host a variety of public events, including evening happy hours, outdoor 
film screenings, music concerts, fairs and markets, food events, street festivals art exhibitions and 
theatre performances. Typical events may occur several times a month, with an attendance from 500 to 
750 people. Larger-scale events would occur approximately four times a year, with an attendance up to 
5,000 people. All events in parks or open spaces require permitting approval by the Port. 

The TMA will work with the open space management team and any building managers or retailers to 
establish and implement transportation management plans for specific events. Transportation 
management plans will consider best practices and lessons learned from other San Francisco events and 
event venues. Event scheduling will attempt to minimize overlapping of events with AT&T Park and the 
Chase Event Center as required by the Environmental Impact Report. Event transportation management 
plans can include the following mechanisms: 

• Directional signage for vehicles accessing the site 

• Charging event pricing for parking associated with special events; 

• Dedicated passenger loading zones in the site; 

• Staffed and secure bicycle valet parking; 

• Identifying and rewarding guests who ride their bicycles, walk, or transit to events (i.e., free 
giveaways); 

• Encouraging customers at the time of ticket sales to take public transportation, walk, or bicycle 
to the events, and providing reminders and trip planning tools to support them in doing so; 

• Disseminating the recommended transportation options on different marketing outlets (with 
ticket receipt, online channels, Pier 70 website, TMA website, etc.); 
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• Identifying offsite parking and using shuttles to transport visitors between the event venues, 
offsite parking, and transit hubs, as needed; and, 

• Encouraging guests to arrive early and stay onsite longer by promoting local vendors, 
restaurants, etc., to spread and reduce pre- and post-event peaking effects. 

Successful special event transportation management plans will minimize driving trips and promote 
sustainable modes of access to events. The TMA will monitor the effectiveness of these event 
management strategies, and at SFMTA's request, meet with SFMTA to consider revised approaches to 
event management. 

1.7.1 Street Closures 

During larger events and temporary programming, Maryland Street between 21st and 22nd Streets is 
expected to seek permits to be closed to motor vehicle traffic through the City's Interdepartmental Staff 
Committee of Traffic and Transportation (ISCOTI) process. Street closures would be in effect anywhere 
from a few hours to an entire day. In advance and during any street closure, event organizers must 
provide sufficient street signage to discourage driving to the site during the event and to route motor 
vehicles through the site and minimize queuing and impacts to circulation in and around the Project site. 
The recommended vehicular loop will be through 22nd Street (west of Louisiana Street), Louisiana 
Street (south of 21st Street), and 21st Street (west of Louisiana Street), with drop-off zones located on 
Louisiana Street. 21st Street (east of Louisiana Street) would serve as a loading/service alley for events. 

1.8 Monitoring, Evaluation, and Refinement 

The Pier 70 TMA, through an on-site Transportation Coordinator, shall collect data and make monitoring 
reports available for review and approval by the Planning Department staff. Monitoring data shall be 
collected and reports shall be submitted to Planning Department staff every year (referred to as 
"reporting periods"), until five consecutive reporting periods display the project has met the reduction 
goal, at which point monitoring data shall be submitted to Planning Department staff once every three 
years. The first monitoring report is required 18 months after issuance of the First Certificate of 
Occupancy for buildings that include off-street parking or the establishment of surface parking lots or 
garages that bring the project's total number of off-street parking spaces to greater than or equal to 
500. Each trip count and survey (see below for description) shall be completed within 30 days following 
the end of the applicable reporting period. Each monitoring report shall be completed within 90 days 
following the applicable reporting period. The timing shall be modified such that a new monitoring 
report shall be required 12 months after adjustments are made to the TOM Plan in order to meet the 
reduction goal, as may be required in the "TOM Plan Adjustments" heading below. In addition, the 
timing may be modified by the Planning Department as needed to consolidate this requirement with 
other monitoring and/or reporting requirements for the project. 

Table 3 below provides the EIR trip estimates for each phase identified in the EIR, as well as the number 
of trips for each phase reflecting a 20 percent reduction. Annual monitoring reports will compare 
progress against the trip estimates in Table 3 to assess progress, however the Project will not be 
considered out of compliance with either this Plan or Project mitigation measure M-AQ-lf unless the 
Reduction Target calculated for the fully built out project (see Table 1) has been exceed. 
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The findings will be reported out to the Planning Department, as described in the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program (MMRP). The monitoring reports are intended to satisfy the requirements of 

Project mitigation measure M-AQ-lf, M-TR-5, M-C-TR-4A, and M-C-TR-4B. If, however, separate 
reporting is preferred by the TMA, separate reports are acceptable. 

Based on findings from the evaluation and with input from SFMTA and the Planning Department, the 
Project will refine the TOM Plan by improving existing measures (e.g., additional incentives, changes to 
shuttle schedule), including new measures (e.g., a new technology), or removing existing measures, in 
order to achieve the Project's Reduction Target, as well as monitor progress against the trip estimates 
for each phase outlined below. It will be especially important to refine strategies as new transportation 

options are put into place in the area and as the TMA learns which strategies are most effective in 
shaping the transportation behaviors of the site users. 

Table 3: Auto Trip Estimates by 

Phase 

Residential 

Cum. 

Phase Units Units 

Phase 1 300 300 

Phase 2 690 990 

Phase 3 375 1,365 

Phase 4 280 1,645 

Phase 5 0 1,645 

Notes: 

% 

18% 

60% 

83% 

100% 

100% 

1. Represents 20 percent reduction target. 

1.8.1 Purpose 

Commercial Phase Trip Estimates 

EIRAuto 

Trip Auto 

Cum. Estimates Trip 

GSF GSF % {by phase) Target1 

6,600 6,600 0% 1,072 858 

348,200 354,800 16% 9,970 8,834 

673,900 1,028,700 45% 7,662 14,963 

747,450 1,776,150 79% 12,241 24,756 

486,200 2,262,350 100% 3,845 27,832 

The Plan has a commitment to reduce daily one-way vehicle trips by 20 percent compared to the total 
number of one-way vehicle trips identified in the project's Transportation Impact Study at project build­
out ("Reduction Target"). To ensure that this reduction goal could be reasonably achieved, the TOM Plan 
will have a monitoring goal of reducing by 20 percent the one-way vehicle trips calculated for each 
building that has received a Certificate of Occupancy and is at least 75% occupied compared to the one­
way vehicle trips anticipated for that building based on anticipated development on that parcel, using 
the trip generation rates contained within the project's Transportation Impact Study. The Plan must be 
adjusted if three consecutive monitoring results demonstrate that the TOM program is not achieving the 

TOM objectives. TOM adjustments will be made in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning 
Department until three consecutive reporting periods' monitoring results demonstrate that the 
reduction goal is achieved. 

If the TOM Plan does not achieve the Reduction Target for three consecutive monitoring results, the 
Plan must also be adjusted as described above. If, following the three consecutive monitoring periods, 
the TOM Plan still does not achieve the Reduction Target, the Planning Department may impose 
additional measures on the Project including capital or operational improvements intended to reduce 
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VMT, or other measures that support sustainable trip making, until the Plan achieves the Reduction 
Target. 

1.8.2 Monitoring Methods 

The Transportation Coordinator shall collect data (or work with a third party consultant to collect this 
data) and prepare annual monitoring reports for review and approval by the Planning Department and 
the SFMTA. The monitoring report, including trip counts and surveys, shall include the following 
components or comparable alternative methodology and components as approved or provided by 
Planning Department staff: 

• Trip Count and Intercept Survey: Trip count and intercept survey of persons and vehicles arriving 
and leaving the project site for no less than two days of the reporting period between 6:00 a.m. 
and 8:00 p.m. One day shall be a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday during one week without 
federally recognized holidays, and another day shall be a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday 
during another week without federally recognized holidays. The trip count and intercept survey 
shall be prepared by a qualified transportation or qualified survey consultant and the 
methodology shall be approved by the Planning Department prior to conducting the 
components of the trip count and intercept survey. It is anticipated that the Planning 
Department will have a standard trip count and intercept survey methodology developed and 
available to project sponsors at the time of data collection. 

• Travel Demand Information: The above trip count and survey information shall be able to 
provide travel demand analysis characteristics (work and non-work trip counts, origins and 
destinations of trips to/from the project site, and modal split information) as outlined in the 
Planning Department's Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, 
October 2002, or subsequent updates in effect at the time of the survey. 

• Documentation of Plan Implementation: The TOM Coordinator shall work in conjunction with 
the Planning Department to develop a survey (online or paper) that can be reasonably 
completed by the TOM Coordinator and/or TMA staff to document the implementation of TOM 
program elements and other basic information during the reporting period. This survey shall be 
included in the monitoring report submitted to Planning Department staff. 

• Degree of Implementation: The monitoring report shall include descriptions of the degree of 
implementation (e.g., how many tenants or visitors the TOM Plan will benefit, and on which 
locations within the site measures will be/have been placed, etc.) 

• Assistance and Confidentiality: Planning Department staff will assist the TOM Coordinator on 
questions regarding the components of the monitoring report and shall ensure that the identity 
of individual survey responders is protected. 

Additional methods (described below) may be used to identify opportunities to make the TOM program 
more effective and to identify challenges that the program is facing. 

1.8.3 Monitoring Documentation 

Monitoring data and efforts will be documented in an Annual TMA Report. Monitoring data shall be 
collected and reports shall be submitted to Planning Department staff every year (referred to as 
"reporting periods"), until five consecutive reporting periods display the project has met the reduction 
goal, at which point monitoring data shall be submitted to Planning Department staff once every three 
years. The first monitoring report is required 18 months after issuance of the First Certificate of 
Occupancy for buildings that include off-street parking or the establishment of surface parking lots or 
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garages that bring the project's total number of off-street parking spaces to greater than or equal to 
500. Each trip count and survey (see section 1.8.2 for description} shall be completed within 30 days 
following the end of the applicable reporting period. Each monitoring report shall be completed within 
90 days following the applicable reporting period. The timing shall be modified such that a new 
monitoring report shall be required 12 months after adjustments are made to the TOM Plan in order to 
meet the reduction goal, as may be required in the "Compliance and TOM Plan Adjustments" heading 
below. In addition, the timing may be modified by the Planning Department as needed to consolidate 
this requirement with other monitoring and/or reporting requirements for the project. 

1.8.4 Compliance and TDM Plan Adjustments 

The Project has a compliance commitment of achieving a 20 percent daily one-way vehicle trip 
reduction from the El R's analysis of full build out, as described in Table 1. To ensure that this reduction 
could be reasonably achieved, the project will employ TOM measures to ensure that each phase's auto 
trips generated are no more than 80% of the trips estimated for the development within that phase, as 
shown in Table 3. 

Monitoring data will be submitted to Planning Department staff every year, starting 18 months after the 
certificate of occupancy of the first building, until five consecutive reporting periods indicate that the 
fully-built Project has met the Reduction Target. Following the initial compliance period, monitoring data 
will be submitted to the Planning Department staff once every three years. 

If three consecutive reporting periods demonstrate that the TOM Plan is not achieving the Reduction 
Target, or the interim target estimates identified in Table 3 above, TOM adjustments will be made in 
consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department and may require refinements to existing 
measures (e.g., change to subsidies, increased bicycle parking}, inclusion of new measures (e.g., a new 
technology}, or removal of existing measures (e.g., measures shown to be ineffective or induce vehicle 
trips}. 

If three consecutive reporting periods' monitoring results demonstrate that measures within the TOM 
Plan are not achieving the Reduction Target, or the interim target estimates identified in Table 3 above,, 
the TOM Plan adjustments shall occur within 270 days following the last consecutive reporting period. 
The TOM Plan adjustments shall occur until three consecutive reporting periods' monitoring results 
demonstrate that the reduction goal is achieved. If the TOM Plan does not achieve the Reduction Target 
then the Planning Department shall impose additional measures to reduce vehicle trips as prescribed 
under the development agreement, which may include restriction of additional off-street parking spaces 
beyond those previously established on the site, capital or operational improvements intended to 
reduce vehicle trips from the project, or other measures that support sustainable trip making, until 
three consecutive reporting periods' monitoring results demonstrate that the reduction goal is achieved. 
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Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street 

Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 

94103·9425 

T: 415.558.6378 

F: 415.558.6409 

APPLICATION PACKET FOR 

WHAT IS .AN APPLICATiON FOH /\ BO.ARD OF SUPEHVISOHS 
APPEAL FEE W.AIVEH? 

r 
r 

Section 350 of the San Francisco Planning Code establishes an exemption from paying the 
full fees when the Requestor's income is not enough to pay for the fee without affecting their 
abilities to pay for the necessities of life, provided that the person seeking the exemption 
demonstrates to the Planning Director or his/her designee that they are substantially affected 
by the proposed project. 

Section 352(n) of the San Francisco Planning Code establishes a waiver from the Board of 
Supervisor Appeal fees if the appeal is filed by a neighborhood organization that has been in 
existence for 24 months prior to the filing date of the request, is on the Planning Department's 
neighborhood organization notification list and can demonstrate to the Planning Director or 
his/her designee that the organization is substantially affected by the proposed project. 

WHEN IS /\l'J /\PPLIC/\TION FOR/\ BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
/\PPF:;\L FEE W/\IVF:R APPROPRl/\TF? 

An Application to Request a Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver is appropriate when 
the Board of Supervisors appeal fee affects the requestor's ability to pay for the necessities of 
life, in the case of an individual, or when a neighborhood organization in existence 24 months 
prior to the filing date of the request and on the Planning Department's notification list can 
demonstrate that the organization is substantially affected by the proposed project, 
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HOW DOES THE PHOCESS WOHK? 

An individual seeking an exemption should not file this 
application, but must contact Ms. Yvonne Ko at the 
San Francisco Planning Department at ( 415) 558-6386. 

A neighborhood organization seeking a Board of 
Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver must complete the 
attached application, along with necessary supporting 
materials, and submit it to the Planning Information 
Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street. 

WHO rvLAY fiPPL'{ FOH A 80,.\HD OF 
SUPEHVISOHS APPEAL FEE \NAIVEH? 

Any individual or neighborhood group who will file 
for a Board of Supervisors Appeal and who believes 
that they qualify for a waiver of the fee may file this 
application. An individual seeking an exemption should 
not file this application, but must contact Ms. Yvonne 
Ko at the San Francisco Planning Department at (415) 
558-6386. 
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APPLICATION FOR 

Board of Super\liso 

! , /\pplicant and Project lnforrnation 

453 Utah Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

1459 18th Street, #133 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

l .PR()JECTApbRE!)S; 

:::'.. Required Criteria for Granting W'aiver 

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials) 

-rrwr'T'nmrerrmwnmnr1··rrern 
CASE NLiMB~ . j 

~ f~?i· Sh'<~ \l~J: ¢~~ly-': i 

peal Fee a iv er 

The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal 
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other 
officer of the organization. 

,,// 

efr~e appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department 
and that appears on the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations. 

l~e appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months prior 
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating 
to tj;le'organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters. 

~e appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and 
that is the subject of the appeal. 
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For Department Use Only 

App licatlon received by PifiluUng Department: 

0 CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION 

0 MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

0PROJEOT IMPAOTON.ORGANIZATION 

[}\NAIVER APPROVED 

Central Reception 
. 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

$anFranclsco CA 94103-24 79 

TEL: 415,558.6378 
FAX: 415.558.6409 
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org 

.·Planning Information Center (PIC) 
1660 Mission Street; First Floor 
San Francisco CA94103-2479 

TEL; 415.558,6377 
Planning Sli!ff are available by PhOilE> andat the. PIC co~ntet 
No appointment fs nece~saty. 
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POTRERO BOOSTERS 
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

SERVING 'filE lllLL SINCE 1926 

September 25,2017 

Planning Department 
I 650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94 l 03 

Re: Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 

Via Email and Hand Delivery 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I hereby certify that the President of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association (the 
"organization"),J.R.. Eppler, is authorized to file the appeal on behalf of the organization pursuant 
to a vote taken at the executive committee of the organization on September 13, 20 l 7. 

Attached hereto are additional supporting materials for the required criteria for granting a fee 

waiver for the Board of Supervisors Appeal of Planning Case No. 2014-00 I 272ENV. Speciflcally! 

Exhibit A: A page from the Planning Department's neighborhood group list, demonstrating that 
the organization is registered with the Planning Department. 

Exhibit B: A newsletter from the organization dated Jn June, 2013, demonstrating that the 
organization has been in existence for at least 24 months prior to the fee waiver request. Such 
newsletter discusses the history of the organization. directly referencing its activities as far back 
as 2003. 

Exhibit C: The Bylaws of the organization, demonstrating that the appealed project affects the 
organization, as ~he appealed project area falls within the boundaries of the area represented by 
the organization. 

Exhibit D: A PDF of the check by Eppler Legal. on behalf of the organization, to be held pending 
the effectiveness of the Appeal Fee Waiver. 

:zrl6JtA 1-h l! 
Alison Heath 
Secretary 

1459 EIGHTEENTH ST. #'133 •SAN FRANCISCO, CA• 94107 
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Fee Waiver - Exhibit A 

(See attached) 
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FIRST LAST TITLE ORGANIZATION ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP TELEPHONE EMAIL NEIGHBORHOOD OF INTEREST 

Land Use and 
NEMNA- Northeast Mission 

Marc Salomon Transportation Committee 
Neighborhood Association 

P.O. Box410244 San Francisco CA 94141 415-699-7201 nemna-notifications@gmail.com Mission, South of Market 
Member 

David Hooper President 
New Mission Terrace Improvement 

P.O. Box 12111 San Francisco CA 94112 
Crocker Amazon, Excelsior, Glen 

Association <NMTIAl 

nR 

Park Outer Mission 
Russel Morine Nextdoor in Little Hollvwr ad 64 Gillette Avenue San Francisco CA 94134 415-740-4014 rm Visitacion Valley 
Adrienne Shiozaki Woo Board Chair Nihonmachi Little Friends 1630 Sutter Street San Francisco CA 94115 415-922-6696 nlfchild a.com Western Addition 
Harriet Rehmer Author Ninth Avenue NeiQhbors 1461 Ninth Avenue San Francisco CA 94122 415-664-6500 hrohme earthlink.net Inner Sunset 
M.T. McCabe Co-Founder Noe Neiahborhood Council 1101 Diamond Street San Francisco CA 94114 info®noeneiohborhoodcouncil.com Noe Vallev 

Peter Cohen Noe Street Neighbors 33 Noe Street San Francisco CA 94114 415-722-0617 
Castro/Upper Market, Mission, 

pcohensf@gmail.com Western Addition 

President North Beach Business Assocation P.O. Box 330167 San Francisco CA 94133 415-969-2220 
northbeachbusinessassociation@gmai 

North Beach 
I.com· tt.net 

Sue McCullounh Plannina and Zoninq Chair North Beach Neiqhbors P.O. Box330115 San Francisco CA 94133 n ail.com North Beach 
Marla Bastien Knioht Co-Chairoerson North Beach Tenants Committee 566 Lombard Street #1 San Francisco CA 94133 415-362-0215 coitt North Beach 

Wyland Chu Building Manager North East Medical Services 1520 Stockton Street San Francisco CA 94133 
415-391-9666 

North Beach 
x5980 wyland.chu@nems.org 

Tim Hickey President 
North of Panhandle Neighorhood 

732 Lyon Street San Francisco CA 94115 board@nopana.org HaightAshbury, Western Addition 
Association (NOPNA) 

Pacific Heights, Russian Hill, 

Billy Lee Oak Grove Group 2505 Oak Street Napa CA 94559 415-310-6706 leeway_e@yahoo.com 
Marina, Nob Hill, Presidio, Presidio 
Heights, Sea Cliff, Noe Valley, 
Western Addition 

Daniel Weaver Ocean Avenue Association 1728 Ocean Avenue, PMB 154 San Francisco CA 94112 650-273--0223 info.oacbd@gmail.com 
Ocean View, Outer Mission, West 
of Twin Peaks 

Office of Community Investment and 
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Bayview, Downtown /Civic Center, 

Nadia Sesay Interim Executive Director Infrastructure, City and County of San San Francisco CA 94103 nadia.f.sesay@sfgov.org: 
Francisco 

Floor courtney.pash@sfgov.org 
South of Market, Visitacion Valley 

Development Specialist -
Office of Community Investment and 

1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th 
Michelle De Guzman Infrastructure, City and County of San San Francisco CA 94103 South of Market 

Mission Bay 
Francisco 

Floor michelle.deguzman@sfgov.org 
Office of Community Investment and 

1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th 
Sarah Price Development Specialist Infrastructure, City and County of San 

Floor 
San Francisco CA 94103 Financial District 

Francisco sarah.price@sfgov.org 

Peter Vaemet OMI Neiqhbors in Action 335 Shields Street San Francisco CA 94132 vaemetpeter~vahoo.com Lakeshore Ocean View 

Ethan Hough Secretary One Ecker Owners Association 16 Jessie Street Unit 301 San Francisco CA 94105 415-647-3169 ethanhough@gmail.com Financial District, South of Market 

Roberto Hernandez Our Mission No Eviction 1333 Florida Street San Francisco CA 94110 Mission 

Joelle Kenealey President-Elect Outer Mission Residents Association P. O. Box 34426 San Francisco CA 94134 415-305--0065 sfommra@gmail.com 
Excelsior, Outer Mission, Crocker 
Amazon, Visitacion Valley 

Susan Pfeifer 
Outer Sunset/Parkside Residents 

1846 Great Highway San Francisco CA 94122 415-660-6061 mediasusan2@gmail.com Outer Susnet, Parkside 
Association (0SPRA) 

Robyn Tucker Co-Chair 
Pacific Avenue Neighborhood 

7 McCormick San Francisco CA 94109 415-609-5607 venturesv@aol.com Nob Hill, Russian Hill 
Association (PANA) 

Soike Kahn Director Pacific Felt Factorv 2630 - 20th Street San Francisco CA 94110 415-935-3641 'oacfficfeltfactorv1mnmail.com Mission 
Grea Scott President Pacific Heiahts Residents Association 2443 Fillmore Street, #178 San Francisco CA 94115 info@ohra-sf.oro Pacific Heiohts 
Cathv Lentz Secretarv Parkmerced Action Coalition P.O. BOX 320162 San Francisco CA 94132 narkmercedac@gmail.com Lakeshore Parkside 

People Organizing to Demand Crocker Amazon, Excelsior, 
Antonio Diaz Project Director Environmental and Economic Rights 474 Valencia Street#125 San Francisco CA 94103 415-431-4210 podersf.org Mission, Ocean View, Outer 

CPODERl Mission South of Market 

Dyan Ruiz Co-Founder People Power Media 366 10th Ave San Francisco CA 94116 415-657--0010 
Inner Richmond, Mission, Outer 

dyan.ruiz@hotmail.com Richmond South of Market 

Peter Winkelstein 
Planning Association for the Richmond 

129 24th Avenue San Francisco CA 94121 415-379-3532 Inner Richmond, Outer Richmond 
i(Parl lnwinkelstein@gmail.com 

Dan Baroni President 
Planning Association for the Richmond 

2828 Fulton Street San Francisco CA 94116-3300 415-793-7226 
dmbaroni@me.com; Inner Richmond, Outer Richmond, 

PAR) daniel baroni@gensler.com Sea cliff 
Chris Waddlina Board Chair Portola Neiahborhood Association 2 Burrows Street San Francisco CA 94134 415-574-9170 ipna@oortolasf.org Excelsior 

David Gilliam President Portola Place Homeowners Association P.O. Box24161 San Francisco CA 94124-0161 415-467-6567 Bayview 

J.R. Eppler President 
Potrero Boosters Neigborhood 

1459-16th Street, Suite 133 San Francisco CA 94107 650-704-7775 president@potreroboosters.org 
Mission, Potrero Hill, South of 

Association Market 
Rodney Minott Chair Potrero Hill Neiohbors/Save the Hill 1206 Marioosa Street San Francisco CA 94107 415-553-5969 rodminott@hotmail.com Potrero Hill South of Market 

Keith Goldstein Potrero-Dogpatch Merchants Association 800 Kansas Street San Francisco CA 94107 
Mission, Potrero Hill, South of 

keith@everestsf.com Market 

Ron Blatman President 
Presidio Heights Association of 

3644 Clay Street San Francisco CA 94116-1616 415-221-7656 Presidio Heights 
Neiahbors ronblatman@gmail.com 

Attention Advisorv Committee Proaress Noe Vallev 1146 Castro Street San Francisco CA 94114 progressnoevalley@gmail.com Noe Valley 
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Fee Waiver • Exhibit B 

(See attached) 
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AMENDED AND RESTATED BYLAWS 

OF THE 

POTRERO BOOSTERS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

September 27, 2016 

ARTICLE I 
Name 

Section I. The name of this organization shall be Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association (the 
"Boosters"). 

Section 2. The name of the official publication of the Boosters shall be "The Potrero Community Voice." 

ARTICLE 2 
Boundaries 

The defined area served by the Boosters (the "Potrero") shall be all that property situated within the 
following boundaries: the south side of Division Street and Townsend Street between Potrero Avenue 
and 7th Street; the west side of 7th Street between Townsend Street and 16th Street, the north side of 16th 
Street, from 7th Street to San Francisco Bay; the shoreline of San Francisco Bay from 16th Street to Cesar 
Chavez Street (formerly Army Street; the north side of Cesar Chavez Street from San Francisco Bay to 
Potrero Avenue; and the east side of Potrero Avenue from Cesar Chavez Street to Division Street. 

ARTICLE 3 
Purpose 

The purpose of the Boosters is to inform, empower and represent the residents of Potrero Hill, the Central 
Waterfront, and Showplace Square (as included in the area defined by Article 2) on issues impacting our 
community, in order to develop and maintain complete, vibrant neighborhoods. 

ARTICLE 4 
Membership and Dues 

Section I. Residents of, and owners of residential buildings of three units or less in, the Potrero shall be 
eligible for membership. Membership shall commence upon receipt of dues. Dues shall be for one calendar 
year, from January I st to December 31st; provided, however, that dues received on or after October I st shall 
be applied to both (i) membership for the then current calendar year and (ii) membership for the following 
calendar year. Members shall be entitled to all privileges of membership except that no member shall vote, 
make or second motions, or serve on committees until after a period of three months after the initial receipt 
of such member's dues. No member shall be elected as an officer, director, or committee chair until such 
member has been a member for twelve months, with membership deemed to begin on the date of such 
member's first payment of dues. 

Section 2. A separate dues classification for interested parties not residing within the defined area of the 
Potrero shall be known as "Friends of the Potrero ". Friends of the Potrero shall be entitled to all privileges 
of membership except that they shall not vote, make or second motions, hold an office or chair a 
committee. 
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Section 3. The minutes and appended reports shall be available at reasonable times for inspection by any 
member. Any meeting of the Executive Committee and committees (except the nominating committee, if 
any) shall be open at reasonable times for presentation of the views of any member on any subject under 
consideration by such meeting except as provided in Article 9, Section 2. 

Section 4. A member may be expelled by a two-thirds vote of the members present at an Executive 
Committee meeting, followed by a two-thirds vote of the members present at a general membership 
meeting. 

Section 5. 

(a) Dues shall be payable annually in advance, at rates approved pursuant to this Section 5. Memberships may 
be for individuals or households. A household membership shall consist of two spouses or domestic partners, 
and each spouse or domestic partner shall be deemed a member of the Boosters with the right to vote. Lifetime 
memberships may be given in special cases, subject to unanimous approval by the Executive Committee and 
the membership at a regular meeting. Only those members whose dues are paid shall be considered active 
members, eligible to vote and hold office, and otherwise enjoy the privileges of the Boosters. Members 
delinquent in dues for six months may, after due notice of such delinquency has been given in writing, be 
suspended from the roll of membership. In cases of suspended membership, members regain their good 
standing upon payment of outstanding dues. 

(b) The amount of annual dues may be changed by a two-thirds vote of the members present at a general 
membership meeting. Changes in the amount of dues are effective on the date approved by the membership 
pursuant to this Section 5(b). 

Section 6. No member shall sponsor any measure before, or appear before, civic bodies, clubs, or other 
bodies, in the capacity of a representative or officer of the Boosters, or permit any connection with the 
Boosters to be used directly or indirectly therewith without the previous authorization of the Executive 
Committee to do so. Each member has full freedom of expression in exercising, individually, his or her 
political and civil rights and activities, but shall in no way imply that his or her views represent the Boosters, 
unless specifically authorized to do so by the Executive Committee. 

ARTICLE 5 
Nominations and Elections 

Section I. Only members are eligible to hold elected office. No member shall hold any elected office until 
he or she has been a member for twelve consecutive months, as set forth in Article 4, Section I. In the 
event an individual ceases to be a member, he or she shall be deemed to have resigned from his or her 
elected position. If said individual rejoins the Boosters on a date more than six months after the suspension 
of such individual's membership, such individual shall be deemed a new member and the twelve month 
period shall begin from the date the member's dues payment is received upon rejoining. 

Section 2. Officers shall be nominated at the regular meeting in March, and elected at the regular meeting 
in April, for a period of one year and until their successors are duly elected and installed. Nominations 
may be made from the floor; the Executive Committee may, in its discretion, call for a nominating 
committee. A majority of votes cast at the regular April meeting shall be required for the election of an 
officer. If no candidate for an office receives a majority of the votes cast, additional votes shall be taken 
by secret ballot until such time as a candidate receives a majority of the votes cast. 
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Section 3. Officers who shall have been elected at the regular meeting in April shall be installed at the 
regular meeting or special meeting called therefor in May of the same year, which such meeting shall be 
deemed the annual meeting of the Boosters. 

Section 4. Members must be present to vote. If there is a contested election for any office, election shall 
be by secret ballot. 

Section 5. Notice of the March and April meetings, and the nomination and election of officers, shall be given 
to each member at least ten days before each such meeting. 

Section I . President: 

ARTICLE 6 
Duties of Officers 

The president shall be the chief executive officer of the Boosters, and shall preside at all regular meetings of 
the general membership and Executive Committee; shall present a budget for the Boosters' discussion and 
approval in October of each year; shall establish special committees and, subject to the approval of the 
Executive Committee and membership, appoint their chairs as the need arises; shall call special meetings of 
the membership or Executive Committee as the need arises; shall fill all vacancies in any elective office by 
appointing a member in good standing to fill the unexpired term of such vacancy; and shall call meetings and 
enforce all rules and regulations of the Boosters. 

Section 2. First Vice-President (External): 

The first vice-president shall perform the duties of the president in the absence or incapacity of that officer; 
serve as parliamentarian and as chair of the Advocacy Committee, when one is formed; and assist the 
president in any other duties as may be assigned by the president or the Executive Committee. 

Section 3. Second Vice-President (Internal): 

(a) The second vice-president shall serve as the chief information officer of the Boosters; perform the 
duties of the first vice president in the absence or incapacity of that officer; serve as chair of the 
Membership Committee, when one is formed; and assist the president in any other duties as may be 
assigned by the president or the Executive Committee. 

(b) The second vice-president shall receive records of all membership dues paid, the dates they are 
received and keep an accurate account thereof; keep and maintain the record of membership and maintain 
the membership mailing list; notify each member when dues are payable by mailing such notice; and provide 
a duplicate set of current membership records to the president upon request. 

Section 4. Secretary: 

The secretary shall keep an accurate record of all meetings of the general membership and Executive 
Committee; keep a record of attendance at Executive Committee meetings, recording the names of those 
members present, excused or absent; be prepared to refer to minutes of any previous meeting of the Boosters 
upon request; prepare a copy of the minutes for each officer within ten days following a meeting of the 
Executive Committee or general membership; and prepare a summary of actions taken by the Executive 
Committee and actions taken by the general membership at its previous meeting, to be reported to the 
general membership at, or prior to, its next regular meeting. The secretary shall assist with 
correspondence from time to time as requested by the President. 
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Section 5. Treasurer: 

The treasurer shall be the chief financial officer of the Boosters; be chair of the Budget and Finance 
Committee, when one is formed; be the final recipient of all monies, keep an accurate record thereof, and 
deposit them in the name of the Boosters in the bank designated by the Executive Committee; pay all bills by 
check when duly authorized by the Executive Committee or the general membership; submit the books for 
auditing at least annually and upon request of the Executive Committee; submit, as requested by the Executive 
Committee or general membership, a written report on regular and special funds at each regular meeting of 
the Executive Committee and at, or prior to, each regular meeting of the general membership, as applicable, 
to be included in the minutes thereof; shall compile a written, itemized statement showing all income, 
expenditures and obligations for a full report for the general membership at, or prior to, the annual meeting, 
to be appended to the minutes of the meeting in which such report is given; and shall not honor unusual 
expenditures unless previously approved by the membership. 

Section 6. Sergeant at Arms: 

The sergeant at arms shall take charge of the door and assist the president in maintaining order at regular 
meetings; and shall assist the Executive Committee in preparation of meetings. 

Section 7. Auditors: 

The auditors shall supervise the business of the Boosters; shall keep account of and act as custodian of all 
property; shall verify safe deposit of funds; shall examine the financial standing and records of the Boosters 
at least once a year and report their findings at regular membership meetings; and shall notify the president 
immediately should they find a discrepancy in the financial records or accounts of the Boosters. 

Section 8. Members at Large: 

There may be at any time up to three members at large elected by the membership to serve on the 
Executive Committee. Such members at large shall attend Executive Committee Meetings, participate in 
planning general membership meetings, and serve in such other capacities as may be determined by the 
Executive Committee. 

Section 9. Questions of conflicting authority or overlapping duties of officers shall be decided by the 
president. 

Section I. 

ARTICLE 7 
Executive Committee 

(a) The Executive Committee shall be comprised of the following elected officers: president, first vice­
president, second vice-president, secretary, treasurer, sergeant-at-arms, two auditors; and up to three 
members at large. 

(b) The Executive Committee shall serve as the board of directors of the Boosters. 

(c) The Executive Committee shall meet on call by the president, or of any three members of the 
Executive Committee, to consider pertinent matters and report back to the Boosters, and may 
recommend such policies, plans, or measures, as, in the judgment of the Committee, shall be in the best 
interest of the Boosters. All members of the Executive Committee shall be notified of such meetings. 

4 
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( d) The Executive Committee shall have the power to make normal expenditures of $300.00 and less, 
provided that such expenditure is within the annual budget approved by the membership. The Executive 
Committee also has the power, and it shall be its duty, in matters of urgency or emergency occurring 
between membership meetings, to take such action as it may deem best for the Boosters, and to report 
such action at the next regular meeting of the Boosters. 

Section 2. 

(a) The term of office of officers shall be one year. An officer shall hold office until his or her successor 
is duly elected and installed or until such officer or director shall resign, be removed or otherwise become 
ineligible to serve. 

(b) An elected Auditor shall not serve for more than three successive terms. A partial term of more 
than six months shall be counted as a full term. 

(c) Upon termination of office, each outgoing officer shall turn over all past and present records, Boosters 
funds, and property to their succeeding officer. 

Section 3. 

(a) The president shall fill all vacancies on the Executive Committee by appointment, subject to the 
prior approval of a majority of all the Executive Committee members, at a regular meeting of the Executive 
Committee. Three consecutive unexcused absences from regular Executive Committee meetings may 
constitute a vacancy, and that officer may be subject to removal. 

(b) Officers may be removed from the Executive Committee by a two-thirds vote of the members of 
the Executive Committee, followed by a two-thirds vote of the members present at a general membership 
meeting. 

( c) In case of temporary absence or incapacity of an officer, the president shall, subject to approval by the 
Executive Committee, appoint an interim officer for the duration of such absence or incapacity. In case of 
temporary inability of both the president and first vice-president to perform duties, a president pro-tern, 
shall be elected from among the Executive Committee. 

ARTICLE 8 
Standing Committees 

Section I. Advocacy, Membership, and Budget and Finance shall be standing committees chaired by 
officers, pursuant to their duties outlined in Article 6. Members in good standing may be named to these 
committees. 

Section 2. 

(a) As the need arises, special committees may be established and their chairs appointed by the 
president, subject to approval by the Executive Committee and membership. Special committees and/or 
their chair shall serve at the pleasure of the president and the Executive Committee, except that special 
committee appointments shall expire at the close of the next meeting following the annual meeting. 

(b) Chairs of special committees shall be members in good standing and residents of the defined area of 
the Potrero. Such chairs are encouraged to attend meetings of the Executive Committee, but, unless they 
are members of the Executive Committee, may not make or second motions, or vote. 
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Section 3. The duties of standing committees and special committees shall be defined by the Executive 
Committee. Each committee chair shall submit a list of the members of his or her committee to the Executive 
Committee for approval and inclusion in the minutes. On request of the president or Executive Committee, 
a chair shall make or submit periodic reports to the Executive Committee and general membership to be 
included in the minutes. 

ARTICLE 9 
Meetings 

Section I. General membership meetings shall occur on the last Tuesday of each month, except for the 
months of December and May. Meetings shall begin at 7:00 p.m., or such other time as chosen by majority 
vote of the Executive Committee and upon ten days notice of such meeting to all members. Similarly upon 
fifteen days notice to all members, special meetings of the general membership may be called. Special 
meetings shall be for the consideration of a specific agenda, approved by the Executive Committee in 
advance and included in the notice. 

Section 2. 

(a) Fifteen members shall constitute a quorum at a general membership meeting. This number shall be 
reviewed annually by the Executive Committee. 

(b) Five members shall constitute a quorum at Executive Committee meetings. A majority of the members 
of any other committee shall constitute a quorum of such committee. 

( c) Upon the majority vote of a quorum of committee members present at any committee meeting, including 
the Executive Committee, meetings shall be open only to committee members. In case of a closed committee 
meeting, the reason to close the meeting must be stated and recorded in the minutes, with a recorded vote of 
committee members on the closure. Discussions held in closed meetings are considered to be private and 
confidential, and any minutes of such discussions are also private and confidential. Any actions taken at the 
closed meeting must be disclosed to the Executive Committee and to the general membership at their next 
meetings. 

Section 3. Meetings shall generally be conducted under Robert's Rules of Order, unless otherwise 
provided herein. A majority of votes cast by members present shall decide all matters, unless otherwise 
specified in these bylaws. There shall be no proxy voting. 

Section I. 

ARTICLE 10 
Miscellaneous 

(a) The fiscal year of the Boosters shall be from January !st through December 31st of each calendar 
year. 

(b) Expenditures of more than three hundred dollars must be approved by the membership. Expenditures 
of three hundred dollars or less may be approved by the Executive Committee if they are in keeping with the 
annual budget previously approved by the membership. 

(c) Checks shall be signed by any of the following officers: president, first vice-president, or treasurer. 

Section 2. The Boosters shall not endorse candidates for political office nor become affiliated with any 
political party. Guest speakers at meetings must be specifically authorized by the president, and approved 
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by the Executive Committee. The Boosters membership mailing list shall not be used to further any 
political candidacy, or the aims of any political party identified as such, nor shall the name of the Potrero 
Boosters Neighborhood Association or its mailing list be used for any purpose other than official business 
of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association, unless specifically authorized by the Executive 
Committee. 

Section 3. In case of differences of interpretation of these by-laws, the Executive Committee shall make 
the final decision. 

Section 4. Except in case of emergency, formal policy positions shall be taken only at meetings of the general 
membership. If the Executive Committee takes an emergency policy decision, said decision shall be submitted 
to the general membership at the next general membership meeting. If the emergency policy decision is not 
approved by a majority vote at that general membership meeting, it shall be deemed rescinded. 

Section 5. The Boosters recognize that since members are volunteers, they will have sources of income 
and interests that may be perceived by others as being at times in conflict with Boosters positions, polices 
and goals. In order to minimize such problems the Boosters adopt the following policies: 

(a) All Executive Committee members shall disclose any leadership positions in other organizations that 
operate in the Potrero. 

If the Executive Committee or the membership discusses an official Booster position that impacts parties 
that have a potential financial connection to a member, then the member must disclose that connection 
prior to his or her discussion of that issue. A member of the Executive Committee must recuse himself 
or herself from voting on issues that impact any parties to whom they have a potential financial connection. 

(b) This conflict of interest policy does not preclude the member from speaking on any occasion, nor 
does it require the member to recuse himself or herself from voting on motions at the general membership 
meetings on any topic. 

Section 6. All correspondence shall be signed by the president or his or her designated spokesperson. Any 
spokesperson who is not an officer or chair of a special committee must be specifically authorized to do so 
in writing by the president and approved by the Executive Committee. All spokespersons shall adhere to 
existing policy of the Boosters and shall make, or submit a report of their actions (including copies of written 
statements) to the next regular meeting of the Executive Committee or general membership, whichever 
occurs first. Such reports shall be included in, or appended to, the minutes. 

Section 7. All notices to be delivered to a member hereunder shall be deemed sufficient when transmitted 
to the e-mail address on record for such member or when deposited as first class mail, postage prepaid, 
addressed to the mailing address on record for such member. 

ARTICLE 11 
Amendments 

Proposed amendments to these bylaws must be announced at two consecutive membership meetings 
before a vote on such amendment is taken. Action may be taken on such amendments at the second 
meeting at which the amendment is announced. These bylaws may be amended by a two-thirds vote of 
the members present at any regular meeting of the general membership, or a special meeting of the general 
membership called for the purpose of considering such amendments, provided a quorum is present, and 
provided notice of such meeting and a copy of the proposed amendment has been mailed to all members 
one month prior to the meeting at which the amendment shall be voted upon. Amendments shall take 
effect forthwith upon adoption, except those amendments that establish a new office, or abolish an office 
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filled by election at the previous annual meeting. Such amendments or relevant portions thereof shall not 
take effect until the election to be held at the next annual meeting. 

8 
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Fee Waiver - Exhibit C 

(See attached) 
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The June Newsletter of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association - The Potrero Community Voice 

Like Us on Facebook 

IJ (www.facebook.com/potreroboosters) 

Follow Us on Twitter 

(www.twitter.com/potreroboosters) 

Agenda 

June 25, 2013 
Potrero Hill Neighborhood House 
953 De Haro Street 

6:45 pm - Social 

7:00 pm - Business Meeting: 
Introductions 
Welcome to New Members 
Police Report 

7:20 pm - Committee Chair Nominations: 
SFMTA Committee on Traffic Calming, Transit, and 
Parking Issues 

7:25 pm - Plan for Development at 1201 Tennessee 
Street 

7:55 pm - Green Benefit District: Answers to 
Community Questions 

President's Message 

In thinking about my first message as president, I thought it 

would be wise to look back at how newly elected presidents 

had handled past transitions. In her first message as president 

in 2010, Audrey Cole stressed continuity. I think I can safely 

do the same - our Executive Committee is a mix of new and 

familiar faces, ensuring that we will have the expertise and 

ideas necessary to address the opportunities and challenges 

facing the Hill in the coming year. 

Tony Kelly, in his first message as President Elect in 2003, 

outlined the concerns of the day. In particular, he asked about 

whether the infrastructure appropriate to support the new 

residents planned for Potrero Hill, Showplace Square, Mission 

Bay and Dogpatch had been adequately planned, and 

whether the City had the vision or interest to make the 

southeastern neighborhoods into a civic jewel. A decade later, 

despite progress made, these remain open questions. 

At our meeting this month, we look at both development for 

new residents (263,500 sq. ft. consisting of 258 units planned 

for 1201 Tennessee Street) and infrastructure (the "Green 

Benefit District," an alternative means of providing financial 

support to our public green spaces). 

The conversation should be lively, as neighborhood opinion 

remains divided on the best way to address both topics. (cont. 

on p. 2) 
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Membership 
Renew Your Potrero Boosters Membership - now is the 

time to pay your dues and renew your membership 

through 2013, if you haven't done so already! 

Visit http://www.potreroboosters.org/. 

(from p. 1) Such conversation, with its inherent debate and 

disagreement, remains vital to ensuring that the Boosters 

fulfills its purpose to improve Potrero Hill and to constructively 

participate in the development of San Francisco. Only by 

listening to and understanding each other's contrasting 

perspectives will be able to come together on our points of 

agreement, take action and engage the future. 

And we must engage the future. If we remain passive, or if we 

allow ourselves to become deadlocked and divided, then the 

political and economic tides of change will sweep over the Hill 

without regard for our character, community and 

history. Simple obstruction can only hold back change for so 

long before that change finds an inevitable crack in the 

community's will and comes flooding in. Active engagement 

with the proponents of change, whether that be the Planning 

Department, the SFMTA, or, yes, even developers, gives us 

an opportunity to channel the resources being spent on the Hill 

in a way beneficial to all of our neighbors, current and future. 

Our strength as an organization lies in our membership, and 

reaching out to new members persists as an evergreen goal 

of each Boosters administration. The Executive Committee 

remains focused on increasing active Boosters 

membership. You, however, have an important role to play as 

well. If you are receiving this message, then you already 

understand and appreciate the role the Boosters plays on the 

Hill. Please reach out to your neighbors, fellow community 

group members and friends and let them know how they can 

participate in addressing the changes that lie ahead. Getting 

involved is really quite easy. 

As I said at the Boosters Dinner, I am humbled and honored 

to serve you in this role. We have lots to do over the next year, 

and I look forward to working with you. 

- J.R. Eppler, President 
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Potrero Boosters Executive 
Committee 
President - J.R. Eppler 
ph 574-0775 
president@potreroboosters.org 

First Vice President - Dick Millet 
ph 861-0345 
1 stvp@potreroboosters.org 

Second Vice President - Lisa Schiller-Tehrani 
2ndvp@potreroboosters.org 

Treasurer - Carlin Holden 
ph 642-4955 
treasurer@potreroboosters.org 

Recording Secretary - Monisha Mustapha 
recordingsecretary@potreroboosters.org 

Corresponding Secretary - Keith Goldstein 
correspondingsecretary@potreroboosters.org 

Sergeant-at-Arms - Ellen Kernaghan 
ph 824-5065 

Auditors: 
Joe Boss - ph 640-7677 
David Glober 

Members-at-Large: 
Tony Kelly - ph 341-8040 
Jean Neblett 
Maulik Shah 
atlarge@potreroboosters.org 

Webmaster - webmaster@potreroboosters.org 

The Boosters Dinner 

A sold-out crowd of Boosters and other community members 

packed into the California Culinary Academy on May 28 for 

food, drink and camaraderie. The formal part of the evening 

arrived early, with the salads, as City Attorney Dennis Herrera 

swore in the 2013-2014 Executive Committee. Then, as 

plates of chicken were carved and platters of risotto were 

shared, the Boosters Executive Committee gave the following 

awards: 

• The Invasive Flora Award, for once again creating a 

beautiful neighborhood garden space out of 

unforgiving leftover land, and moving Caltrain and 

earth to make it happen, to Annie Shaw, Emily Gogol 

and Matthew Petty. 

• The Super Starr Award, for his lifelong stewardship 

and care of Starr King Open Space, a neighborhood 

treasure for generations, to Webb Green. 

• The Pounding the Invisible Pavement Award, for 

tirelessly walking the non-existent sidewalks of 

Showplace Square, enlisting his neighbors and joining 

the Boosters in the fight for better urban planning, to 

David Meckel. 

• The Shock the World Award, for organizing her 

neighbors against another Potrero Hill monster house, 

and then successfully negotiating with the owner to 

resolve their issues peacefully, to Maria Cristini. 

• The Joyful Noise Award, for creating the huge and 

vibrant Potrero Hill online community at 

Nextdoor.com, providing a virtual home for the Hill's 

famous passion for communication, chatter and 

argument, to Stacey Bartlett, Mike Lin and Mike 

Walsh. 

Robin Talmadge then gave Wendy Shinbori a special award 

in recognition of her family's long-term activism for and 

commitment to Potrero Hill. (cont. on p. 3) 
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Community Resources 
City Hall: 1 Goodlett Place, Room 200, San Francisco, 
CA 94102 
Web site: www.sfgov.org 

Mayor Ed Lee 
ph 554-6141 ; fax 554-6160 
ed.lee@sfgov.org 

Supervisor Malia Cohen I District 10 (which includes 
Potrero Hill): 
ph 554-7670; fax 554-7674 
Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org 

Bayview Police Station 201 Williams St, San Francisco, 
CA 94124 
SFPD Web site: www.sfgov.org/police/ 

Capt. Robert O'Sullivan 
ph 671-2300; fax 671-2345 
robert.o'sullivan@sfgov.org 

Anonymous Tips: 
822-8147 (voicemail); 575-4444 (live) 

Community Liaison: 
671-2302 (Sergeant Newbeck) 

Permit/Code Abatement: 
671-2313 (Officer Robinson) 

Abandoned Autos: 
850-9737 (Officer Rodriguez, M-F 7am-3pm) 

Potrero Terrace/Annex: 
509-1408 (Officers Rodatos & Leong) 
987-6389 (Officers Cader & Talusan) 

(from p. 3) As desserts were served, an incredible number of 

door prizes were awarded. Supervisor Malia Cohen counted 

herself among the winners, receiving a bottle of wine. 

A thank you goes out to the gracious donors of our door prizes, 

all of our attendees, and to everyone who made the annual 

Boosters Dinner a rousing success. 

1201 Tennessee Development 

This month, we will have an update from Jesse Herzog, of AGI 

Capital Group, regarding plans to develop 1201 Tennessee 

Street. 

The current plan calls for 258 units, with ten percent being 

junior three bedrooms or three bedroom units, and an 

additional thirty percent being two bedroom units. Sixteen 

percent of the units are slated to be studio units. Affordable 

housing would be on-site and represent sixteen percent of the 

total units. More information may be found at 

http://1201tennessee.com/. 

For more information on previous Boosters action on 1201 

Tennessee Street, please read Keith Burbank's article in the 

January edition of the Potrero View, 

(http://www.potreroview.net/news10918.html). 
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Reporting Crime to the Police 

On Potrero Hill's NextDoor site, a number of residents 

have asked whether and when it is appropriate to contact 

the SFPD if someone hears or sees something amiss. In 

simplest terms, if you see or hear something that doesn't 

seem right, call it in. If you see someone looking in cars, 

call it in. If you hear what you think could possibly be 

shots fired, call it in. 

The Non-Emergency Dispatch number is 415-553-

0123. You don't need to give your name; just report what 

you see. Your report goes into the SFPD database where 

it is regularly analyzed for trends. 

If we fail to report the crimes we see and hear, SFPD will 

deploy resources to other areas. You are not bothering 

SFPD with your calls. You are instead helping them 

perform their duties better. 

You can also ask for a CAD (computer aided dispatch) 

number if you want to follow up with Bayview Station 

about the issue. 

If you see a crime in progress, dial 911 from your land 

line or 415-553-8090 from your cell phone. Given that 

many of us live near a freeway, 911 will connect to the 

California Highway Patrol; while you will be routed to the 

SFPD, it takes additional time. 415-553-8090 is direct 

and always works. 

To leave on a positive note, we have two new beat 

officers walking and biking the Hill during daytime hours. 

Green Benefit District Update and 
Community Outreach 

In late 2012, the Boosters, in collaboration with other 

neighbors on the Hill, set out to create a first of its kind Green 

Benefit District (the "GBD") to provide additional funding for 

the Hill's public green spaces. The GBD is based on the 

commercial benefit district model, a well-established means of 

providing additional services for commercial areas that used 

around both the City and the State. A formation committee, 

chaired by three Potrero Hill and Dogpatch residents, was 

formed, and a survey on neighborhood needs and wants was 

put in the field. The GBD reached out to the neighborhood in 

a series of community meetings. 

Given that the GBD is a new idea, many of the specifics of its 

form and operation remains up to discussion. This uncertainty 

led former State Senator and Potrero Hill resident John Burton 

to publish an open letter (which may be found at 

https ://potreroh ill sf. nextdoor.com/news _f eed/?post= 1426884) 

to the formation committee. Responses from the formation 

committee to Sen. Burton's letter and additional community 

concerns may be found at 

http://www.phd-gbd.org/assets/gbd-response-letter-for­

website.pdf and 

http://www.phd-

gbd.org/assets/nextdoorquestions_ 130618.pdf. 

While the conversation, in both the letters and on Potrero Hill's 

NextDoor site has been active, it is appropriate that a live give 

and take be conducted to address the various concerns raised 

to date. As a result, the formation committee of the GBD, Jean 

Bogiages, Bruce Huie and Tony Kelly, will be present at the 

June meeting to give an update on the status of the GBD and 

to address any neighborhood questions. 

Copyright© 2013, Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association, All Our mailing address is: 
rights reserved. 1459 1 Bth Street, Suite 133 

San Francisco, CA 94107 
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Fee Waiver - Exhibit D 

(See attached) 
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www.sfplanning.org 

DATE:  August 23, 2017  

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM:  Melinda Hue and Rick Cooper, Environmental Planning 

RE:  Errata to the Environmental Impact Report for the  

Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District Project 

Planning Department Case No. 2014‐001272ENV 

 

Following publication of  the Responses  to Comments document  (RTC)  for  the Pier 70 Mixed‐

Use District Project Draft Environmental  Impact Report  (Draft EIR),  the project  sponsors,  the 

Port  of  San  Francisco  (Port)  and  Forest  City  Development  California,  Inc.,  proposed  a 

modification  to  the  Project  Description  with  respect  to  the  Irish  Hill  Passageway  Variant, 

originally  introduced  in Chapter 2 of  the RTC.   The  revision  is  specific  to  the  location of  the 

west‐east  running pedestrian passageway  located along  Illinois Street, between  the proposed 

21st Street and the existing 22nd Street.  This revision shifts the pedestrian passageway south, to 

the corner of Illinois Street and 22nd Street, creating a diagonal pedestrian corridor  to the Irish 

Hill Playground, which is intended to provide improved visual access to the Irish Hill remnant.   

This errata updates the text and figures introduced in RTC Chapter 2 that describe the Irish Hill 

Passageway Variant. It also includes minor text changes to mitigation measures identified in the 

EIR  to make  their  language  consistent with  that  in  the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program. 

The Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department has analyzed the proposed 

revisions  to  the  Project  Description’s  Irish  Hill  Passageway  Variant  and  the  minor,  non‐

substantive  text  changes  to  mitigation  measures,  and  has  determined  that  the  proposed 

modifications  would  not  result  in  new  significant  environmental  impacts  or  substantially 

increase  the  severity  of  a  significant  impact  identified  in  the  EIR,  and  no  new  mitigation 

measures  would  be  necessary.    Further,  these  modifications  do  not  change  any  of  the 

conclusions  in  the  EIR  and  do  not  constitute  significant  new  information  that  requires 

recirculation  of  the EIR  under  the California Environmental Quality Act  (CEQA)  (California 

Public  Resources  Code  Section  21092.1)  and  the  CEQA  Guidelines  (14  California  Code  of 

Regulations Section 15088.5). 

These  additional  staff‐initiated  text  changes  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR.  New 

revisions are noted in red, with deletions marked with strikethrough and additions noted with 

double underline.  Two new figures introduced in the RTC  Figure 6.1:  Irish Hill Passageway 
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  Errata to the EIR‐ Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District Project 

Case No. 2014‐001272ENV 

August 23, 2017 

 
      

2 

Variant, and Figure 6.3:  Irish Hill Passageway Variant Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 

PM (PDT) on the Summer Solstice  have also been revised.  The changes are described on the 
figure pages. 

REVISIONS  TO  THE  IRISH  HILL  PASSAGEWAY  VARIANT  TEXT 

AND FIGURES (RTC pp. 2.16‐2.27) 

IRISH HILL PASSAGEWAY VARIANT  

Following the close of the Draft EIR public comment period, the project sponsors met and conducted site 

visits with commenters who expressed concerns about the impact of new infill construction on the 

existing views of the Irish Hill remnant, a contributing landscape feature of the UIW Historic District.  

Based on further feedback received from commenters, the project sponsors initiated revisions to the 

Proposed Project to add a new project variant to the EIR, the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, which is 

intended to enhance views of the Irish Hill remnant from Illinois Street.  This new variant would shift the 

pedestrian passageway between Illinois Street and the Irish Hill Playground northward southward to the 

corner of Illinois and 22nd streets by approximately 165 feet to align with the Irish Hill remnant, creating a 

view and pedestrian corridor to the landscape feature from Illinois Street the southwest corner of the 

project site.   

Summary Chapter 

The third sentence of the second paragraph on EIR p. S.1 has been revised, as follows (new text is 

underlined): 

The Proposed Project also includes four variants that consider modifications to the proposed 

infrastructure and building systems to enhance sustainability and one variant that would create a 

west‐east running view corridor visual access to Irish Hill. 

The last sentence of the second complete paragraph on EIR p. S.4 has been revised, as follows (new text is 

underlined): 

The Proposed Project also includes four variants that consider modifications to the proposed 

infrastructure and building systems to enhance sustainability and one variant that would create a 

west‐east running view corridor visual access to Irish Hill. 

The first two paragraphs under the heading “C. Summary of Project Variants” on EIR p. S.108 have been 

revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

Four Five project variants are evaluated in this EIR, and are described in detail in Chapter 6, 

Variants.  These include: a Reduced Off‐Haul Variant; a District Energy System; a Wastewater 

Treatment and Reuse System (WTRS); and an Automated Waste Collection System (AWCS); and 

an Irish Hill Passageway Variant.  There is one proposed construction‐related variant of the 

Proposed Project and three proposed variants on infrastructure features of the Proposed Project, 

all of which focus on sustainability, and one variant that would create a west‐east running view 

corridor visual access to Irish Hill.   
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For each variant, all other features would be the same as or similar to the Proposed Project.  The 

variants do not involve any change to the mix of land uses, the space allocation of uses, or the 

residential unit count under the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios of 

the Proposed Project.  Likewise, the four variants that consider modifications to the proposed 

infrastructure and building systems to enhance sustainability would not involve any change to 

the locations, configurations, or building envelopes of the programmed development under the 

two scenarios analyzed for the Proposed Project.  Physical environmental effects from of the 

project variants would be the same or similar to the Proposed Project.  All mitigation measures 

and improvement measures identified for the Proposed Project would be the same under the 

project variants.  

The following summary of the new Irish Hill Passageway Variant has been added after the first complete 

paragraph on EIR p. S.110 (new text is underlined): 

IRISH HILL PASSAGEWAY VARIANT 

The purpose of the Irish Hill Passageway Variant is to realign shift the proposed pedestrian 

passageway between Illinois Street and the proposed Irish Hill Playground southward to the 

corner of Illinois and 22nd streets in order to create a view corridor visual access through 

proposed infill construction, from the southwest corner of the project site Illinois Street to the 

Irish Hill landscape feature.  Under the Proposed Project, the 40‐foot‐wide pedestrian 

passageway connecting Illinois Street and the proposed Irish Hill Playground would separate 

construction between Parcel PKS and Parcel HDY2 near at the southwest corner of the project 

site.  Under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, the pedestrian passageway would be shifted 

southward northward by approximately 165 feet, to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets, and 

would bisect Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS 

(which would become PKS1 and HDY3 with this variant), to allow views of the southern and 

western faces of the Irish Hill remnant from llinois Street.  In addition, the relocated pedestrian 

passageway would widen from 40 feet at Illinois Street to 55 feet at Irish Hill Playground to 

further increase the breadth of views from Illinois Street.  In all other respects, this variant would 

be substantially the same as described for the Proposed Project.  There would be no change in the 

land use program, total gross square footage, or height under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant.   

The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be substantially the same as described for the Proposed 

Project related to demolition, excavation, and site grading; the construction of shoreline 

improvements; geotechnical stabilization; the construction of the transportation, open space, and 

utility infrastructure network.  Under both the Maximum Residential Scenario and Maximum 

Commercial Scenario, the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be constructed as part of Phase 3, 

as described for Parcel PKS under the Proposed Project.  

Chapter 1, Introduction 

The second paragraph on EIR p. 1.10 has been revised to introduce the new Irish Hill Passageway 

Variant, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

Chapter 6, Project Variants, presents one proposed construction‐related and three proposed 

operational‐related variants on infrastructure features of the Proposed Project that focus on 

sustainability, and one variant that would create a west‐east running view corridor visual access 
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to Irish Hill.  The variants modify one limited feature or aspect of the Proposed Project.  The four 

five variants considered are a Reduced Off‐Haul Variant, a District Energy System Variant, a 

Wastewater Treatment and Reuse System Variant, and an Automated Waste Collection System 

Variant, and an Irish Hill Passageway Variant. 

Chapter 2, Project Description 

The last sentence on EIR p. 2.3 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined): 

The Proposed Project also includes four variants that consider modifications to the proposed 

infrastructure and building systems to enhance sustainability, and one variant that would create 

a west‐east running view corridor visual access to Irish Hill. 

The first paragraph on EIR p. 2.74 has been revised to add an introductory reference to the new Irish Hill 

Passageway Variant, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):   

E.  PROJECT VARIANTS 

In addition to the specific characteristics of the Proposed Project described in this chapter, there 

are four five proposed variants to the Proposed Project, each of which modifies one limited 

feature or aspect of the Proposed Project.  One, a Reduced Off‐Haul Variant, is a construction‐

related variant; the other three  a District Energy System Variant, a Wastewater Treatment and 

Reuse System (WTRS) Variant, and an Automated Waste Collection System (AWCS) Variant  
are variants on infrastructure features of the Proposed Project, and all of the.  The first four 

proposed variants focus on sustainability.  The last variant – an Irish Hill Passageway Variant – 

would create a west‐east running view corridor visual access to Irish Hill.  The four five variants 

are described below.  

The following description of the new Irish Hill Passageway Variant has been added to the end of EIR 

p. 2.79 (new text is underlined).   

IRISH HILL PASSAGEWAY VARIANT  

Under the Proposed Project, the 40‐foot‐wide pedestrian passageway connecting Illinois Street 

and the proposed Irish Hill Playground would separate Parcel PKS and Parcel HDY2 at the 

southwest corner of the project site.  

Under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, the pedestrian passageway would be shifted southward 

northward by approximately 165 feet to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets, and would, to 

bisect Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS (which 

would become PKS1 and HDY3 with this variant), to allow views of the southern and western 

faces of the Irish Hill remnant from Illinois Street. In addition, the relocated pedestrian 

passageway would widen from 40 feet at Illinois Street to 55 feet at Irish Hill Playground to 

further increase the breadth of views from Illinois Street.  In all other respects, this variant would 

be substantially the same as described for the Proposed Project.  

Chapter 6, Project Variants 

The first paragraph on EIR p. 6.1 has been revised to add an introductory reference to the new Irish Hill 

Passageway Variant, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):   
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Chapter 6, Project Variants, discusses four five variations on features of the Proposed Project that 

are under consideration by the project sponsors:  a Reduced Off‐Haul Variant, a District Energy 

System Variant, a Wastewater Treatment and Reuse System (WTRS) Variant, and an Automated 

Waste Collection System (AWCS) Variant., and an Irish Hill Passageway Variant.  The variants 

modify one limited feature or aspect of the Proposed Project, unlike the Alternatives to the 

Proposed Project analyzed in Chapter 7, Alternatives, which provide a different features or 

characteristics to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, each variant is the same as the Proposed 

Project except for the specific variation described.  The variants are being considered by the 

project sponsors, but have not been confirmed to be part of the Proposed Project.  Each variant 

could be selected by the project sponsors and decision‐makers, and any variant or combination of 

variants could be included in the Proposed Project as part of an approval action.   

The following description and analysis of the new Irish Hill Passageway Variant has been added to the 

end of EIR p. 6.85.  This entirely new section of EIR Chapter 6, Project Variants, is not underlined for ease 

of reading.  This text change also adds three new figures to the EIR: Figure 6.1:  Irish Hill Passageway 

Variant, Figure 6.2:  Proposed Project Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 PM (PDT) on the Summer 

Solstice, and Figure 6.3:  Irish Hill Passageway Variant Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 PM 

(PDT) on the Summer Solstice.  These new figures are shown below on p. 2.20, p. 2.26, and p. 2.27. 

E.  IRISH HILL PASSAGEWAY VARIANT 

Introduction 

The project sponsors are considering the Irish Hill Passageway Variant in response to several 

comments received from the public during the DEIR comment period that expressed concern for 

the loss of existing views to Irish Hill resulting from construction of the infill construction along 

Illinois Street under the Proposed Project (see Comment CR‐6:  Irish Hill, on RTC pp. 4.F.40‐

4.F.45).     

Description  

The purpose of the Irish Hill Passageway Variant is to realign the proposed pedestrian 

passageway between Illinois Street and the proposed Irish Hill Playground in order to create a 

view corridor visual access through proposed infill construction, from the southwest corner of 

the project site Illinois Street to the Irish Hill landscape feature.   

Under the Proposed Project, the 40‐foot‐wide pedestrian passageway connecting Illinois Street 

and the proposed Irish Hill Playground would separate construction between Parcel PKS and 

Parcel HDY2 at the southwest corner of the project site (see Figure 2.14: Mid‐block Passageway 

Locations, on p. 2.43).   

Under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, the pedestrian passageway would be shifted southward 

northward by approximately 165 feet to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets, and would 

bisecting Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS 

(which would become PKS1 and HDY3 with this variant), and would widen from 40 feet at 

Illinois Street to 55 feet at Irish Hill Playground, to allow views of the southern and western faces 

of the Irish Hill remnant from Illinois Street.  (See Figure 6.1: The Irish Hill Passageway Variant.) 
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As such, this variant includes only minor changes to the configuration of infill construction 

within Parcels PKS and HDY2.  Under this variant, the relocated pedestrian passageway would 

bisect Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS, and 

new construction within the southern portion of PKS (now HDY3) would abut new infill 

construction within Parcel HDY2 to the south.   

In all other respects, the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be substantially the same as 

described for the Proposed Project.  There would be no change in the land use program, total 

gross square footage, or building height under this variant.   

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PHASING 

The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be substantially the same as described for the Proposed 

Project regarding demolition, excavation, and site grading; the construction of shoreline 

improvements; geotechnical stabilization; and the construction of the transportation, open space, 

and utility infrastructure network.     

Under both the Maximum Residential Scenario and Maximum Commercial Scenario, the Irish 

Hill Passageway Variant would be constructed as part of Phase 3, as described for Parcel PKS 

(Chapter 2, Project Description, Table 2.5: Project Construction and Rehabilitation Phasing for the 

Maximum Residential Scenario (EIR pp. 2.80‐2.81), and Table 2.6: Project Construction and 

Rehabilitation Phasing for the Maximum Commercial Scenario (EIR pp. 2.83‐2.84).   

Proposed Land Use Programs 

The Irish Hill Passageway Variant does would not include any changes to the land use programs 

for the Maximum Residential Scenario or Maximum Commercial Scenario identified for the 

Proposed Project.   

The proposed pedestrian passageway would bisect Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 

adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS.  The new Parcel HDY3 is connected to Parcel PKS, but 

separated southern portion of Parcel PKS under this variant would be renamed “HDY3” because 

it would be located entirely within the existing Hoedown Yard (HDY) parcel.  However, in all 

other respects, it would continue to be considered part of Parcel PKS, and the PKS land use limits 

would continue to apply for the purpose of allocating allowable uses (Residential and RALI), and 

amounts of uses, under both the Maximum Residential Scenario (see Table 2.3:  Project Summary 

– Maximum Residential Scenario, on p. 2.29) and the Maximum Commercial Scenario (see Table 

2.4:  Project Summary – Maximum Commercial Scenario, on p. 2.31).  As such, like Parcel PKS 

under the Proposed Project (and unlike Parcels HDY1 and HDY2 to the south), “Parcel HDY3” 

under this variant would not allow commercial use under either the Maximum Residential 

Scenario or Maximum Commercial Scenario.  

The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not change the existing 65‐X height limit for the western 

portion of the project site along Illinois Street.  The variant does would not include any changes 

to the proposed traffic and roadway plan, new infrastructure and utility plans, geotechnical 

stabilization plan, or the shoreline improvement plan described in Chapter 2, Project Description.  

It would includes only minor changes to the pedestrian network through Parcel PKS and the path 

of pedestrian travel through Irish Hill Playground.    
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Impact Evaluation 

APPROACH TO ANALYSIS 

The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be substantially the same as described for the Proposed 

Project with respect to the phasing, duration, excavation and construction activities.  It does 

would not involve any substantial change to the location and mix of land uses, the space 

allocation of uses, or the residential unit count under the Maximum Residential Scenario and 

Maximum Commercial Scenario of the Proposed Project.   

Therefore, physical environmental effects under this variant would be substantially the same as 

those identified for the Proposed Project for the following environmental topics: Land Use and 

Land Use Planning, Population and Housing, Cultural Resources (Archeological Resources), Air 

Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Mineral and Energy Resources, and 

Agricultural and Forest Resources.  All mitigation and improvement measures for these topics 

identified for the Proposed Project would be applicable to this variant. 

The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not change the proposed roadway network and would 

continue to offer the same number of pedestrian connections to and from the proposed Irish Hill 

Playground open space.  The relocation of the pedestrian passageway from Illinois Street 

southward northward under this variant would redirect a pedestrian’s path of travel around the 

Irish Hill feature, but would not obstruct pedestrian travel through the open space nor conflict 

with the recreational uses of the proposed Irish Hill Playground open space.  This variant would, 

therefore, not result in a significant impact under the topic of Transportation and Circulation or 

under the topic of Recreation. 

Under the Proposed Project, future buildings on Parcels PKN, PKS, and HDY2 would block 

traffic noise from Illinois Street, which would reduce traffic noise levels in areas to the east, 

including Irish Hill Playground.  The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not increase the 

number of openings along the Illinois Street site frontage, but would shift the proposed 

passageway southward to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets. northward by approximately 165 

feet.  While traffic noise from Illinois Street would travel through this passageway, proposed 

widening of the east end of this passageway to 55 feet would not substantially alter this effect 

since the opening at Illinois Street would still be 40 feet wide.  For these reasons, Therefore, 

project‐level and cumulative noise and vibration impacts under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant 

would be substantially the same as those identified under the Proposed Project (see Section 4.F, 

Noise and Vibration).  Implementation of the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not result in 

new or substantially more severe impacts, would not change the analysis or conclusions in that 

section, and no new mitigation measures would be required.   

To the extent that the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would modify the configuration of infill 

development within Parcels PKS and HDY2 to create a view corridor visual access to Irish Hill, a 

contributing landscape feature of the UIW Historic District, it could change the ability of the 

feature to convey its contribution to the significance of the UIW Historic District.  The 

configuration of infill development under this variant could also change localized pedestrian 

winds and shadow patterns in and around the proposed Irish Hill Playground open space.  For 

these reasons, the environmental topics of Historic Architectural Resources, and Wind and 

Shadow are discussed in greater detail below.     
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CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Historic Architectural Resources 

The proposed relocation and widening of the proposed pedestrian passageway connecting 

Illinois Street to the proposed Irish Hill Playground would result in minor changes to the 

configuration of the infill construction on Parcels PKS and HDY2 (Parcel HDY2 would be 

bisected, creating a new Parcel HDY3 to the south of PKS which would become PKS1 and HDY3 

with this variant) and would increase the visibility of Irish Hill, a contributing landscape feature 

of the UIW National Register Historic District.   

The EIR acknowledges that infill construction under the Proposed Project would diminish the 

integrity of the District, as discussed under Impact CR‐9 on pp. 4.D.98‐4.D.99 [as revised and 

presented in the Responses to Comments document on RTC pp. 4.F.27‐4.F.32].  However, no views of 

the Irish Hill remnant, either from within or outside of the historic district, are cited as character‐

defining features of the District in the National Register nomination.  The EIR concludes that 

although the proposed infill construction around the Irish Hill remnant under the Proposed 

Project would diminish the integrity of the District somewhat, it would not materially alter, in an 

adverse manner, those physical characteristics of the UIW National Register Historic District that 

justify its inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

While the variant would result in minor changes to the configuration of the infill construction on 

Parcels PKS and HDY2 (Parcel HDY2 would be bisected, creating a new Parcel HDY3 to the south 

of PKS which would become PKS1 and HDY3 with this variant), the increase in visibility of the 

Irish Hill remnant would thereby increase the ability of the Irish Hill contributing landscape 

feature to convey its association with, and contribution to, the UIW National Register Historic 

District. For this reason, the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would lessen the less‐than‐significant 

adverse impact identified for new infill construction surrounding Irish Hill on the integrity of the 

UIW Historic District  

The project‐level and cumulative historic architectural impacts under the Irish Hill Passageway 

Variant would be substantially the same as those identified under the Proposed Project, or in the 

case of the Irish Hill remnant, slightly lesser, and mitigation and improvement measures 

identified for the Proposed Project would apply to the variant.  Implementation of the Irish Hill 

Passageway Variant would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts, would not 

change the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new mitigation measures would be 

required.   

WIND AND SHADOW  

Wind 

Wind tunnel testing for the Proposed Project did not identify any ground‐level wind hazards in 

the vicinity of Parcel PKS or Irish Hill Playground under the Baseline, Project (both Maximum 

Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios), and Cumulative Configurations (both 

Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios).  

The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not change the proposed heights of any buildings 

within the project site.  Shifting the pedestrian passageway under this variant southward to the 

corner of Illinois and 22nd streets approximately 165 feet northward is not in a location or of a 
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nature or magnitude that could result in a new wind hazard exceedance in the vicinity.18A  

Rather, as with the Proposed Project, under both the Proposed Project and Cumulative 

Configurations, construction under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be expected to 

substantially improve ground‐level wind comfort conditions overall to the east of Parcel PKS 

within the proposed Irish Hill Playground, over those of the Baseline Configuration. 

Building C1 would be adjacent to the Irish Hill Playground.  The EIR identified a hazard 

exceedance on the proposed Building C1 rooftop terrace open space under the Proposed Project 

(Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios).  The Irish Hill Passageway 

Variant would not substantially affect rooftop wind conditions at Building C1.  Buildings within 

the PKS parcels along Illinois Street would continue to be 65 feet tall.  Westerly winds would 

continue flow over the proposed 65‐foot‐tall buildings within the Illinois Parcels and would 

continue to reach the proposed 90‐foot‐high rooftop open space located at the exposed 

westernmost edge of the proposed 90‐X Height District. Mitigation Measure M‐WS‐2:  Wind 

Reduction for Rooftop Winds (EIR p. 4.I.60) would continue to reduce the impact of rooftop wind 

to a less‐than‐significant level.  

The project‐level and cumulative wind impacts under the Irish Hill  Variant would be 

substantially the same as those identified under the Proposed Project (see EIR Section 4.I, Wind, 

pp. 4.I.63‐4.I.68) and mitigation and improvement measures identified for the Proposed Project 

would apply to the variant.  Implementation of the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not 

result in new or more severe impacts, would not change the analysis or conclusions in that 

section, and no new mitigation measures would be required.   

Shadow  

The shadow impacts of the Proposed Project on the open spaces that would be constructed under 

the Proposed Project are described, for informational purposes, on EIR pp. 4.I.98‐4.I.111.  

Likewise, the shadow impacts of the variant on open spaces that would be constructed under the 

Proposed Project are described herein for informational purposes. 

The changes to building configuration under this variant would occur at the western extent of the 

project site, south of the proposed 21st Street.  Due to this position within the project site, shadow 

impacts of this variant would be substantially the same as those identified, described, and 

illustrated for the open spaces of the Proposed Project, except for impacts on Irish Hill 

Playground, which is immediately east of Parcel PKS and would be shaded by buildings within 

Parcel PKS.    

The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not change the proposed heights of any buildings 

within the project site.  Under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, the pedestrian passageway at 

the south end of Parcel PKS under the Proposed Project (which would become PKS1 and HDY3 

under this variant) would be shifted southward to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets 

northward by approximately 165 feet and widened at the parcel’s eastern end.  Shadow under 

this variant would be similar in terms of timing and extent of shadow.  The loss of sunlight 

resulting from the elimination of the gap between buildings at the south end of Parcel PKS would 

be offset by the creation of a new gap bisecting Parcel HDY2 PKS.  With the relocation of the 

pedestrian passageway, sunlight within and through the relocated passageway gap would be 

correspondingly shifted southward northward and would occur in the early afternoon around 

2:00 PM, rather than around 4.00 PM under the Proposed Project.  In addition, the variant would 
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also widen the eastern end of the relocated pedestrian passageway from 40 feet under the 

Proposed Project to about 105 55 feet, both decreasing the aggregate building coverage  within 

Parcels PKS and HDY2, while increasing the overall area of the Irish Hill Playground open space.      

See Figure 6.2:  Proposed Project Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 PM (PDT) on the 

Summer Solstice.  This figure shows the pedestrian passageway at the southern end of Parcel PKS 

in sunlight (the passageways are considered part of the open space).  At this time of year and 

day, the sun aligns with the east‐west orientation of the pedestrian passageway in the late 

afternoon.  Figure 6.3:  Irish Hill Passageway Variant Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 PM 

(PDT) on the Summer Solstice shows the sunlit passageway shifted to the south north.  By this 

time, the passageway would be largely shadowed by development within Parcel HDY3 under 

this variant.  As the day progresses, the variant shadow on Irish Hill Playground, like the 

Proposed Project, would lengthen and sweep eastward and southward.   

As noted on p. 4.I.107, much of the playground would be shaded for much of the day and year 

under the Proposed Project.  Shadow from buildings that would enclose the space to the west, 

south, and east under the Proposed Project would decrease the comfort of the space for use as a 

playground for much of the day throughout the year for those users who prefer sunlight to 

shade.  This condition would be similar under the variant, but would be improved somewhat 

under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant due to the overall decrease in building coverage within 

current Parcels PKS and HDY2 under the variant.   

The following new footnote has been added to EIR p. 6.85 as part of this revision (new text is underlined).  

The new footnote will be assigned its proper sequential number in the consolidated Final EIR. 

18A Neetha Vasan, Frank Kriksic, RWDI, Wind Consultants, Memorandum:  Pedestrian Wind 

Analysis – Revised Irish Hill Passageway Variant Review of PKS Variant, Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District 

Project, San Francisco, CA, August 17, 2017 April 19, 2017. 
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REVISIONS TO MITIGATION MEASURES 

The  following minor  text  changes have been made  to  the mitigation measures  identified  in  the EIR  to 

make their language consistent with that in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.   

A global change has been made to change “project sponsor” to “project sponsors” in the following 

mitigation measures:   

 M‐CR‐1a: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting (in the measure’s 

third sentence on EIR p. 4.D.25);  

 M‐NO‐7: Noise Control Plan for Special Event Outdoor Amplified Sound (in the measure’s first 

sentence and first bulleted item on p. 4.F.73);  

 M‐BI‐3: Pile Driving Noise Reduction for Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals (in the last 

sentence of the partial paragraph at the top of p. 4.M.68); and  

 M‐HY‐2b: Design and Construction of Proposed Pump Station for Option 2 (in the first sentence 

of the measure’s last paragraph on p. 4.O.61). 

The following new correction has been made to the new text added in the RTC document to the end of 

the paragraph under the heading “Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects” 

on EIR pp. 4.D.28‐4.D.29 (part of M‐CR‐1a: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and 

Reporting, as shown on RTC p. 5.57): 

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  an  as  specified  in  the  treatment  agreement  if  such  an  agreement  has  been 

made or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. 

The following new correction has been made to the first bulleted item on EIR p. 4.F.44, under Mitigation 

Measure M‐NO‐3: Vibration Control Measures During Construction, shown on RTC p. 5.8, and a new 

correction has been added to the bulleted item that follows it: 

 Where pile driving, CRF, and other construction activities involving the use of heavy 

equipment would occur in proximity to any contributing building to the Union Iron Works 

Historic District, the project sponsors shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize 

damage to such adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such damage is 

documented and repaired.  The monitoring program, which shall apply within 160 feet 

where pile driving would be used, 50 feet of where CRF would be required, and within 25 

feet of other heavy equipment operation, shall include the following components: 

o Prior to the start of any ground‐disturbing activity, the project sponsors shall engage 

a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a pre‐

construction survey of historical resource(s) identified by the San Francisco Planning 

Department  Port  within  160  feet  of  planned  construction  to  document  and 

photograph the buildings’ existing conditions. 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Friday, October 13, 2017 8:34 AM 
jreppler1@gmail.com; Beaupre, David (PRT); Kellypretzer@forestcity.net 
alisonheath@sbcglobal.net; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); 
Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC); 
Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Hue, Melinda (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); 
lonin, Jonas (CPC); Forbes, Elaine (PRT); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); 
BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Major, Erica (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
WITHDRAWAL OF APPEAL: Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report Appeal -
Proposed Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project - Appeal Hearing on October 24, 2017 

171047 

Please find linked below the letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from J.R. Eppler of the Potrero 
Boosters Neighborhood Association, concerning the withdrawal of their appeal of the certification of a Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project. 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on October 24, 2017. 

Withdrawal of Appeal Letter - October 12, 2017 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by fo llowing the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 171047 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
{415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• \... Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required 
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral 
communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all 
members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 

1 
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From: J.R. Eppler
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: Settlement and Withdrawal of Appeal File No. 171047
Date: Thursday, October 12, 2017 7:18:01 PM

To whom it may concern:

As the result of an agreement reached today, the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association
 hereby withdraws its appeal, File No. 171047, of the certification of the EIR certified
 pursuant to Planning Department Case No. 2014-001272ENV. 

Please let me know if any further material is required, either via response to this email or by
 phone at 415-574-0775. 

I appreciate the helpfulness of your office's staff throughout the appeals process. Thank you. 

Best regards, 
J.R. Eppler
President
Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

September 29, 2017 

Mr. J. R. Eppler 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association 
1459 18th Street, Suite 133 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

Subject: File No. 171047 -Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Certification of Final Environmental Impact Report - Pier 70 Mixed-Use 
District Project 

Dear Mr. Eppler: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated September 27, 
2017, from the Planning Department regarding their determination on the timeliness of 
your filing of appeal of the California Environmental Quality Act certification of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project. 

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner. 

The appeal filing period closed on Monday, September 25, 2017. Pursuant to 
Administrative Code, Section 31.16, a hearing date has been scheduled for Tuesday, 
October 24, 2017, at 3:00 p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in City 
Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, CA 
94102. 

Please provide to the Clerk's Office by noon: 

20 days prior to the hearing: 

11 days prior to the hearing: 

names and addresses of interested parties to be 
notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 

any documentation which you may want available to 
the Board members prior to the hearing. 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file (sent to 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org) and two copies of the documentation for distribution. 

Continues on next page 
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Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report Certification Appeal 
Hearing Date - October 24, 2017 
Page2 

NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 
hard copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make 
the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive 
copies of the materials. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-7712, or Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718. 

Very truly yours, 

/~ 
r'"~I /I • n c... ; k:'I / , \1JWt&vi!v' 

+-Angela Ca villa 
Clerk of the Board 

c: David Beaupre, Project Sponsor, Port of San Francisco 
Kelly Pretzer, Project Sponsor, Forest City Development California, Inc: 
Elaine Forbes, Executive Director, Port of San Francisco 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Usa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Melinda Hue, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Richard Sucre, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: September 27, 2017 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: 

RE: 

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer i)'J'" ~ ~ 

A 1 T. l" d S d" D . · £1.i ~.St>J? ppea 1me mess an tan mg etermmabon 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project l Re.v l~ed) 
Planning Department Case No. 2014-001272ENV 

An appeal of the certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for 
the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project (Planning Department Case No. 2014-001272ENV), 
was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors on September 25, 2017 
by J.R. Eppler on behalf of Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association (Appellant). 

Date of FEIR 30 Days after FEIR 
Appeal Deadline 

Date of Appeal 
Certification · Certification 

(Must Be Day Clerk of 
Filing 

Timely? 
Board's Office Is Open) 

August 24, 2017 September 23, 2017 September 25, 2017 
September 25, 

Yes 
2017 

Timeline: On December 21, 2016, the Planning Department published the Draft EIR for 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project, with a public review and comment period from 
December 22, 2017 to February 21, 2017. On February 9, 2017, the Planning Department 
held a duly advertised public hearing on the Draft EIR. The Responses to Comments 
document was issued on August 9, 2017. On August 24, 2017, the Planning Commission 
held a duly noticed hearing to consider certification of the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project 
Final EIR. The Planning Commission certified the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project Final EIR on 
August 24, 2017. 

Appeal Deadline: Section 31.16(a) and (c) of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
states that any person or entity that has submitted comments to the Planning 
Commission or the Environmental Review Officer on a draft EIR, either in writing during 
the public review period, or orally or in writing at a public hearing on the EIR may 
appeal the Planning Commission's certification of the final EIR to the Board of 
Supervisors during the 30 days following the Planning Commission's EIR certification. 
The 30th day after the Date of the Approval Action was Saturday, September 23, 2017. 
The next day when the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors was open was 
Monday, September 25, 2017 (Appeal Deadline). 

Memo 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco. 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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Appeal Timeliness and Standing Determination 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project Case No. 2014-001272ENV 
Page2 

Appellant Standing: The Appellant submitted written comments on the Draft EIR and 
submitted comments at the public hearing on the Draft EIR. The Appellant therefore has 
standing to appeal the certification of the Final EIR. 

Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The Appellant filed the appeal of the Final EIR 
determination on September 25, 2017, prior to the end of the Appeal Deadline. Therefore, 
the appeal is considered timely. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

2 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Greetings, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Tuesday, October 10, 2017 9:03 AM 
jreppler1@gmail.com; Beaupre, David (PRT); Kellypretzer@forestcity.net 
alisonheath@sbcglobal.net; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); 
Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); 
Lynch, Laura (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Hue, Melinda (CPC); 
Sucre, Richard (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Forbes, Elaine (PRT); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
HEARING NOTICE: Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report Appeal - Proposed 
Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project - Appeal Hearing on October 24, 2017 

171047 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appea l hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors 
on October 24, 2017, at 3:00 p.m., to hear an appeal regarding the certification of a fina l environmental impact report 
for the proposed Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project. 

Please find t he following link to the hearing notice for the matter: 

Notice of Public Hearing Notice - October 10, 2017 

I invite you to review the enti re matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 171047 

Thank you, 

Lis a Lew 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
p 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I v"ww.sfbos.org 

l!O Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal informo tion that is provided in communications to the Boord of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to lhe 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any informaUon from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar injormation that o 
member of the public elects to submit ro the Boord and its committees-may appear on the Boord of Supervisors ' website or in other public documents tha t members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following appeal and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
attend and be heard: 

Date: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 171047. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to 
the certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
proposed Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project, identified in Planning 
Case No. 2014-001272ENV, certified by the Planning Commission 
through Motion No. 19976 dated August 24, 2017. (Appellant: J.R. 
Eppler of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association) (Filed 
September 25, 2017) 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments prior to the t ime the 
hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public record in this 
matter and shall be brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall , 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relating to 
this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information 
relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, October 20, 2017. 

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: October 10, 2017 

~-----C...O"~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File No. 171047 

City Hall 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 544-5227 

Description of Items: Public Hearing Notices - Hearing - Appeal of Final Environmental 
Impact Report Certification - Pier 70 Mixed-Use District - 39 Notices Mailed 

I, Lisa Lew , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: October 10, 2017 

Time: 8:50 a.m. 

USPS Location: Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): NIA 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Greetings, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Friday, September 29, 2017 1:19 PM 
jreppler1@gmail.com; Beaupre, David (PRT); Kellypretzer@forestcity.net 
alisonheath@sbcglobal.net; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT}; 
Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); 
Lynch, Laura (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Hue, Melinda (CPC); 
Sucre, Richard (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Forbes, Elaine (PRT}; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Appeal of CEQA Certification of Final Environmental Impact Report - Proposed Pier 70 Mixed­
Use District Project - Appeal Hearing on October 24, 2017 

171047 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order before t he Board of Supervisors 
on October 24, 2017, at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below a letter of appeal fi led for the proposed Alameda Creek 
Recapture Project, as well as direct links to the Planning Department's timely filing determination, and an informational 
letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

Appeal Letter - September 25, 2017 

Planning Department Memo - September 27, 2017 

Clerk of the Board Letter - September 29, 2017 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 171047 

Regards, 

Lisa Lew 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
p 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• il'C Click here to complele a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaclion form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Superv1sors legislation, and archived mat ters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal informorion that is provided in communications to the Boord of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records ACL and 
the Son Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public ore not required to provide personal identifying 
informorion when they communicate with t/1e Boord of Supervisors and its commitrees. All writterJ or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be mode ovoiloble to oil members of the public fat inspection and copying. The Clerk'~ Office does not 
redact any infarmot1on from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information rhar a 
membet of the public elect> to submit w the Boord ond its commirtees-moy oppeor on the Boord of Supervisors ' website or in ocl1er public documents char members 
of che public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 2, 2017 

File Nos. 171047-171050 
Planning Case No. 2014-001272ENV 

City Hall 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office one check, 
in the amount of Five Hundred Seventy Eight Dollars ($597) 
representing the filing fee paid by J. R. Eppler for the appeal of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Certification of 
Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Pier 70 
Mixed-Use District project. 

Planning Department 
By: 

Print Name 
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To: 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

John Rahaim 
Planning Director 

September 25, 2017 

City Hall 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

From: .A~Angela Calvillo 
~ Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Certification of 
Final Environmental Impact Report - Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 

An appeal of the CEQA Certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report for the Pier 70 
Mixed-Use District Project was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on September 25, 
2017, by J.R. Eppler of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working 
days of receipt of this request. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-771 2, or Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718. 

c: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jen sen, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Melinda Hue, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Elaine Forbes, Executive Director, Port of San Francisco 
David Beaupre, Staff Contact, Port of San Francisco 
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