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Appellant requests that the Board of Supervisors ("Board") grant this appeal,

xrn ] Tha Dlannindg

~aipaddon 6ertiossdnvunivth oo uvc il Non-uve']fhrgé‘ Events (More Than 25
Attendees) per Year with Alternative C Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and
Concession Areas). Except for the elimination of three proposed concession areas, the Reduced
‘Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas Alternative would have all of the
same physical features of the proposed project, including renovations to the main floor of the
Auditorium. With the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas
Alternative, renovations would include installation of a new stage and lighting and sound systems
in the Auditorium. Under this alternative, the ground-floor California Room and Exhibition Hall
would be renovated, and the existing ground-floor catering kitchen would be upgraded to a
commercial kitchen. This alternative would have three fewer food and beverage concession areas
than are proposed with the project; the total number of concessions areas during public events
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Under Planning Code Section 185(e), the lawful nonconforming uses at the Masonic
Center terminated on the 50t Anniversary date of its commencement (i.e.nolater
that December 31, 2006), and could continue only if the Masonic Center timely
applied for a conditional use authorization to continue its nonconforming uses or
lawfully changed its use to another use allowed in the RM-4 and Nob Hill SUD
districts. The Masonic Center did not apply for a conditional use authorization in a
timely manner pursuant to Section 185(e). Accordingly, as of January 1, 2009 (and
probably much earlier), the Masonic Center was an illegal, nonconforming use
operating without any lawful use authorization in the Nob Hill SUD.

Given that unsatisfactory situation, on March 10, 2009 the Masonic Center made a
request to the Planning Department for Environmental Evaluation to change the use
of the Masonic Center. On July 8, 2009, the Masonic Center followed up onits
request for Environmental Evaluation by seeking a Zoning Administrator’s Letter of
Determination “(LOD”) clarifying, among other things, that the Masonic Center
operated as a legal nonconforming use fully in compliance with the Planning Code
and with the Masonic Center’s 1956 building permit. '
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of concession areas during private events open only to members and invitees of the sponsoring

organization, such as corporate meetings and private ceremonies.

As with the proposed project, outdoor seating would be set up on occasion for outdoor
refreshment and break areas during daytime events on the existing portico leading to the
California Street main entrance, the lower terrace on California Street, and the upper terrace

" facing Taylor Street.

As with the proposed project, the existing conditions of approval imposed by the April 2012 CU
authorization would be implemented at the Masonic Center, including full implementation of
Condition 6; however, Condition 34, which limits large live entertainment events to a total of 54
events per year, would no longer be applicable and would be modified as part of the proposed
project approval process to allow a maximum of 79 large live entertainment events per year, of
which a maximum of 54 could be live music and electronic dance events.

Masonic Center Renovation Project
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On September 28, 2009, the Masonic Center submitted an amended conditional use
autharization raguactto.changa the Maconin( P}‘;Uiﬁruﬁ\ﬂx isteglavinl %@H&Q&Eﬂmjm—.

Since zoning regulations are adopted for the purposes of regulating the location of various uses,
this alternative would not conflict with any land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted to
avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. Under this alternative, the limit of 79 large live
entertainment events, of which no more than 54 events could be live music and electronic dance
music events, is allowed under the proposed zoning and approvals as proposed for the project.
Land use impacts in comparison to the proposed would be decreased, as there would be less
potential for the consumption of alcoholic beverages by attendees that could result in fewer
incidents of behavior that could be perceived as disruptive to nearby residents and affect the
character of the Nob Hill neighborhood.  This alternative would reduce the less-than-significant
land use impacts of the proposed project, and no mitigation measures are necessary.

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession
Areas Alternative would increase the maximum number of attendees by up to 134 for events in
the Auditorium. Similar to the proposed project, this increase in attendance would have a less-
than-significant impact on land use character because the increased number of attendees would be
similar to the proposed project and existing event-related conditions that currently occur at the
Masonic' Center.
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CU was inv.alidated and the Masonic Center had no other land use authorization
from the City other than the expired authorization granted by Resolution No. 4171.

As a result of the adverse decision by the San Francisco Superior Court in Case No.
CPF-10-510365, the City and the Masonic Center appealed that decision to the Court

of Appeal. The City did not appeal the Superior Court’s decision invalidating the
CEQA review.

In order to try to correct its illegal use following the adverse judicial decisions, on
August 12, 2011, the Masonic Center applied for a new conditional use
authorization, under Planning Code Section 185(e), to legalize its nonconforming
use. On January 19, 2012, the Planning Commission (and subsequently, the Board) -
approved the Masonic Center’s August 12, 2011 conditional use application which
had the effect, finally, of approving the Masonic Center’s existing nonconforming use
as a conditional use without the right to intensify, expand or enlarge the uses at the
site (the “2012 CU”). (See Exhibit 6.)

Notwithstanding the fact that the Masonic Center had conditional use authorization
only to continue its then existing nonconforming use without any intensification,
enlargement or expansion, in 2012 the Masonic Center made an application to the
Planning Nepartiwent tanrenare an Initial Stidv far a nennnced intencifiration
activities would be similar to those that already occur under existing conditions and are not direct

physical land use impacts under CEQA.

Therefore, as with the proposed project, the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and
Concession Areas Alternative would not have a substantial adverse effect on the existing land use
character of the vicinity. In addition, the interior renovations to the Masonic Center would not
change the physical land use character of the project site or the project vicinity. Like the
proposed project, this alternative would have less-than-significant land use impacts, and no

mitigation measures are necessary.
Transportation and Circulation

Under the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas Alternative
nearby and adjacent residents would experience traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle conditions,
as well as passenger and performer unloading/loading before and after concert events in a similar
manner to the proposed project. Due to the reduced number of large live entertainment events,
the frequency of these conditions would be less than those under the proposed project, which
were determined to be less than significant. Cumulative transportation conditions in 2035 would
also be less frequent but with the same intensity as those described in section 4.C, Transportation
and Circulation for the proposed project, which were also determined to be less than significant.

As with the proposed project, all of the existing traffic and parking conditions of approval
imposed by the April 2012 CU authorization would be implemented at the Masonic Center under
the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas Alternative. Under this
alternative, the transportation effects of vehicular access (entfy/exit) to the parking garage from
the Pine Street loading dock for vehicles with pre-paid tickets during large events (Condition

April 17,2013 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E 6.15 Draft EIR



Department gave to the Appellate Court decision is inaccurate, incomplete and
demonstrates no level of objectivity, but rather simply parrots back to the public the
inaccurate statements attributed to the Appellate Court’s decision by the Masonic

Center and its legal counsel.

~

~In,2013. apd,while the Planning Devartment was drafting its EIR the Masonic

truck trips would be the same as for the proposed project. Construction activities would be
required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and would be less than significant.
To ensure construction noise is reduced to the maximum extent feasible under this alternative,
decision makers may decide to impose implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-1 —
Construction Debris Box Delivery, Loading and Removal, identified for the proposed project and
described in Section 4.D, Noise, p. 4.D.24.

As under the proposed project, event-related activities and increased vehicle trips with an increase
of up to 134 additional attendees at a sold-out event would result in a less than 1.0 dBA increase
in ambient noise levels, which is imperceptible. Under the Reduced Number of Live
Entertainment Events Alternative, noise effects of vehicles entering and exiting the garage on
Pine Street before and after large events would be similar to those described for the proposed
project (less than significant), but would occur less often. As with the proposed project, noise
levels would comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in existing ambient noise levels. Thus, as with the proposed
project, the operational noise effects of this alternative would be less than significant.

In comparison to the proposed project, the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and
Concession Areas Alternative would result in 16 fewer large events per year and would limit the
total number of events that would include live music and electronic dance music. As with the
proposed project, noise and groundbourne vibration from within the Auditorium would not be
audible outside of the Center. With implementation of the proposed new sound system, decision
makers may decide to impose Improvement Measure I-NO-3 - Installation of New Sound System,
to ensure that less than significant noise and groundborne vibration levels remain inaudible
outside of the Auditorium, thus reducing the incidents of noise levels that could be noticeable and
perceived as annoying to some adjacent and nearby neighbors in the vicinity of the Masonic

Center.
April 17,2013 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E 6.16 Draft EIR
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A. The Procedure Provided For In Planning Code Section 182(b)(1) Is
‘Subject To Other Applicable Provisions Of The Planning Code That Where
Not Accurately, Adequately And Objectively Analyzed In The EIR.

The Intensification Project was studied in the EIR under Planning Code Section
182(b) and (b)(1). Section 182(b) states that “a nonconforming use may be ...
changed to a use that is more widely permitted ... than the existing use, subject to
the other applicable provisions of this Code.” Accordingly, the EIR should not have
analyzed Section 182(b) and (b)(1) in a vacuum and alone, but rather the EIR should
have analyzed the Intensification Project’s land use impacts with the “other
applicable provisions” of the Planning Codes, including the Nob Hill SUD, Section
238 of the Planning Code. The EIR did not study the land use impacts accurately,
adequately and objectively because it failed to analyze Section 238, the correct
section of the Code governing the Intensification Project.

B. The EIR Failed To Analyze That Special Use Districts Take Precedence
Over More General Zoning Use Districts.

The Department has for many years held that special use districts take precedence
over more general zoning use districts. Section 235, the Planning Code Section
entitled “Special Use Districts” states that “In any special use district the provisions
of the applicable use district established by Section 201 shall prevail, exceptas
specifically provided in Sections 236 through 249.99 and 823. In other words, the
Special Use District created in Sections 236-249.99 and 823 are deemed to be the
supreme or superior use district provisions when a conflict with other Code
provisions exists. (See Passmore Declaration, Paragraphs 23-27.)

The Nob Hill SUD is a Special Use District created by Section 235 of the Planning
Code. Accordingly, it will take precedence over other inconsistent provisions of the
Planning Code. This outcome is driven by long-standing Departmental policy and
legal precedence. : '
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6. Alternatives

that would accommodate contemporary performers, artists, organizations, and institutions.
Without major renovations to the Auditorium, the No Major Auditorium Renovations Alternative
would not provide a facility that could attract and retain a full-time professional entertainment
management company to operate and promote events at the Center.

D. ALTERNATIVE C: REDUCED NUMBER OF LIVE
ENTERTAINMENT EVENTS AND CONCESSION AREAS

DESCRIPTION

The intent of Alternative C: Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession
Areas is to provide an alternative that would increase the number of annual large live
entertainment events in the Auditorium by a smaller amount in comparison to existing conditions
and the proposed project. Alternative C also would reduce the number of allowed food and
beverage concession areas during public events to five, in comparison to eight under the proposed
project. As with the proposed project, attendance at maximum sold-out events with general
admissions (no seating on the main floor of the Auditorium) would increase from 3,166 byupto
3,300 persons, an increase of up to 134 attendees. This alternative would reduce the total number
of large live entertainment events from 95 per year to 79 per year. The total number of large non-
entertainment events would be 220, the same as under the proposed project. Accordingly, the
total number of large events that would take place at the Masonic Center would be about 299
events a year.

Of the 79 large live entertainment events, this alternative would have a maximum limit of 54
large live entertainments events per yeér that would be live music and electronic dance music
events. Under the proposed project, all of the 95 live entertainment events could be live music or
electronic music events, although this would be unlikely. The total number of large live and non-
live entertainment events, 16 fewer than with the proposed project (refer to Table 6.2:

Cnrmmnarinam AfDeawana ARNTieeeleee. o OT a7 - -

Honorable Board President David Chiu
and Members of the Board of Supervisors
c/o Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

RE:  Appeal of Certification of Final EIR and Adoptlon of CEQA Findings

Case No.2011.0471E
1111 California Street, Masonic Center Intensification PrOJect

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors:

Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16, the Coalition for San
Francisco Neighborhoods, the Nob Hill Neighbors and Mrs. Berit Muh, who resides
in the Nob Hill Special Use District (“SUD™), (collectively, “Appellants”) hereby
appeal the San Francisco Planning Commission’s (“Planning Commission”)
certification of the Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") and the adoption of the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) findings for the California Masonic
Memorial Temple’s (“Masonic”) proposed intensification and change of use



6. Alternatives

Table 6.2: Comparison of Proposed Number of Live and Non-Live Large Events
(More Than 250 Attendees) per Year with Alternative C Reduced Number of
Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas

Event Type " Total Number of Large Events per Year
Maximum Net
Existing Proposed Change from
Conditions Project Alternative C Proposed Project
Live Entertainment® 54 95 n/a n/a
Comed.y & Cultural Live w/a n/a 25 wa
Entertainment
Live Music_and Electronic wa n/a . 54 wa
Dance Music « ’
Total Live Entertainment Events - 54 95° 79° S
Total Non-Live Entertainment® 176 220 220 0
Total Events 230 315 299 -16
Notes:

Live Entertainment is defined as in Planning Code Section 790.38 to include dramatic and musical performances
(including comedy shows), and/or provide amplified taped music for dancing on the premises.

b Under the proposed project, all of the live entertainment events could be live music or electronic dance music events,
it would be unlikely to occur with Alternative C.

© Ofthe 79 annual total limit of large live entertainment events under Alternative C, a maximum of 54 events large
(over 250 attendees) live music and electronic dance music events would be allowed within the 79 live-entertainment
event limit.

4 Nop-Live Entertainment includes all events other than live entertainment, such as meetings, conferences, trade
shows, and special events such as weddings, banquets and private parties-

Source: Live Nation; Turnstone Consulting, 2013

would be up to five depending on the type of event which is the same number as under existing
L coerdibanre dswithheornvsed opisctathers ravidbs pp limiton.the numbet of copfigration
Commission, and not adopt the CEQA findings made by the Planning Commission.
The Board should take those actions because the EIR does not adequately,
accurately and objectively analyze the significant environmental impacts that will
arise from the proposed project. Moreover, the EIR’s conclusions and the Planning
Commission’s certification findings are incorrect in a number of critical ways and
are based on incomplete, inaccurate and inadequate analysis of the environmental
impacts arising from the proposed project and its impact on the City’s land use
policies and zoning laws. Additionally, the EIR does not reflect the independent
judgment and analysis of the City, especially in the EIR’s wholesale (and incorrect)
adoption of the Project’ Sponsor’s mistaken analysis of the law and judicial
precedent governing this matter. The EIR, therefore, is not a sufficient
informational document under the CEQA laws and regulations and the Board should
accordingly reverse the Commission’s decision. ‘

IL Factual Summary.

The Masonic purchased 1111 California Street, the site for the Masonic Center, in
1947 when the site was located in what was then called the “Second Residential
Zoning District.” In 1953, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 4171
which classified the Masonic Center to Commercial use “subject to the stipulations”
set forth in Resolution No. 4171, including the binding stipulation that the building
was to be constructed as an “institutional” building similar to the plans made a part
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6. Alternatives

IMPACTS
Land Use and Land Use Planning

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession
Areas Alternative would not construct a physical barrier to neighborhood access or remove an
existing means of access. For these reasons, this alternative would not physically divide an
established community. Like the proposed project, this alternative would have no land use
impact, and no mitigation measures are necessary.

As with the proposed project, implementation of the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment
Events and Concession Areas Alternative would require the same approvals as the proposed
project. The project sponsor would seek approval of a Conditional Use authorization to change
the Masonic Center from a legal nonconforming use to a conditionally permitted “Other
Entertainment” use under Planning Code Section 182(b)(1), establish permanent food and
beverage service under Planning Code Section 238(d), and intensify the legal nonconforming use
at the Masonic Center under Planning Code Section 723.48, if the appeal to the June 2011 Writ of
Mandate is successful (refer to p. 4.B.8). If the appeal is denied and the writ is upheld, then the
project sponsor would be required to seek a legislative amendment to the Nob Hill SUD to allow
the legal nonconforming use at the Masonic Center to be intensified with conditional use
authorization. Under this scenario, a' Conditional Use authorization would then be required to
w.Jmefstosntshe woresd nansifioatimnyadinnsidlisiormenmt fene' reqiestsd LUD (See
Exhibit 3.) The September 10, 2009 LOD confirmed that the Masonic Center's
existing use was a lawful nonconforming use in the Nob Hill SUD and RM-4 zoning
districts (even thought at the time, the Masonic Center was technically not a lawful
use authorization as its nonconforming use authorization had expired as a matter of
law), expanded the nomenclature for the Masonic Center to allow it to be described
as a nonconforming “commercial assembly and entertainment” use without any
discussion or analysis, and commented that “if the Masonic Center desires to enlarge
or intensify the nature of the existing operations...it may be appropriate to seek
conditional use authorization through the process described in Section 182(b)(1).”
The Zoning Administrator specifically noted in the September 10, 2009 LOD that
“The Masonic Center has not requested, [n]or are we opining on any specific
changes in operation to the Center that may constitute intensification, and therefore
jeopardize the existing nonconforming status.”

The September 10, 2009 LOD, therefore, did not make a finding on what Planning
Code procedures the Masonic Center could utilize to legalize a hoped for expansion
of its nonconforming status. Rather, the LOD only made a finding that the Masonic
Center was a legal nonconforming use, albeit, even that determination was highly
dubious given the fact that the Masonic Center had not complied with Planning Code
Section 185(e). In fact, the September 10t LOD states that the Masonic Center did
not even ask for that kind of procedural review, nor did the Zoning Administrator
make any finding regarding the propriety of using Planning Code Section 182(b)(1);
instead, the Zoning Administrator simply stated without making any finding that
Section 182(b)(1) “may be” an appropriate procedure to use for an expansion, not
that it was definitively the appropriate procedure. ‘
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With the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas Alternative, large
live entertainment event activities such as pedestrian activity, crowd noise, traffic noise (e.g,
honking horns), traffic volumes, and attendee drop-off/pick-up activity; and performer equipment
unloading/loading would occur 16 fewer times a year than with the proposed project. The
decreased number of concession areas that service alcoholic beverages would also reduce the
potential for disruptive behavior that could indirectly affect perceived land use character during

and after large, live-entertainment events.

Due to the decreased frequency of large entertainment events and reduced number of concession
areas, this alternative could be perceived as less annoying or disruptive to nearby and adjacent
residents during large events at the Auditorium, and would further reduce less-than-significant

. impacts on the existing land use character in the vicinity that would occur with the proposed
project. As with the proposed project, although event-related activities in the vicinity of the

aMpsenizGanter cqiild be sonsidargd to.he anannovance fo o pearhy, residents, these event-related D
“commercial assembly and entertainment” use to “Other Entertamment", to allow
for that new conditional use on the first and second floors of the Masonic Center, to

‘remove the fixed seating within the Masonic Center ground floor to intensify and

~ expand the use, to increase the number of large, live music concerts, intensify and
expand the number of permanent bars, expand and intensify the kitchen facilities to
make them permanent, to construct kitchen features to support the issuance by the
Alcoholic Beverage Control department of a permanent Type 47 liquor license, and
to allow “Other Entertainment” uses on both the first floor and the second floors of
the Masonic Center. In short, the September 29, 2009 conditional use application
was an effort to significantly intensify, enlarge and expand the Masonic Center’s
nonconforming use on both the first and second floors. '

On February 18, 2010, the Department determined that the 2009 conditional use
application was categorically exempt from CEQA.

On March 4, 2010, the Planning Commission approved the Masonic Center’s 2009
conditional use application without any environmental review, and thereafter the |
Board upheld that decision (the “2010 CU").

In 2010, and following the Commission and the Board’s approvals of the 2010 CU,
four (4) separate lawsuits were filed against the City contesting the 2010 CU,
alleging inter alia, that the City’s decision to use the categorical exemption was
incorrect and illegal under CEQA, the conditional use autherization was therefore
invalid, and that the September 10, 2009 LOD incorrectly applied the law to the facts
concerning the Masonic Center’s desire to intensify, expand and enlarge its existing
nonconforming use. ' '

On April 28, 2011, the San Francisco Superior Courtin Case No. CPF-10-510495 and
CPF-10-51501 issued a Statement of Decision Granting Petitions For Writ of
Mandate voiding the Department’s reliance and use of the categorical exemption as
a violation of CEQA, which voided the 2010 CU, and required the City to prepare an
Initial Study an EIR for the Masonic Center’s Intensification Project. (See Exhibit 4.)

On Antil 27 2011 +he San Francicco Sunerior Conrt in Cace No CPF-10-510265



6. Alternatives

No. 6) would be similar to the less-than-significant 1mpacts described for the proposed project,
but would occur less often.

Noise

Under the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas Alternative,
construction activities would be similar to those with the proposed project. As with the proposed
project, construction activities associated with this alternative would primarily occur within the
interior of the existing Masonic Center. Construction noise associated with concrete pouring and
pumping for renovations in the main floor of the Auditorium would also be similar to the

- oronosgd nrpiectTherefore. npice from huildine cangfwotinr prlotrd veti-dddoormnda caatony 1+ - - -

project similar to that made by the Masonic Center in its 2009 application.

The Planning Department, as required by the Court decisions in Superior Court Cae
Nos. CPF-10-510495 and CPF-10-51501, prepared an Initial Study and a full EIR for
the Masonic Center’s intensification project. The Initial Study and the EIR analyzed
the proposed intensification project under Planning Code Section 182, the
procedure for changing a nonconforming use to another conditionally permitted
~ use, notwithstanding that the project resides in the Nob Hill SUD, which takes
precedence over the nonconforming use status sought by the Masonic Center.

The proposed project analyzed in the EIR involved a significant increase in the uses
at the Masonic Center on both the first and second floors, a significant number of
large, live music concerts, significant intensification and expansion of the number of
permanent bars at the premises, significant expansion and intensification of the
kitchen facilities making them permanent to support the issuance by the ABC of a
permanent Type 47 liquor license, performer bus parking on California Street, and
land use authorization for “Other Entertainment” on the first and second floor
balcony of the Masonic Center. (See, Draft Environmental Impact Report, April 17,
2013 on file with the Plannmg Department))

On April 9, 2013, the California Court of Appeal, First Appellate District, Division
Three, Case No. A132779, issued its decision on the City and Masonic Center’s
appeal from the Superior Court decision involving the September 10, 2009 LOD.
The Appellate Court’s Statement of Decision is discussed at length elsewhere in this
appeal letter. (See Exhibit7.) Suffice it to say, now, that the analysis that the

357






6. Alternatives

impacts on public services as there would be 16 fewer large, live-entertainment events than would

occur with the proposed project.

CONCLUSION

As with the proposed project, the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession
Areas Alternative would increase the number of event attendees by up to 134 patrons per event.
The increase in the number of attendees would be similar to existing conditions, and the less-
than-significant impacts of the proposed project related to land use and land use planning,
transportation and circulation, noise, and public services would be similar to those described in
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts.

In cbmparison to the proposed project, the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and
Concession Areas Alternative would have 16 fewer large live entertainment events per year. As
such, this alternative would increase the total number and frequency of events at the Masonic
Center Auditorium by a smaller number than the proposed project and would further reduce the
less-than-significant impact related to land use, transportation and circulation, noise and public
services. In comparison to the proposed project, the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment
Events and Concession Areas Alternative would also reduce event-related activity that could be
perceived by some adjacent and nearby neighbors as an annoyance.

In comparison to the proposed project, topics that were addressed in the Initial Study (see
Appendix A) and found to have no impacts or less-than-significant impacts, including public
services (library and schools), biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water
quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral and energy resources or agricultural and forest
resources), these topic areas would also have no impacts or similar or fewer less-than significant
impacts for the Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas

Alternative.

The Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas Alternative would
achieve most of the basic project objectives. This alternative would modernize and upgrade the
Masonic Auditorium to increase revenue-generating use of the Center; provide a flexible range of
venue configurations that would accommodate contemporary performers, artists, organizations,
and institutions; and provide a facility that would attract and retain a full-time professional
management company to operate and promote events at the Center. However, the Reduced
Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas Alternative would not optimize
revenue-generating use of the renovated Masonic Center Auditorium

TS ST IATL Y LGOS A s W) WL LWL UL pd) uncut puunsgey a Lonrg

Interpretation for Section 235 on the subject of Special Use District supremacy
under the Planning Code. The 1986 Interpretation, entitled “Supremacy of special
use districts” holds that a special use district is supreme (or trumps) other
inconsistent use district designations. The 1986 Interpretation states, in pertinent
part, that “...an underlying district governs unless modified by a special use district
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E. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

‘ CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢)(2) requires identification of an environmentally superior
alternative if the proposed project has significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level. If the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior, CEQA requires
selection of the “environmentally superior alternative other than the no project alternative” from
among the proposed project and the alternatives evaluated. The No Project Alternative is
considered the overall environmentally superior alternative, because the less-than-significant
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project, other than the less-than-
significant impacts related to garage access from Pine Street, would not occur under the No
Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives of
* the project sponsor.

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior
alternative other than the No Project Alternative that would also have the fewest environmental
impacts from among the alternatives evaluated. Even though the proposed project would not
cause any significant environmental impacts, Alternative C: Reduced Number of Live
Entertainment Events and Concession Areas would be the environmentally superior alternative
because it would reduce less-than-significant impacts identified for the proposed project. The
Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas Alternative would reduce
the number and frequency of large live-entertainment events at the Masonic Center, and would
reduce the number of proposed concession areas. The reduction in the number of proposed food
and beverage concession areas could result in fewer land use, noise and public services impacts
related to alcohol consumption in comparison to the proposed project.

Thus, besides the No Project Alternative, the environmentally superior alternative would be the
Reduced Number of Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas Alternative.

F. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

This section identifies an alternative that were considered but rejected because they were found to
be infeasible to implement the proposed renovation project.

Off-Site Alternative

Because the proposed project does not propose new construction of a different building, and only
includes changes to the existing interior assembly and entertainment uses at the Masonic Center,
an off-site alternative would not be feasible.

April 17,2013 : - Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E 6.19 Draft EIR
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6. Alternatives

Pine Street Loading Dock Alternative

This alternative would require performer equipment unloading/loading at the Pine Street loading
dock rather than at the curbside loading area on the south side of California Street in front of the
Masonic Center. This alternative was considered by the San Francisco Planning Department as
the lead agency, but was rejected as infeasible. The reasons underlying rejection of this
alternative are discussed below.

This alternative was considered to minimize or avoid potential noise and traffic impacts
associated with performer equipment unloading/loading at the California Street curbside loading .
area. These activities occur in the California Street loading zone under existing conditions and
would continue with the proposed project. This alternative was determined not be feasible
because the dimensions of the Pine Street loading dock are too small to accommodate the types of
trucks that transport performer equipment, and there is no freight elevator access to the
Auditorium from the Pine Street Joading dock to transport performer equipment to the
Auditorium (the freight elevator accesses only the ground floor of the Masonic Center, where the
kitchen, Exhibition Hall, and California Room are located). In addition, the Pine Street Loading
Dock Alternative would not avoid or minimize any significant impacts that would occur with
implementation of the proposed project, and could result in significant noise impacts on residents
that abut or are adjacent to the Pine Street loading dock. :

April 17,2013 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E 6.20 Draft EIR
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7. REPORT PREPARERS

A. EIR AUTHORS

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Acting Environmental Review Officer: Sarah B. Jones

Environmental Planner: Brett Bollinger
Senior Transportation Planner: Viktoriya Wise
Transportation Planner: ' Susan Mickelson
Air Quality Specialist: JessicaRange

Office of the City Attorney, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 234
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102
Deputy City Attorney: Marlena Byrmne
associatea Wl N T1em tnat nave peen recogrnmyW

unintended consequences in all of the City’s special use districts and would have to
ignore and violate many, many years of Planning Department policies and practice.

Based on the foregoing, Appellant respectfully requests that the Board find that the
EIR is not accurate, adequate and objective because it failed to analyze the land use
impacts under the correct, or “other applicable” zoning requirements. Section 238,
as the more specific, or as the Department has described it as the “supreme” use, is
certainly an “other applicable” zoning requirement to consider in the Nob Hill SUD,
and it should be found to govern this case not Section 182(b)(1) under long-
standing Department policy and judicial precedent. Section 238, as an “other
applicable” provision should have been the area of study and it wasn't. Accordingly,
EIR is not an accurate document under CEQA.

C. The Nob Hill SUD Does Not Allow For “Other Entertainment” Without A Text
Amendment.

As shown above, the Nob Hill SUD does not permit “Other Entertainment” even as a
conditional use. Accordingly, the proper procedure to obtain that outcome is to
propose a text amendment to the Nob Hill SUD. The Masonic Center choose notto
follow the proper procedure and its mistake should not be used to set bad precedent
in the City for future projects. The Masonic Center should not be allowed to bring a
wholly new conditional use into the Nob Hill SUD without fulfilling the requirements
of the Planning Code, especially the “special” provisions of Section 238 which limit
the type of conditional uses that may be applied in that use district. (See Passmore
Declaration, Paragraphs 21-23, 47.)
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8. APPENDICES

Chapter 8 presents two appendices:
e Appendix A: Notice of Preparation / Initial Study
e Appendix B: April 2012 Conditions of Approval
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one would think that it would at least fit within the contours of such Adjacent NCD,
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INITIAL STUDY
MASONIC CENTER RENOVATION PROJECT
fitt CALIFORNIA STREET

PLANNING DEPARTMENT CASE NO. 2011.0471E

A PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Nob Hill Masonic Center (hereinafter referred to as Masonic Center or Center) is located at
1111 California Street, at the southwest corner of California and Taylor Streets, in the Nob Hill
neighborhood of San Francisco on Assessor’s Block 0253, Lot 020. The project site has a total
area of approximately 1.1 acres, or 49,841 square feet (sq. ft.). The project block is bound by
California, Taylor, Pine and Jones Streets, and is located within an RM-4 (Residential-Mixed,
High Density) Zoning District, a 65-A Height and Bulk District, and the Nob Hill Special Use
District (SUD). See Figure 1: Project Location. The Masonic Center encompasses
approximately 325,093 sq. ft. of floor area. The Center is an assembly and entertainment venue
that includes a 3,166-seat Auditorium, conference/exhibition space, a 565-space underground
parking garage accessed from California Street, a small loading dock area mid-block on Pine
Street, and cultural facilities and offices of the Masons of California. The total existing capacity
of the assembly spaces in the building is 4,674 persons.

The California Masonic Memorial Temple, the project sponsor, proposes to renovate and
modermnize the existing main floor and second-floor balcony of the Masonic Center Auditorium.

" The existing fixed seating area on the main-floor level of the Auditorium would be removed and
replaced with four tiered floor levels to allow for flexible audience and seating configurations,
ranging from general admission to classroom-style, banquet, and cabaret-style seating. The fixed
seating on the second-floor Auditorium balcony would not change. New lighting and sound
systems would be installed in the Auditorium, and the existing stage would be replaced. As part
of the proposed project, the ground-floor California Room would be renovated to create a “VIP
Lounge” and pre-concert hospitality area. The Exhibition Hall would be upgraded, including
renovations to the existing ceiling. The total floor area of the Exhibition Hall would be reduced
to accommodate a new ground-floor storage area. The existing catering kitchen on the ground
floor would also be renovated and upgraded to a full commercial kitchen. -

The proposed project renovations would not alter the existing second-floor Henry Wilson Coil
Library and Museum of Freemasonry, the third-floor ofﬁces_of the Masons and their affiliates, or

! Building capacity is based on the occupancy requirements specified in the 2010 California Building
Code, Table 1004.1.1, Chapter 10, Section 1004 prepared by Heller Manus Architects, July 3, 2012.

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 1 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E - October 10, 2012
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the underground garage. Proposed renovations would not change the Center’s existing total
square footage, total capacity, building height, fagades, or footprint.

With the proposed renovation project, the number of large events (over 250 attendees) would
change from an existing annual maximum of 230 events to an estimated 315 annual events, an
increase of about 85 large events per year. The maximum number of event attendees within the
Auditorium would increase from 3,166 up to a maximum of 3,300 at a sold-out event with
general admission (standing only on the main floor of the Auditorium, fixed seating in the
balcony), an increase of 134 attendees per event. The Center’s existing building capacity in the
assembly spaces of 4,674 persons would not change with the proposed renovation project.

The project sponsor seeks a Conditional Use authorization to change the currently authorized
nonconforming assembly and entertainment use to a conditionally permitted “Other
Entertainment” use (Planning Code Section 182(b)(1)) and for intensification of a conditional use
(Planning Code Section 723.48). Alternately, the project sponsor would request amendments to
the Nob Hill SUD (Section 238 of the San Francisco Planning Code) to authorize the
intensification of a large, nonconforming assembly and entertainment use within the Nob Hill
SUD.? The sponsor also is seeking Conditional Use authorization for installation of permanent
on-site food and beverage service, for event patrons only, in the Nob Hill SUD under Planning
Code Section 238(d).

PROJECT HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

The Masonic Center was completed and dedicated for use by the Masons in 1958. At that time
the site was zoned as “Commercial,” which permitted use of the facility as a commercial
assembly and entertainment venue — a use that has continued since the Center was built. The
Masonic Center became a “legal nonconforming use” in the 1960s when the site was rezoned to a
residential classification that did not permit entertainment and assembly uses.® The Center has
not undergone any substantial renovations since it was completed.

Tn 2008 and 2009, the project sponsor, the California Masonic Memorial Temple, filed
Environmental Evaluation applications and a Conditional Use application with the San Francisco

2 Because the Masonic Center is the only large nonconforming assembly and entertainment use in the Nob
Hill SUD, an amendment to the Nob Hill SUD would not authorize any other large assembly and
entertainment use in the special use district, which encompasses an area of approximately 10 blocks at
the crest of Nob Hill, to be intensified with conditional use approval.

An extension and continuation of the Masonic Center as a legal nonconforming commercial assembly
and entertainment use under Section 185(e) of the Planning Code was approved by the Planning
Commission on January 19, 2012, and by the Board of Supervisors on April 3, 2012.

The Zoning Administrator issued a Letter of Determination in 2009 stating that the Masonic Center was .
entitled as a commercial assembly and entertainment venue (rather than a private lodge) in 1956 with no
operating conditions of approval and is a now legal nonconforming use. The Board of Appeals upheld
that determination in 2010, and the Superior Court upheld the Zoning Administrator and Board of
Appeals in 2011. San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. 510365.

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 3 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E October 10, 2012
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Planning Department for the proposed renovation project. On F ebruary 18, 2010, the Planning
Department issued a Categorical Exemption Certificate of Determination. The Planning
Department determined that a Categorical Exemption was appropriate for the project under the
~ Class 32 Infill Development exemptions pursuant to Section 15332 of the California '
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations, Section
15000 et seq.).” In March 2010, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use
authorization to reclassify the nonconforming use status of the Center to a conditiorially permitted
“Other Entertainment” use under Planning Code Section 182(b)(1) and to intensify the use under
Section 723.48; to add permanent food and beverage service under Section 23 8(d) of the Planning
Code; and to impose operating conditions of approval.

The Categorical Exemption determination and Conditional Use authorization were subsequently
appealed to the Board of Supervisors. In May 2010, the Board of Supervisors upheld the
Categorical Exemption, modified and approved the Conditional Use authorization for the
proposed project, and imposed additional conditions of approval regulating total occupancy, -
number and times of events, and operation of the Masonic Center.

In 2010, two neighborhood groups and several individuals filed four lawsuits with the San
Francisco Superior Court, challenging the City’s Categorical Exemption determination and
approval of Conditional Use authorization, and the determinatiéns by the Zoning Administrator
and Board of Appeals that found that the Center is a legal nonconforming commercial assembly
and entertainment venue.® The Superior Court upheld the Zoning Administrator’s and Board of
Appeal’s determination. However, the Superior Court overturned the Categorical Exemption
determination and thereby voided the Conditional Use authorization. The challenge to the
Conditional Use approval became moot after the Categorical Exemption was overturned.

On April 28, 2011, the Superior Court issued a Statement of Decision and Writ of Mandate
(hereinafter referred to as the April 2011 Statement of Decision and April 2011 Writ of Mandate)
in Case Nos. 510495 and 510501. The April 2011 Writ of Mandate directed the City to prepare
an Initial Study and otherwise comply with the requirements of CEQA to prepare a Negative
Declaration or EIR before project approvals could be reconsidered.

On April 27, 2011, and June 28, 2011, the Superior Court issued a second Statement of Decision
and Writ of Mandate, respectively, in Case No. 501365 that upheld the Zoning Administrator’s
and Board of Appeal’s determination that the Center is a legal nonconforming commercial

*  Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines defines Class 32 In-Fill Development projects as projects that
(a) are consistent with applicable general plan designs and all applicable general plan policies as well as
applicable zoning designations and regulations; (b) are within city limits on a site of not more than five
acres and substantially surrounded by urban uses; (c) have no value as habitat for endangered, rare or
threatened species; (d) their approval would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise,
air quality, or water quality; and (e) can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

®  San Francisco Superior Court Case Numbers 510365, 510495, 510501 and 510541,

Notice of Preparation/lnitial'Study 4 . Masonic Center Renovation Project
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assembly and entertainment venue, but also held that the City improperly authorized
intensification of use at the Masonic Auditorium as a nonconforming use under Planning Code
Sections 182(6)(1) and 723.48, such that a rezoning or amendment to the Planning Code would
be required before those authorizations for an “Other Entertainment” use and intensified use
could be reconsidered. The second element of that writ (requiring a Planning Code amendment
or rezoning) has been appealed to the California Court of Appeal by the City and California
Masonic Memorial Temple and is therefore stayed (i.e., temporarily postponed).

Under Planning Code Section 185, the legal nonconforming status of a Type I construction
building Jocated in a residential zoning district, such as the Masonic Center, expires after 50 years
unless the Planning Commission extends the nonconforming status by a Conditional Use
authorization. A Conditional Use (CU) authorization under Section 185 to extend the current
operation of the Nob Hill Masonic Center as a nonconforming use (but not to allow any
intensification of the use) was approved by the Planning Commission on January 19, 2012, and
upheld with one modification on April 3, 2012, by the Board of Supervisors (hereinafter referred
to as the April 2012 CU authorization). -

The April 2012 CU authorization imposed a maximum limit of 230 large events (over 250
attendees) per year within the existing Auditorium. Prior to this approval, no maximum limit on
the number of events existed. This maximum limit was based on an analysis of the Center’s
existing use pattern and established the baseline conditions for analyzing changes to the existing
Masonic Center in comparison to the proposed project. The April 2012 CU authorization also
included 35 conditions of approval that restrict the existing total occupancy, number and times of
events, and event operations, and impose other requirements concerning food and beverage
service, parking, traffic, loading, noise, odors, waste storage and removal, exterior lighting, public
safety, emergency access, community outreach, exterior signage, and monitoring and
enforcement of these conditions

PROJECT LOCATION

The Masonic Center is located at 1111 California Street between Taylor and Jones Streets in the
Nob Hill neighborhood of San Francisco. The project block is bordered by California Street to
‘the north, Pine Street to the south, Taylor Street to the east, and Jones Street to the west. Refer to
Figure 1 onp. 2.

The Masonic Center site is irregularly shaped and encompasses all of Lot 20 on Assessor’s
Block 0253. The site has a total area of approximately 1.1 acres, or 49,841 sq. ft., including a
25-foot-wide portion fronting on Pine Street that provides access to a loading dock. Refer to
Figure 2: Site Plan. '

The Masonic Center is approximately 65 feet in height at the main entrance on California Street.
The site slopes upward, approximately 18 feet in elevation, from east to west along California

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 5 Masonic Center Renovation Project
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Street with a 5 to 6 percent slope. See Figure 3: Existing East West Section. On Taylor Street,
between California and Pine Streets, the site slopes sharply downward from north to south,
dropping about 56 feet over a 275-foot distance, with a slope of around 20 percent. Pine Street
slopes upward gradually from east to west. ‘

The site is served by local and regional public transit service. The C California Street cable car
Jine runs east-west along California Street, directly adjacent to the project site, and the

PM Powell/Mason and PH Powell/Hyde Street cable car lines run north-south along Powell Street
two blocks to the east. The nearest C California Street cable car stop is across the street from the
project site at California and Taylor Streets. The site is served by two Muni bus lines: the

1 California and the 27 Bryant. '

In the project vicinity, inbound and outbound bus lines operate on separate streets.” The

1 California trolley bus line runs eastbound (inbound) on Clay Street and westbound (outbound)
on Sacramento Street. The nearest inbound bus stops are located about two blocks north of the
Center at Clay and Taylor Streets and Clay and Jones Streets; the nearest outbound bus stops are
about one and a half blocks north at Sacramento and Jones Streets and Sacramento Street and
Sproule Lane. In the project vicinity, the 27 Bryant motor coach bus line runs northbound
(inbound) on Leavenworth Street and southbound (outbound) on Hyde Street. The nearest stops
are one and a half blocks west of the project site at California and Leavenworth Streets, and two
and a half blocks west of the project site at California and Hyde Streets. The Embarcadero BART
station is located three-quarters of a mile east of the project site and can be accessed from the
Masonic Center via the 1 California bus and the C California cable car. The other nearest BART
station, the Powell Street station, is located one-half mile south of the site and is accessed via the
PM Powell/Mason and PH Powell/Hyde cable car lines and the 27 Bryant bus. The Caltrain
terminal, at Fourth and King Streets, is located approximately one and a half miles southeast of
the project site and can be accessed via the 27 Bryant bus. The Transbay Temporary Terminal,
on the block bounded by Howard, Main, Folsom, and Beale Streets, is located approximately one
mile southeast of the project site and can be accessed via the 1 California bus and the C California
cable car lines.

The Masonic Center is located within an RM-4 (Residential-Mixed Use, High Density) zoning
district and within the Nob Hill SUD, which encompasses all or portions of ten blocks at the top
of Nob Hill bound by Sacramento, Bush, Stockton, and Jones Streets. The Nob Hill SUD
(Planning Code Section 238) is a special use district overlay that permits certain commercial uses,
such as hotels, restaurants and clubs, that would otherwise not be permitted in an RM-4 district.
The project site is within a 65-A Height and Bulk District. The Masonic Center is an

7 _In the Muni service system, inbound service usually is heading toward downtown San Francisco, and
. outbound service is usually heading away from downtown.
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existing legal nonconforming use as defined by Section 180(a)(1) of the San Francisco Planning
Code. The nonconforming status was extended indefinitely by the Planning Commission and
affirmed by the Board of Supervisors on April 3, 2012, as permitted by Section 185(e) of the
Planning Code.® ‘

EXISTING MASONIC CENTER

The Masonic Center is a four-level, above-grade structure, with a five-level, 565-space
underground public parking garage. The Center contains approximately 325 ,093 gross sq. ft.,
. plus about 12,860 gross sq. ft. of outdoor open-space areas. Built in 1958, the Center is an
assembly and entertainment venue that hosts a variety of assembly, live entertainment, and
special events, as well as the annual convention of the Masons of California held in the fall of
each year. ' v

Architecturally, the Center features a relief on the upper eastern portion of the California Street
fagade that encases four 12-foot-high architectural elements depicting the four branches of the
armed forces, accompanied by 14 marble figures engaged in a tug of war. The Center is also
noted for its 38-by-48-foot-high endomosaic’ window along the south wall of the entrance lobby
that depicts the founders of California Freemasonry.

The main entrance to the Center is on California Street. An open-air “porch” extends along the
northwestern frontage of the building that leads to the main entrance lobby on the first floor.
Assembly and live entertainment auditorium space, and related support facilities and services
occupy the ground floor, first floor and the eastern half of the second floor. The western portion
of the second floor and the entire third floor are occupied by the cultural facilities and offices of
the Masons of California and their affiliates.

Existing Assembly and Live Entertainment Uses

The ground floor contains the 16,480-sq.-ft. Exhibition Hall, the 4,400-sq.-ft. California Room, a
1,700-sq.-ft. catering kitchen, and the main public restrooms. The Exhibition Hall and California
Room are used for exhibitions, corporate events, meetings, banquets, private parties, and special
events. Food for events at the Center, such as banquets and private parties, is prepared in the
catering kitchen by outside catering services. The ground-floor level is accessible from the first-
floor elevators located at the southeast corner of the entrance lobby, from stairways located at the

$  Conditional Use Authorization No. 2011.0471C, Planning Commission Motion No. 18520, as modified
by Board of Supervisors Motion No. M12-42 (hereinafter April 2012 CU authorization). A copy of the
April CU authorization is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Cast File Noo. 2011.047E.

Endomosaic is a technique invented by artist Emile Norman (1918-2009), who created the endomosaic
window at the Masonic Center. The technique incorporates colored crushed glass and other materials
such as stones, soil, fabric, and shells suspended between two panes of clear plastic or glass, and then-
soldered and hung in a window frame.

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 9 Masonic Center Renovation Project
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north and south ends of the main floor Auditorium, and directly from California Street. See
Figure 4 onp. 19.

The first-floor main lobby serves as the entrance to the main level of the Auditorium, and
includes a portable food and beverage (concession) area at the southern end of the lobby. The
main entrance lobby contains approximately 12,000 sq. ft.

The first and second floors of the Center contain the Masonic Auditorium, a 3,166-seat
auditorium and concert hall, with the main seating area and stage on the first floor and balcony
seating on the second floor. The Auditorium is used for a variety of assembly events that include
lectures, speaker events, corporate meetings, civic events (such as graduations and naturalization
ceremonies), and entertainment events such as music concerts, comedy shows, and cultural

performances.

The main floor of the Auditorium contains 1,860 fixed seats situated around a platform stage that
extends into the audience séating area. Event patrons access the Auditorium through entryways
located along the eastern wall of the main lobby, and enter the main-floor seating area of the
Auditorium directly from doorways along the Auditorium concourse. The concourse area
contains a small food preparation area, two portable food and beverage (concession) areas, a first
aid office, and stairways leading to the second-floor balcony level. The backstage area is situated
along a hallway east of the stage and main floor of the Auditorium; the backstage area contains
several dressing rooms for performers, a lounge, two restrooms, and a tour and a production
office. ‘

From the first floor, the second floor is accessible by elevators located at the southeast end of the
main lobby, by stairs located at the southwest corner of the entrance lobby, and by stairways
located in the Auditorium concourse. Event patrons enter the second-floor balcony seating from
a lobby that leads to the balcony concourse, and then through doorways situated along the
concourse. The second-floor balcony contains 1,306 fixed seats. Restrooms are located at the
northwest end of the balcony concourse. One portable food and beverage area is located in the

second-floor lobby.

The Auditorium (main floor and balcony), main-floor concourse, balcony concourse, and second-
floor lobby total almost 60,000 sq. ft.

Existing Food and Beverage Operations

Depending on the event and number of attendees, the Masonic Center currently operates with
three to five portable food and beverage stations (concession areas): one in the main entrance
lobby, one or two in the concourse area in the main floor of the Auditorium, one in the second-.
floor balcony lobby, and one in the California Room when it is in use. Each concession area
operates with multiple “points of sale” (cash registers). These concession areas are operated by

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study . 10 Masonic Center Renovation Project
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an outside catering service and offer beverages, including alcoholic beverages, meals and snacks
to event attendees during many, but not all, events. Alcoholic beverage sales are limited to a two-
drink maximum, per transaction, and are further limited after the last intermission or one hour
prior to the conclusion of live entertainment events.” During private events, such as corporate
meeting or banquets, alternative food and beverage service strategies, such as waiter service to
tables or meal buffets, are sometimes employed.

Existing Uses Associated with the Masons of California

The western portion of the second floor contains the approximately 800-sq.-ft. Henry Wilson Coil
Library and Museum of Freemasonry. The library and museum contain the collections and
archives that chronicle the history of the California Freemasonry. The third floor, which totals
approximately 9,564 sq. ft., contains the administrative offices of the Masons of California and
their affiliated organizations, including the project sponsor, California Masonic Memorial
Temple.

Existing Open Space

The Masonic Center contains approximately 12,860 gross sq. ft. of publicly accessible and private
outdoor open space, comprised of four areas: (1) a publicly accessible entrance porch (portico)"!
at the northwest corner of the site; (2) a lower terrace on California Street along the northeast
building face; (3) an upper terrace along the east side of the building facing Taylor Street; and (4)
an outdoor patio at the south end of the main-floor entrance lobby behind the endomosaic
window (see Figures 5 and 6 on pp. 20-21). The publicly accessible open-air entrance portico,
which contains approximately 6,000 gross sq. ft., extends from the top of the entrance stairway on
California Street to the main entrance lobby and is enclosed above by a roof frame supported by
columns. The lower terrace is located at the northeast corner of the main floor above the parking
garage entrance on California Street. This private terrace is a designated smoking area, which
contains approximately 3,100 gross sq. ft., and is accessible only during events from the interior
concourse on the main floor of the Auditorium. The upper terrace facing Taylor Street is
accessed from an exterior stairway at the eastern end of the terrace. This private terrace
encompasses about 3,400 gross sq. ft. and currently is not used by event attendees. A private
outdoor patio, containing about 360 gross sq. ft., is located at the southern end of the main-floor
lobby and affords elevated views to the south. The patio is enclosed by glass on its northern side
and spans the width of the endomosaic window. Access to the patio is from the first-floor lobby.
Due to its small size, this patio is open to patrons on a limited basis only during daytime events.

12 April 2012 CU Authorization, Condition No. 30. v
1 A portico is a porch with a roof structure supported by columns that leads to the entrance of a building.
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There are ornamental street trees and shrubbery on the project site along the Ceﬂter’s California
Street frontage. The upper outdoor terrace facing Taylor Street is landscaped with ornamental
trees and shrubbery.

Existing Parking, Loading, and Access

The Masonic Center includes a five-level, approximately 211,750-sq.-ft., 565-space, below-grade
public parking garage. The garage has a main entrance/exit on California Street and a secondary
entrance/exit from the loading dock on Pine Street. To improve garage operations and minimize
vehicle queues before events, the main garage entrance was upgraded in 2010. At that time, a
second garage entrance lane was added and the ticket dispenser was relocated to the first level of
the garage, allowing up to approxunately 18 vehicles to queue off-street before reaching the ticket

dispenser.

The Center is served by one loading dock at the back of the building adjacent to the fifth level of
the parking garage. The approximately 35-foot-long-by-10-foot-wide loading dock, accessed
from Pine Street, accommodates small to mid-size trucks, typically up to 30 feet long by 8.5 feet
wide in size.  The loading dock is used primarily by catering service and delivery companies.

The loading area and dock are accessible by a narrow entryway between two multi-family
residential buildings. A freight elevator near the northern end of the loading dock extends only to
the ground-floor level of the Center, adjacent to the kitchen, and does not access the main
(Auditorium) level of the Center (refer to Figure 4 on p. 19). When the dock is not being used for
loading, it operates with a ramp for vehicles exiting the garage to Pine Street. After events with
1,000 patrons or more, vehicles are permitted to exit from the garage via either the Pine Street
loading dock ramp or the ramps to California Street. Under the 2012 CU authorization, patrons -
with pre-paid parking tickets are also allowed to enter the garage from Pine Street to reduce
potential queuing on California Street for vehicles entering the garage.”

Because of the dimensions, constrained access, and functional limitations of the Pine Street
loading dock and freight elevator, trucks delivering stage equipment, sets, instruments and other
materials being transported to the Auditorium for performances are loaded and unloaded curbside
on California Street in an approximately 185-foot-long temporary loading zone that the Center
reserves through the San Francisco Police Department prior to large events (over 250 attendees).
As required by the April 2012 CU authorization, once loading activities prior to events are
completed, trucks using the temporary loading zone depart, park off-site, and do not return for
loading until the performance is almost over. No overnight curb parking of trucks is permitted on
California Street.

2 April 2012 Conditional Use authorization, Condition No. 6.
" April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 10.

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 12 Masonic Center Renovation Project
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No more than two performer tour buses are allowed to park in the California Street temporary
loading zone during the period 1.5 hours before and during some live entertainment events so that
the remainder of the temporary loading zone (the portion not occupied by performer buses) is
available for use by taxis and other vehicles picking up and dropping off passengers and by
vehicles queuing to enter the Masonic Center garage. ! Performer bus operators have access to
electric power provided by the Masonic Center to avoid running bus engines and/or generators
while parked within the loading zone.'> When the California Street loading zone is not reserved
by the Center, it is available for general street parking.

Disabled access to the Center is provided from the parking garage elevator, the access ramp west
of the main entrance stairway, and elevators into the California Room and the Exhibition Hall.
The Auditorium also provides designated seating for event attendees with disabilities.

Existing Number of Auditorium Events

The Masonic Center currently operates as a nonconforming use as permitted under Planning Code
Section 185(e) and as extended by the April 2012 CU authorization approved by the Board of
Supervisors.'® Prior to April 2012, there were no limitations on the number or type of events
permitted at the Center. The April 2012 CU authorization imposed 2 maximum limit of 54 large
live entertainment events and 176 large non-live entertainment events per year, for a maximum
total of 230 large events per year. "’ Live entertainment as defined in Planning Code

Section 790.38 includes dramatic and musical performénces (including comedy shows), and/or
amplified taped music for dancing on the premises. Non-live entertainment includes all events
other than live entertainment, such as meetings, conferences, trade shows, exhibits, and special
events such as naturalization ceremonies, graduations, weddings, and banquets. There is no
limitation on the number of events at the Center that are attended by 250 or fewer patrons;
therefore, events with 250 or fewer attendees are in addition to the maximum annual limits for
large events. For purposes of environmental review, the baseline number of events for existing '
conditions is the maximum total number of large events imposed by the April 2012 CU
authorization. '

During events in the Auditorium, private functions associated with the events, such as VIP
hospitality functions with performers or pre-concert receptions, may be held in the Cahforma
Room or Exhibition Hall. However, for operational reasons, the Masonic Center does not book
separate, additional or concurrent events (i.e., exhibitions, trade shows, corporate events,
meetings, banquets, and private parties) in the California Room or Exhibition Hall when events
are being held in the Auditorium.

4 April 2012 Conditional Use authorization, Condition No. 13.
. April CU authorization, Condition No. 13. :
16 Conditional Use Authorization No. 2011.0471C, Planning Commission Motion No. 18520, as modified
by Board of Supervisors Motion No. M12-42 (April 2012 CU authorization).
7 April 2012 CU authorizatjon, Condition No. 34, as modified.
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Historical Number of Events in the Auditorium

The April 2012 CU authorization considered the historical number of events held in the Masonic
Auditorium to determine the number of events that were approved for continuation of the
Masonic Center as a nonconforming use.

Between 2002 and 2007, the Masonic Center operated with an average of about 229 total event-
days per year. (The 229 historical average number of events closely approximates the 230 events
per year approved by the April 2012 CU Authorization.) This period (2002-2007) is the most-
recent representative period of operations, because bookings were curtailed in 2008 in
anticipation of the proposed interior renovation of the Auditorium and the leasing of the Center to
a professional operator (Live Nation)." Total attendance during this period varied by event type.
As shown in Table 1, on the average most of the annual events held at the Center each year were
non-live entertainment events (about 76 percent). These events also comprised the highest
number of daytirné and all-day events held at the Center (63 percent). Live entertainment
comprised about 24 percent of the average total number of events during this period, and the
highest percentage of nighttime everits (about 67 percent).

Table 1: Average Number of Events by Type and Time of Day (2002-2007)*

Event Type Daytime® Nighttime® All Total Percent

‘ Day® of Total
Live Entertainment® 8 46 0 54 24%
Non-Live Entertainment® ’ 122 23 30 175 76%
Totals 130 69 30 229 100%

Notes:

* Total events by type and time of day represent the average of events between 2002 and 2007, which were )
representative of historic operating levels prior to leasing of the Center by Live Nation and curtailment of event
booking in anticipation of construction activities. Since 2008, there have been about 66 events at the Center per year,
on average.

® Daytime events are defined as events that end before 6:00 PM; nighttime events are defined as events that end after

6:00 PM; and all-day events are defined as events that start before 6:00 PM and end after 6:00 PM.
¢ Live entertainment as defined in Planning Code Section 790.38 includes dramatic and musical performances
(including comedy shows), and/or amplified taped music for dancing on the premises.

4 Non-Live entertainment includes all events other than live entertainment, such as meetings, conferences, trade shows,

exhibits, and special events such as naturalization ceremonies, graduations, weddings, and banquets.

Sources California Masonic Memorial Temple; Turnstone Consulting, 2012

As noted above, fewer events have been held at the Center since 2008. Between 2008 and 201 1,
the average number of events held at the Center each year decreased to about 66. About 19 of
these events were live entertainment concerts.

® A copy ofa report prepared by CMMT detailing all events held at the Masonic Center during the period
of 2002-2007 is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0471E.
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Existing Number of Events and Attendees

In 2009, the project sponsor retained Live Nation, a professional venue operator and
entertainment promoter, to manage, operate, promote, and book all assembly and entertainment
events at the Masonic Center. In this capacity, Live Nation is responsible for implementing and
overseeing all aspects of event operations.”

As noted above, the Masonic Center currently operates as a nonconforming use as permitted
under Planning Code Section 185(e) and as extended by the April 2012 CU authorization. The
April CU authorization contains conditions of approval for the operation of the Masonic Center,
including the maximum number of events with over 250 persons, as described in the “Existing
Events” discussion on p. 13. Under the conditions, the maximum number of attendees allowed in
the Auditorium for all events (including live entertainment) is restricted to 3,282 persons. Events
are also required to end by 11:00 PM on weeknights (non-holidays, Sunday through Thursday),
and by 11:30 PM on weekends (Friday, Saturday, and holidays). The number of events that
extend until 1:00 AM on weekends (Friday and Saturday and pre-holiday evenings) is restricted
to no more than three events per year subject to prior consultation with and approval by the San
Francisco Police Department, San Francisco Planning Department, and the Entertainment
Commission with 30 days’ advance notice.”

Existing Neighborhood Noise, Security, and Maintenance Operations

Under the April 2012 CU authorization, the Masonic Center operates with a queuing plan that
limits patron queuing to the main lobby and front entrance porch.”! As required by the April
2012 CU authorization, all assembly and entertainment functions are restricted to the interior of
the building, and the Center has adequate soundproofing and insulation so that noise is not
audible outside of the Center and meets the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Control
Ordinance (San Francisco Police Code Article 29). As required by the April 2012 cU
authorization, Live Nation has developed an Event Operations Manual for the California Masonic
Memorial Temple (CMMT), which describes a security plan, including measures for security in
the surrounding neighborhood and a post-event trash pick-up program within two hours after each
event. Event personnel are required to comply with the provisions of the operations manual.”
The San Francisco Police Department also can cancel an event based on a prior history of safety
and security problems associated with a particular performer.”

The Masons retain the right to book events in the California Room, Henry Wilson Coil Library and
Mason’s Museum and/or Exhibit Hall on days for which no events are planned for the first-floor
Auditorium. '

2 April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 35.

2 April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 28.

2 April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 27.

3 April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 31.
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PROPOSED RENOVATION PROJECT

The proposed project would modernize and upgrade the Masonic Center Auditorium to
accommodate flexible audience configurations and food, beverage, and other services for a range
of assembly and live entertainment events. Proposed renovations and improvements would occur
primarily on the ground leve] and in the Auditorium, and include interior demolition/removal,
interior construction of walls, flooring, and stage platform, acoustical work, plumbing
upgrades/replacements, electrical work, drywall framing, heating and ventilation
upgrades/replacement, electrical work, millwork, painting, new doors, ceiling replacement,
_carpeting, interior painting, and making minor repairs in the areas affected by the renovations.

The total square footage of the Masonic Center would not change with the proposed renovations.
Table 2 shows the changes in use and floor area at the Center with the proposed renovations.

The remaining interior portions of the existing Masonic Center would not change with
implementation of the renovation project. The Henry Wilson Coil Library and Museum of
Freemasonry on the second floor and the third-floor administrative offices of the Masons, as well
as the first-floor entrance lobby and endomosaic mural, would not be altered as part of the

proposed project.
Proposed Ground-Floor Renovations

On the ground-floor level, the existing 1,700-sq.-ft. catering kitchen would be upgraded to a full
commercial kitchen where food would be prepared for concessions and banquets. The upgraded
kitchen facility would be operated by a single food and beverage concessionaire. The proposed
project would also be licensed for on-site sale of alcoholic beverages with food service (Type 47
license).** As under current conditions, no outside food service is proposed as part of the project;
only event attendees would have access to on-site food and beverage service. There would be no
public restaurant or bar serving meals or beverages to persons not attending events at the

Center.?

The California Room on the ground-floor level would be renovated to create a “VIP Lounge” and
pre-concert hospitality area that would be used during live entertainment events. Renovations
would include a new food and beverage area, and new men’s and women’s restrooms that would
replace an existing dressing room and lounge area at the southeast corner of the California Room.

?* California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control, Type 47 License — On Sale General — Eating
plan. A Type 47 license permits the sale of beer, wine and distilled spirits for consumption on and off
the licensed premise. California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control, Common ABC License
Types and their Basic Privileges, ABC-616 (09-11). The April 2012 CU authorization prohibits food or
beverage service off-site or to the general public. Food and beverage service is limited to service to
patrons of on-site assembly and entertainment events within the Masonic Center (Condition No. 29.
Food and Beverage Service).

> April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 29.
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Table 2: Existing and Proposed Uses after Renovation, by Floor Area

Uses Floor Area (Sq. Ft.)
Floor . a - N Net
Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Change
Ground Floor
Exhibition Hall ® Assembly Assembly 16,480 14,580 -1,900
Storage None - Storage 0 1,900 1,900
California Room Assembly Assembly 4,400 4,400 -
Kitchen Catering Commercial
Kitchen 1,700 1,700 --
Mechanical/ . .
Restrooms Ancillary Ancillary 5,710 5,710 --
Circulation Ancillary Ancillary 14,728 14,728 --
First Floor
Auditorium Assembly/ Assembly/
Entertainment Entertainment 24,740 24,740 -
Lobby/Circulation Ancillary Ancillary 12,116 12,116 -
Second Floor
Auditorium Assembly/ Assembly/ '
nbly -
Balcony Entertainment Entertainment 16,315 16,315
Museum of
Freemasonry/
Henry Wilson
Coil Library Cultural Cultural 800 800 -
Circulation Ancillary Ancillary 6,790 6,790 --
Third Floor
Administrative Offices Offices 9,564 9564 -
Offices
Parking Garage Parking Parking 211,750 211,750 -
(565 spaces) (565 spaces)
Total Floor Area 325,093 325,093 -
Notes:

a

Proposed changes in uses and floor area are shown in bold typeface.

®  Approximately 1,900 square feet of space would be removed from the Exhibition Hall and converted to
storage space as part of the proposed project.

Source: Heller Manus Architects, 2012
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The California Room would also continue to operate as an event space for smaller receptions and
other events. Refer to Figure 4: Ground Floor Renovations.

Proposed ground-floor renovations to accommodate a new storage area at the southwest corner of
the Exhibition Hall would reduce the hall’s square footage by 1,900 sq. ft. The existing ceiling in
the Exhibition Hall would be renovated. An existing women’s restroom at the western end of the
ground-floor hallway would be renovated. Refer to Figure 4.

Proposed Auditorium Renovations

The Auditorium, including the balcony, has a total of 3,166 fixed seats. Proposed renovations
would remove all of the 1,860 existing fixed seats on the main floor of the Auditorium and
replace the seating area with four tiered floor levels to allow for flexible audience and seating
configurations, ranging from general admission (standing only on the main floor; existing fixed
seating in the balcony) to classroom-style, banquet, and cabaret-style seating. The existing
“thrust” stage®® in the Auditorium would be replaced with a new rectangular stage (approximately
40 feet in width and 32 feet in depth) intended to improve sightlines for live entertainment events.
New permanent sound and lighting systems would be installed. Two new portable food and |
beverage areas would be added in areas north and south of the new stage. Renovations to the
main floor of the auditorium would replace an existing men’s room and backstage production
spaces with two new unisex restrooms at the southeast end of the backstage hallway, and would
renovate an existing restroom at the northeast end of the backstage hallway. The exiting second-
floor, 1,306-seating in Auditorium balcony would not be altered and would be retained for all
types of events. A portable food and beverage area would be added at the northern end of the

balcony concourse.

The maximum audience capacity of the Auditorium would increase from 3,166 to up to 3,300
patrons, a net increase of 134 patrons per event. Refer to Figure 5: First Floor Renovations —
Main Floor Auditorium, and Figure 6: Second Floor — Auditorium Balcony.

Proposed Food and Beverage Areas

Three additional portable food and beverage concession areas are proposed - one in the ground-
floor California Room, and two in the main floor of the Auditorium - for a total of up to eight
concession areas on the ground floor, main entrance lobby, first-floor Auditorium and concourse,
and second-floor balcony lobby and concourse, each with several points of sale (see Figures 4, 5,
and 6 on pp. 19, 20, and 21, respectively). The number and locations of the eight total concession
areas in use at any time on the ground floor, main floor Auditorium and balcony would vary
depending on the event and number of attendees.

%6 A thrust stage is a stage that extends into the audience’s portion of a theater or auditorium, and typically
has seats facing the stage on three sides.
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Proposed Use of Outdoor Open Space Areas

During daytime events, the portico leading to the California Street main entrance, the lower
terrace on California Street, and the upper terrace facing Taylor Street would be used on occasion
by event attendees. Portable tables and chairs also may be set up in these areas. Alcoholic
beverages would not be served or allowed to be consumed in the outdoor areas. However,
patrons attending events would be allowed to carry and consume snacks and non-alcoholic
beverages purchased at the portable food and beverage areas onto the outdoor terraces. No
amplified music, public address systems, or other types of audio equipment would be used in the
outdoor areas. Event attendees would not be allowed to use any of the outdoor areas after 7:00
PM, with the exception of the portico (to enter the main lobby) and the lower terrace for smoking
during nighttime events. ‘

Proposed Parking, Loading and Access

Masonic Center Garage

After implementation of the renovation project, the existing 565-space Masonic Center parking
garage on California Street would continue to operate as described under existing conditions on
pp-12-13. During events of 1,000 patrons or more, the garage would continue to operate, as
under existing conditions, with two entrance lanes on California Street to minimize vehicle
queuing on California Street.

Pine Streét Access/T .oading Dock

As under existing conditions, vehicles with pre-paid parking would continue to be allowed to
enter the Masonic Center garage from Pine Street during events of 1,000 patrons or more to
reduce vehicle queuing on California Street before events; vehicles would continue to be allowed
to exit the garage via Pine Street after large events. The loading dock would continue to be used
by small trucks delivering building supplies and for deliveries of food and beverages to the
kitchen. These existing loading dock operations and procedures would continue with the

proposed project.

Performers’ Trucks and Tour Buses

With implementation of the proposed renovation project, performers’ trucks and tour bus
operations would continue as under existing conditions. Performers’ trucks would continue to
unload and load equipment on the southern side of California Street directly in front of the main
entrance to the Masonic Center before and after events via the ramp west of the main stairs. Once
loading activities are completed, trucks using the California Street curb loading zone would
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depart, park off-site, and not return for loading until the performance is almost over. No
overnight curb parking of trucks would be permitted on California Street.”’

Performers’ tour buses would also continue to park on the southern side of California Street
before and during some live entertainment events, as under existing conditions. During the 1.5-
hour period prior to the start of an event, as under existing conditions, no more than two buses
would be permitted to park in the temporary curbside area, and any additional buses would be
directed to park in other nearby bus parking zones designated by the City. Buses parked in the
Joading area would be directed to connect to electric power provided by the Masonic Center to
avoid running their engines and/or generators.”®

Disabled Access

There would be no change to disabled access to the Center with the proposed renovations.
Disabled access would continue to be provided from the parking garage elevator, the access ramp
west of the main entrance stairway, and elevators into the California Room and the Exhibition
Hall. Designated seating for event attendees with disabilities would continue to be provided in
the renovated Auditorium.

Proposed Neighborhood Noise, Security, and Maintenance Operations

As under existing conditions, the proposed project would continue to implement existing
measures related to traffic control, noise, security, and trash pick-up, as described on p. 15.

Proposed Number of Attendees and Events in the Auditorium

Number of Attendees

The intent of the proposed renovation project is to make the Masonic Center a more attractive,
flexible venue for performers and andience members, meeting planners, event destination
companies, and corporations, which, in turn, would enable the Center to attract more live
entertainment and other events. Table 3 shows the proposed change in event attendees in the
Auditorium the main floor and second-floor balcony, in comparison to the number of attendees at
existing events in the Auditorium. As shown in Table 3, the total estimated number of attendees
could increase or decrease from existing conditions depending on the audience and seating
configuration. ‘

Attendees at general admission concerts (standing only on the main floor of the Auditorium,
existing fixed seating in the balcony) would increase attendance by 134 persons, a 4.2 percent
_ increase over the maximum number of attendees under existing conditions. A general admission

21 April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 10.
% April CU authorization, Condition No. 13.
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Table 3: Existing and Proposed Number of Attendees by Auditorium Configuration

Total Change From
Event Configuration Main Floor Balcony Attendees™®  Existing Conditions®

Existing

Seated Attendees .
Auditorium/Balcony 1,860 1,306 3,166 n/a

- Proposed Attendees  Percent

General Admission ‘
(Auditorium Main 1,994 1,306 » 3,300 134 (+4.2%) -
Floor Standing Only)"*

Auditorium Style

(Auditorium Main ‘ .
Floor Seated/ 1,231 1,306 2,537 -629 -19.9%
Balcony Seated)®

Classroom-Style
(Seated Auditorium/ 760 1,306 2,066 -1,100 -34.7%
Balcony Seated)

Cabaret-Style

(Auditorium Seated/ 508 1,306 1,814 1352 -42.7%

Balcony Seated

Attendees)?

Notes:

* The number of attendees is for large events (over 250 attendees). This total does not include stage occupancy of
approximately 117 persons under existing conditions, and stage occupancy of 102 persons with proposed
renovations. )

® No separate events would occur in the ground-floor California Room or Exhibition Hall that are not associated
with events taking place in the Anditorium.

¢ Change in attendees is the difference between the total existing fixed seating attendance in both the main-floor
Auditorium and balcony (3,166) and the proposed total number of attendees with each of the proposed seating
configurations in the Auditorium.

¢ General admission with standing audiences on the main-floor Auditorjum; and fixed seating on the balcony level.

¢ Non-reserved and/or reserved seating on the main-floor Auditorium and fixed seating on the balcony level.

f Table or desk seating on the main floor Auditorium, and fixed seating on the balcony level.

# Cocktail-style seating with tables and chairs or banquet seating. )

Sources California Masonic Memorial Temple, Heller Manus Architects, Live Nation, 2012

concert with standing only and existing fixed seating in the balcony represents the maximum,
sold-out Auditorium configuration at the Masonic Center or the highest number of attendees that .
could be accommodated in the Auditorium) with the proposed renovation project.

Under the other possible audience and seating configurations in the main floor of the Auditorium,
the total number of event attendees that could be accommodated in the Auditorium would be less
than with the existing fixed seating (3,166 seats) in the Auditorium main floor and balcony. With
an auditorium-style event (non-reserved-or reserved seating in the Auditorium main floor),
attendance would be about 19.9 percent less than under existing conditions. With classroom-style
seating (tables or desks suitable for lectures or professional development classes in the
Auditorium main floor, attendance would be about 34.7 percent Jess, and with cabaret-style or
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Banquet table and chair seating on the main floor Auditorium, attendance would be about
42.7 percent less than under existing conditions.

No separate events would occur in the ground-floor California Room or Exhibition Hall that are
not associated with events taking place in the Auditorium; therefore, the number of attendees
shown in Table 3 is the total number of persons who would occupy the assembly spaces in the -
Masonic Center during an event.

Number of Events

Table 4 shows the estimated changes in events by type with the proposed renovation project. As
shown in this table, the number of live entertainment and non-live entertainment event days could
increase with the proposed renovation project. Large live entertainment events would increase
from the existing maximum permitted total of 54 events to an estimated 95 total events per year,
an increase of up to about 41 concerts. The majority of the proposed live entertainment events
are anticipated to be nighttime events. Of the proposed 95 live entertainment events,
approximately 10 would be daytime events and approximately 85 are projected to be nighttime
events. With the proposed project, large non-live entertainment events would also increase in
number from the existing maximum permitted total of 176 events to 220 events year per year.
Approximately 22 of the total proposed non-live entertainment events are anticipated to be
nighttime events; the remaining approximately 198 events are expected to be daytime events, a
portion of which could be all-day events that end after 6:00 PM.

Table 4: Proposed Large (Over 250 Attendees) Live and Non-Live Entertainment

Events by Type Per Year _
Total Large Events
Event Type

Existing Proposed Net Percent
Events® Events’ Change Change’

Live Entertainment® 54 95 41 76%

Non-Live Entertainment® 176 220 44 26%

Total Events by Type 230 315 85 37%

Notes:

a Total anpual maximum number of large (over 250 attendees) allowed to be held at the Masonic
Center under Conditional Use Authorization No. 2011.0471C, Planning Commission Motion No.
18520, as modified by the Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M12-051.

b Proposed total maximum number of large events after completion of the proposed renovatnon
project.

¢ Totals do not equal 100 percent due to rounding.

d Live Entertainment is defined as in Planning Code Section 790.38 to include dramatic and
musical performances (including comedy shows), and/or provide amplified taped music for
dancing on the premises.

¢ Non-Live Entertainment includes all events other than live entertainment, such as meetmgs
conferences, trade shows, and special events such as weddings, banquets and private parties.

Sources: California Masonic Memorial Temple; Live Nation, Tumstone Consulting, 2012
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Smaller events with fewer than 250 attendees would also continue to be held at the Center and
could increase in frequency. Overall, the total number of large events (over 250 persons) at the
Masonic Center would increase to about 315 events from the existing maximum allowed of 230
events. This would represent an increase of about 85 total events, or a 37 percent increase.

The current venue operator (Live Nation) is expected to continue to manage assembly,
entertainment, meeting, exhibition and other events at the Masonic Center after implementation
of the proposed renovation project under its current leasing agreement with the Masonic Center.

Renovation Schedule and Cost

The project sponsor estimates that proposed interior construction and renovations to the Masonic
Center would take approximately seven months. If approved, proposed renovatlon of the
Masonic Center is anticipated to begin in 2013.

All renovation activities would occur within the interior of the Masonic Center except for
demolition debris removal, and concrete mixing and pouring to install the new stage and tiered
flooring in the main floor of the Auditorium. Interior demolition and debris removal would
require delivery/pick-up of approximately 20 debris boxes during the first month of project
renovations, primarily for removal of the existing flooring, fixed seating and stage in the main
floor of the Auditorium. There would also be approximétely 10 debris boxes delivered/picked up
at various times throughout the seven-month renovation pén'od for drywall removal. Debris
boxes would be staged in the 185-foot-long curbside area on the south side of California Street in

front of the Masonic Center.

Interior construction of the new stage and tiered flooring in the main floor of the Auditorium
would require concrete pouring for a total of five days over a three-month period, including one
day in Month 2, three consecutive days in Month 3, and one day in Month 4. On these days, a

" maximum of eight concrete delivery trucks would use the California Street curbside area to
deliver premixed concrete; and one concrete pump truck would be staged in the curbside area for
the entire day when concrete pouring occurs.29 No excavation, foundation or below-grade
construction would occur. During the proposed renovations, no events would occur in the
Auditorium and ground-floor California Room and Exhibition Hall.

The estimated cost for renovations is approximately $5.5 million.

¥ In Month 2, there would be approximately seven concrete truck deliveries on one day; in Month 3, there
would be approximately eight deliveries each day for three days; and in Monthi 4, there would be
approximately four deliveries on one day. Daniel O’Hara, Project Manager, Turner Construction, email
communication, April 23, 2012. A copy of this email is available for public review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2011.0471E. :

Notice ofv Preparation/initial Study : 26 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E October 10, 2012

800



Project Approvals

Required approval actions for the proposed renovation project may include, but are not limited to,
the following:

Planning Commission
«  Certification of the Environmental Impact Report.
« Conditional Use authorization for change of nonconforming assembly and entertainment
use to conditionally permit “Other Entertainment™ use and intensification of conditional

use under Planning Code Sections 182(b)(1)) and 723.48 and installation of permanent
food and beverage service in the Nob Hill SUD under Planning Code Section 238(d)).>

Board of Supervisors

. Possible approval of amendments to the Nob Hill SUD (Section 238 of the San Francisco
Planning Code) to authorize the intensification of a large nonconforming assembly and
entertainment use within the Spec1al Use District.”!

San Francisco Entertainment Commission

«  Approval of a Place of Entertainment Permit under Section 1060.12 of the San Francisco
Police Code.

San Francisco Police Department

«  Approval for the installation and enforcement of temporary signage authorizing loading
and passenger drop-off and pick-up on California Street before, during, and after large
events; approvals must be obtained prior to each event.

California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control

. Issuance of a license to permit the on-site sale of alcoholic beverages (Type 47 Liquor
License), with supporting food services.

B. PROJECT SETTING

The Masonic Center is located near the top of Nob Hill in the Nob Hill neighborhood, a densely
built area in the northeast section of the City. The Chinatown neighborhood is located to the east,
the Russian Hill neighborhood to the north, and the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood,
which includes the Tenderloin, and the downtown shopping district (Union Square) to the south.

3 An extension and continuation of the Masonic Center as a legal nonconforming commercial assembly
and entertainment use under Section 185(e) of the Planning Code was approved by the Board of
Supervisors on April 3, 2012.

31 This amendment to the Nob Hill SUD would not be necessary if the City and CMMT prevail at the
Court of Appeal in their appeal of the writ of mandate in Case No. 510365. The Masonic Center is the
only large nonconforming assembly and entertainment use in the Nob Hill SUD, such that an
amendment to the Nob Hill SUD would not authorize any other use in the Special Use District, which
encompasses an area of approximately 10 blocks at the crest of Nob Hill, to be intensified.
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Within the project block (Assessor’s Block No. 0253), the 16-story Gramercy Towers

(1177 California Street) is immediately to the west of the Masonic Center, and the 4-story Nob
Hill Inn and three residential apartment buildings ranging from 3 to 14 stories in height are
immediately to the south on Pine Street. All lots on the project block are within the RM-4
(Residential-Mixed, High Density) Zoning District, a 65-A Height and Bulk District, and the Nob
Hill Special Use District (SUD) zoning district, which is bounded by Sacramento, Stockton,
Bush, and Jones Streets. '

Surrounding the Masonic Center are primarily mid- and high-rise residential buildings, tourist
hotels, civic/institutional buildings, and public open space uses. Grace Cathedral, a City
Landmark, and its affiliated school, Cathedral School for Boys, as well as the Grace Cathedral
public garage, are located on the block directly north of the Masonic Center.

Several residential apartment, condominium, and cooperative buildings ranging from 3 to 16
stories are west and south of the project block. The 16-story 1201 California Street Cooperative
Apartments and 7-story Maria Victoria’s Apartments (1233 California Street) are west of the
project block, across Jones Street. The 27-story 1200 California Street cooperative apartment
building is located diagonally opposite the Gramercy Towers to the northwest, at California and
Jones Streets. Residential apartment buildings, ranging from 4 to 12 stories, interspersed with
small, neighborhood-serving retail establishments, are located on Pine Street south of the project

block.

Directly to the east across Taylor Street are the 12-story Huntington Hotel, a tourist hotel and

City landmark; the Crocker Garage, a privately owned public parking facility; and a seven-story
apartment building. Huntington Park, a public park owned and maintained by the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department, is located diagonally opposite the project site to the northeast, at
California and Taylor Streets. The Pacific Union Club, a City landmark, is directly east of
Huntington Park. Four other tourist hotels, two of which are City landmarks, are located within
two to four blocks east and northeast of the Masonic Center: the landmark Fairmont Hotel, on
Mason Street, between California and Sacramento Streets; the landmark Mark Hopkins Hotel, on
the corner of California and Mason Streets; the Renaissance Stanford Court Hotel, at the corner of
Mason and Powell Streets; and the Ritz Carlton Hotel, on Stockton, between California and Pine
Streets. The Fairmont, Mark Hopkins and Ritz Carlton Hotels, as well as Grace Cathedral, host ’
large public assembly events in their ballrooms, meeting rooms and church facilities, some of
which may overlap with large events held at the Masonic Center. Potential project impacts that
could result from simultaneous events held at the renovated Masonic Center and these nearby
existing uses are discussed in the impacts discussions below where relevant.

The C California Street cable car line runs east-west along California Street, between
Market/Drumm Streets and Van Ness Avenue. The nearest C California cable car stops for both
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inbound and outbound directions are located adjacent to the Center at California and Taylor
Streets.

The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would be consistent with local and regional growth projections, such as Projections and
Priorities 2009, published by the Association of Bay Area Governments, and adopted planning
documents, such as the 2009 Update of the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan.
This cumulative development in the City and the region is not expected to conflict with any land
use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
_environmental effect. _

Reasonably foreseeable development proposals under consideration within one-quarter-mile
radius of the project site include existing residential buildings proposed to be leased by the
Academy of Art University for student residences and other institutional uses. These proposals
are discussed below to provide a local context for the assessment of potential cumulative impacts.

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS

Applicable Not Applicable
Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed X O
to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.
Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City X O
or Region, if applicable.
Discuss any approvals and/or pemits from City departments other X O

than the Planning Department or the. Department of Building
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE AND ZONING MAP

The San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code), which incorporates the City’s Zoning Maps
by reference, implements the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) and governs permitted
uses, densities, and configuration of buildings within the City. Permits to construct new buildings
or to alter or demolish existing buildings may not be issued unless (1) the proposed project
conforms to the Planning Code, (2) allowable exceptions are granted pursuant to provisions of the
Planning Code, or (3) amendments to the Planning Code are included as part of the project.

The Masonic Center has been a lawful, nonconforming use since the 1960s. The site is currently
zoned RM-4 (Residential, Mixed Use, High Density) and is within the Nob Hill Special Use

District and a 65-A Height and Bulk District. The Center is classified as a Type 1 building under
the Uniform Building Code.*® Under Planning Code Section 185, the legal nonconforming status

32 A Type 1 Building is defined in the Uniform Building Code as fire-resistive construction with a
structural frame of fire-protected structural steel, iron or concrete; exterior walls, inner courts and walls
of fire-resistive construction; roof construction and floors of fire-resistive construction, doors, windows;

“and other openings in exterior walls that are protected by fire doors or windows.
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of a Type I building located in a residential zoning district, such as the Masonic Center, expires
after 50 years unless the Planning Commission extends the nonconforming status by Conditional
Use (CU) authorization. The Planning Commission approved an extension of the operation of the
Masonic Center as a nonconforming use on January 19, 2012, and the Board of Supervisors
upheld that approval with one modification on April 3, 2012 concerning the number and types of
events held at the Center. This extension pertains only to continuing the existing use of the
Masonic Center, and does not pertain to the CU authorizations that would be required under
Planning Code Sections 182(6)(1) and 723.48 for the proposed renovation project.

Implementation of the proposed project would require CU authorization for intensification of
entertainment use on the Masonic Center site. The project sponsor is requesting CU authorization
under Planning Code Sections 182(b)(1) to change the current nonconforming assembly and
entertainment use of the Masonic Center to “Other Entertainment” use as defined by Planning
Code Section 790.38. The sponsor is also requesting CU authorization for an intensification of
use under Planning Code Section 723.48. “Other Entertainment” permits live entertainment,
defined as live music, amplified music, movies, comedy shows, floor/stage shows, disc jockey,
and patron dancing, provided that the use is adequately soundproofed or insulated so that noise is
confined on the premises. Section 182(b)(1) allows for nonconforming uses located within one-
quarter mile of a Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) to change to another use which is
permitted as a conditional use in that NCD at the first story and below. The Masonic Center and
proposed renovations are within one-quarter mile of the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial
District (Planning Code Section 723), and would meet the provisions of Section 182(b)(1). Other
Entertainment uses are permitted in the Polk Street NCD as a conditional use. The sponsor is
requesting CU authorization for the installation of permanent food and beverage service (to
replace the current temporary catering operations) in the Nob Hill SUD under Planning Code
Section 238(d).

However, if the California Court of Appeal upholds certain elements of the June 28, 2011 Writ of
Mandate (Case No..510365), approval under Section 182(b) to permit a nonconforming use
within a quarter mile of a neighborhood commercial district would not be allowed and the
proposed project would require amendments to the Nob Hill SUD of the San Francisco Planaing
Code to authorize an intensification of the nonconforming use. Amendments to the Nob Hill
SUD, including potential conflicts of the amendments to the Planning Code, will be analyzed in

the EIR.

PLANS AND POLICIES

Conflicts between the proposed project and policies that relate to physical environmental issues
are discussed in this Initial Study’s Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. Conflicts of
the proposed project with applicable plans and policies that do not relate to physical
environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their deliberations to
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approve or disapprove the proposed project. Any potential conflicts identified as part of the
project approval decision-making process would not alter the physical environmental effects of
the proposed project. '

San Francisco General Plan

In addition to the Planning Code and zoning regulations, the project site is subject to the General
Plan. The General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions in
the City. The compatibility of the proposed project with General Plan policies that do not relate
to physical environmental issues would be considered by decision-makers as part of their decision
whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. Any potential conilicts identified as part
of the process would not alter the physical environmental effects of the proposed project. The
EIR will contain a discussion of the consistency of the project with applicable General Plan
Elements, Objectives and Policies.

The Arts Element of the General Plan, which will be discussed in more detail in the EIR, is
intended to strengthen arts and culture in the City and to incorporate consideration of arts and
artists, including the performing arts, in the local decision-making process. The Arts Element
also seeks to make art, including the performing arts, accessible to City residents by supporting
perfofming arts and other arts venues, art organizations, public art, and arts-related educational
programs through public policy and other means.

The Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan sets forth objectives and policies that
address the broad range of economic activities, facilities, and support systems that constitute San
Francisco’s employment and service base. The Commerce and Industry Element focuses on three
overriding goals that call for continued economic vitality, social equity, and environmental
quality. Within the framework of these broad interrelated goals, the Commerce and Industry
Element seeks to meet the needs of specific economic activities, and to reconcile conflicts and
competition among the various economic sectors, including conventions and visitor trade, and
other land uses and activities. The EIR will contain a discussion of the consistency of the
proposed project with the Commerce and Industry Element in more detail.

Proposition M

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable
Planning Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish eight Priority
Policies. These policies are: 1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail
uses; 2) protection of neighborhood character; 3) preservation and enhancement of affordable
housing; 4) discouragement of commuter automobiles; 5) protection of industrial and service land
uses from commercial office development and enhancement of resident employment and business
ownership; 6) maximization of earthquake preparedness; 7) landmark and historic building
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preservation; and 8) protection of open space. The Priority Policies, which provide general
policies and objectives to guide certain land use decisions, contain certain policies that relate to
physical environmental issues that will be evaluated in the EIR. Consistency with Priority
Policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers
as part of their deliberations to approve or disapprove the proposed project.

Other Plans

Other local environmental plans and policies such as the City’s Climate Action Plan, the

San Francisco Sustainability Plan, and the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy directly address
physical environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be met in order to
preserve or improve characteristics of the City’s physical environment. The EIR will contain a
discussion of project consistency with these and other applicable plans.

Regional Plans and Policies

The principal regional planning agencies and their policy plans to guide planning in the nine-
county Bay Area are the Association for Bay Area Governments (ABAG), 4 Land Use Policy
Framework and Projections 2009; the Bay Area Air Quality Meinagement District (BAAQMD),
Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan and Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy; the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area; and the
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Basin Plan; and the San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, San Francisco Bay Plan. The EIR
will contain a discussion of project consistency with these and other regional plans as applicable.

OTHER APPROVALS AND PERMITS

Other than the approvals listed in Section A, Project Description, on p. 27, no other approvals
and/or permits are required from City departments other than the Planning Department and the
Department of Building Inspection (DBI), or from regional, state or federal agencies.
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D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.

XI Land use 1 Air uaiity [] Biological Resources
D Aesthetics D Greenhouse Gas Emissions D Geology and Soils
D Population and Housing I___I Wind and Shadow D Hydrology and Water Quality
D Cultural and Paleo. Resources |:| Recreation D Hazards/Hazardous Materials
& Transportation and Circulation [] Utilities and Service -Systems I:l Mineral/Energy Resources
IZI Noise IZ Public Services (Police, Fire D Agricultural and Forest Resources
and Emergency Services)
IZ Mandatory Findings of Significance

EFFECTS FOUND TO BE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT

On the basis of this Initial Study, topics for which there are project-specific effects that have been
determined to be potentially significant include: Land Use and Land Use Planning;
Transportation and Circulation; Noise; and Public Services (Police, Fire Protection and
Emergency Services). These topics, along with Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans
and Policies, will be evaluated in an EIR prepared for the project. Project-specific and

~ cumulative impacts in other topical areas would be less than significant, and will not be evaluated
in the EIR. These topics include: Aesthetics; Population and Housing; Cultural and
Paleontological Resources; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Wind and Shadow;
Recreation; Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services (Schools and Libraries); Biological
Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality; Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
Mineral/Energy Resources; and Agricultﬁral and Forest Resources. These topics are discussed

below.
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E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No Not

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
1. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? X O [ O 0
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, X O 1 I [}

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?
c) Have a substantial impact upon the existing X O O O O

- character of the vicinity?

Impact LU-1: The proposed project could physically divide an established community.
(Potentially Significant) (Criterion 1a) '

The proposed renovation project would not introduce a new land use into the Nob Hill
community. The Masonic Center would continue to operate as an assembly and entertainment
venue. The proposed project renovations would not change the Center’s existing total square
footage, building height, fagades, or footprint. The proposed increase in the number of events
and attendees at the Masonic Center Auditorium could have the potential to divide an established
community; this topic will be discussed in the EIR. »

Impact LU-2: The proposed Conditional Use authorizations and, if required, amendments
to the Nob Hill SUD could conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations
(including, but not limited to, the San Francisco General Plan or Planning Code) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Potentially Significant)
(Criterion 1b)

The City’s General Plan, which provides general policies and objectives to guide land use
decisions, contains policies that relate to physical environmental issues. As described under
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, pp. 29-32, the proposed renovation project is not
authorized under the April 2012 CU authorization which extended existing operations of the )
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Center as a nonconforming use.”> The project sponsor would request Conditional Use
authorization to change the nonconforming assembly and entertainment use to conditionally
permitted “Other Entertainment” use at the project site under Planning Code Section 182(b)(1).
The sponsor would also request an intensification of the conditional use under Planning Code
Section 723.48 to increase the number of event attendees and the number and frequency of events
per year (from the existing total of 230 event days to 315 large events per year). In addition, the
sponsor would request approval of permanent food and beverage service in the Nob Hill SUD
under Planning Code Section 238(d). With the proposed project, the existing catering kitchen
would be upgraded to a permanent commercial kitchen, and a single concessionaire would
operate the kitchen to prepare food for concessions, private parties, and banquets for event
attendees.

Should the California Court of Appeal uphold certain elements of the June 28,2011 Writ of
Mandate,** the project sponsor would be required to seek amendments to the Nob Hill SUD
Planning Code Section 238 to authorize intensification (with conditional use approval) of a large
nonconforming assembly and entertainment use within the Nob Hill SUD, rather than Conditional
Use authorizations under Section 182(b)(1) and 723.48 to conditionally permit and intensify
“Other Entertainment” use™

Proposed Conditional Use authorizations or, if required, amendments to the Nob Hill SUD to
authorize the Masonic Center as a large nonconforming assembly and entertainment use within
the Nob Hill SUD could result in conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations
of an agency with jurisdiction over the proj ect. Conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies
and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts could
result in potentially significant impacts and will be addressed in the EIR.

Impact LU-3: The proposed project could have a substantial impact on the existing
character of the site vicinity. (Potentially Significant) (Criterion 1c)

The Masonic Center has been used as an assembly and live entertainment venue since it was
completed in 1958, and this use would continue with implementation of the proposed renovation
project. The exterior of the building, including its square footage, height, fagades, and footprint,

3 An extension and continuation of the Masonic Center as a legal nonconforming commercial assembly
and entertainment use under Section 185(e) of the Planning Code was approved by the Planning
Commission on January 19, 2012 under Motion No. 18520, as modified by Board of Supervisors Motion
M12-42 on April 3, 2012.
The Masomic Center is the only large nonconforming assembly and entertainment use in the Nob Hill
SUD, such that an amendment to the Nob Hill SUD would not authorize any other use in the special use
district, which encompasses an area of approximately 10 blocks at the crest of Nob Hill, to be
intensified. ; ,
35 Should the Court of Appeals uphold certain elements of the June 28, 2011 Writ of Mandate, Conditional
Use authorization would still be required for installation of permanent food and beverage service under
Planining Code Section 238(d), separate from the amendments to the Nob Hill SUD that would authorize
the Masonic Center as a large nonconforming assembly and entertainment use within the Nob Hill SUD.

34
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would not be altered as part of the proposed renovations. The proposed project would not alter
the renowned endomosaic window in the first-floor entrance lobby. As such, the Masonic Center
would maintain its current use and physical appearance, and would not alter the existing physical
character of the site vicinity.

The proposed project would alter and upgrade the main floor of the Auditorium to accommodate
more flexible seating and audience configurations on the main floor of the Auditorium, would
add permanent food and beverage concession areas, and would modernize and upgrade the
ground-floor Exhibition Hall, California Room, and kitchen to provide food, beverage, and other
services for a range of events.

The renovated Auditorium would continue to be used for assembly events that include lectures,
speaker events, corporate meetings, civic events (such as graduations and naturalization
ceremonies), and live-entertainment such as music concerts, comedy shows, and cultural
performances, and would not change the existing character of the site vicinity with
implementation of the proposed project. The Exhibition Hall and California Room would
continue to be used for exhibitions, trade shows, corporate events, meetings, banquets, and
private parties, and would not change the existing character of the site vicinity with
implementation of the proposed project.

The existing catering kitchen on the ground level would be upgraded to a permanent commercial
kitchen to allow on-site food preparation by a single operator for concessions, banquets for event
attendees, and private parties. The sponsor is also seeking a permanent permit for on-site sale of
alcoholic beverages. These changes in food and beverage service are not anticipated to change
the character of the Center since similar services are currently provided on-site by caterers using
temporary permits. Also, as under current operating conditions, only event attendees would have
access to on-site food and beverage service; there would be no public restaurant or food and/or
bar service available to people who are not attending events at the Center. The effect of on-site
food preparation and sale of alcoholic beverage on the existing character of the site vicinity will
be discussed in the EIR.

With proposed renovations, the total maximum number of large events in the Center could
increase from the existing total of 230 event days to about 315 large events per year, an increase
of approximately 85 events, or about a 37 percent increase.*® The total maximum attendees
(defined as a sold-out, general admissions event with standing only — no seating in the main floor

* The average of 229 event days is based on historical data of events at the Masonic Center during the
period between 2002 and 2007. The number of event days decreased to an average of 66 events between
2008 and 2011, when bookings were substantially curtailed in anticipation of proposed renovations to
the Center, and the upgraded Center was leased to a professional operator (i.e., Live Nation). California
Masons Memorial Temple prepared a report that itemizes all events held at the Masonic Center during
the period 2002-2011. A copy of that report is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2011.0471E.
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of the Auditorium and fixed seating in the Auditorium balcony) would increase by 134 additional
attendees per event, from 3,166 to 3,300, or about a 4 percent increase.

The increased number of attendees and the increased frequency of events would result in an
intensification of activity and use of the Masonic Center. The increased frequency of 85 events
per year could affect existing land use character in the site vicinity. The April 2012 CU
authorization includes a number of conditions that are currently being implemented, and would
continue to be implemented with the proposed project. These measures are described in Initial
Study Sections 2, Aesthetics; 7, Air Quality; 10, Recreation; 11, Utilities and Service Systems;
and 12,. Public Services. The increase of up to 134 attendees per event and an increase of 85
events per year could result in potentially significant impacts on the character of the site vicinity,
- and this topic will be discussed in the EIR.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity could have a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative land use impact. (Potentially Significant)

The proposed project would intensify uses at the Masonic Center site that could, in combination
with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, have a cumulatively considerable impact on
land use. This topic will be discussed in the EIR.

Less Than
Significant .
Potentially with Less Than
) Significant - Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

2. AESTHETICS—Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited o, trees, rock
outcroppings, and other features of the buitt or
natural environment which contribute to a scenic
public setting?

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual | a O X d
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare O O X | O
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area or which would substantially
impact other people or properties? '
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Impact AE-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on scenic
vistas, substantially damage scenic resources, or substantially degrade the existing visual
character of the site and its surroundings. (No Impact) (Criteria 2a —2c)

All proposed renovations would occur within the interior of the Masonic Center. The proposed
renovation project would not involve any physical changes to the total square footage, building
height, fagades, or footprint of the existing Masonic Center. Therefore, the proposed project
~would have no impact on scenic vistas, and would not damage scenic resources, including trees,
rock outcroppings, and other features that contribute to a scenic public setting, or degrade the
existing visual character of the site and its surroundings. Therefore, these topics will not be
discussed in the EIR.

Impact AE-2: The proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would
substantially impact other people or properties. (Less than Significant) (Criterion 2d)

At the Masonic Center during daytime hours under existing conditions, there are no sources of .
exterior or interior daytime lighting at the Masonic Center that create light or glare’” or affect
views in the project area.

Under existing conditions, nighttime operations and events at the Masonic Center are a source of
lighting and glare. This section discusses existing lighting and glare effects in comparison to the
proposed project to evaluate increased frequency of potential lighting effects of the proposed
project renovations. Under existing conditions, there are sources of nighttime lighting at the

- Masonic Center on both non-event and event days. With the proposed renovation project, the
frequency of nighttime light on event days would occur more often than is currently allowed at
the Center.

Off-site existing sources of nighttime light in the project vicinity include street lighting on
California, Taylor, Jones, and Pine Streets; lighting at Huntington Park, which closes each day at
10:00 PM; lighting at the Grace Cathedral garage entrance; exterior lighting at Grace Cathedral
when nighttime events are held; decorative lighting on ornamental trees at the California Street
entrance of Gfamercy Towers; exterior lighting from nearby highrise apartment buildings, hotels
and reStaurants; and headlights and brake lights of vehicles traveling along streets in the project

vicinity. -

%7 Glare is defined as \;isual discomfort resulting from insufficiently shieldedllight sources in the field of
view such that one sees only the light source, and not the effects of lighting.
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Existing Ndn—Event_ Nighttime Lighting and Glare®®

Masonic Center First-Floor Lobby

On non-event days, low-level interior security lighting is provided in the first-floor main entrance
lobby that is visible from California Street, but does not spill over onto nearby properties and is
not a source of glare.

The endomosaic window in the first-floor lobby is illuminated with dimmed lighting that is
positioned and deflected north toward California Street to display this feature of the Masonic
Center to passing pedestrians and vehicles traveling on California Street. The window is
translucent and requires minimal nighttime lighting that is operated with automatic timers that
shut off at 10:00 PM each day. The illuminated endomosaic window is noticeable, but is not an
obtrusive source of lighting to residents near the Center with north-facing windows on the
southern side of Pine Street between Taylor and Jones Street, and to residents with rear windows
on the north side of Pine Street. Because lighting for the endomosaic window is filtered and
directed to the north, it does not affect nighttime views south of the Masonic Center along Pine
Street or more distant views from the south. The existing security lighting and the illuminated
endomosaic window on the first-floor lobby are not a source of glare.

Masonic Center Garage

The Masonic Center garage operates 24 hours a day, seven days a week, regardless of whether
there is an event at the Center. Sources of nighttime light at the Masonic Center garage fronting
California Street include the interior entrance/exit level of the garage, exterior lighting and
illuminated signage above the garage entrance, and the headlights and brake lights of vehicles
entering or exiting the garage. Interior and exterior lighting above the garage entrance is visible
all year long during nighttime hours.

Vehicles entering and exiting the garage do not create a source of direct glare to nearby people or
properties because the headlights and brake lights of vehicles exiting the garage face Grace
Cathedral and then become part of the typical lighting associated with vehicular traffic on
California Street and surrounding streets.

Under existing conditions, vehicles are allowed to enter the garage from Pine Street for
ticketholders who have pre-paid parking tickets.* For events with 1,000 patrons or more,
vehicles are permitted to exit from the garage via either the Pine Street loading dock ramp or the

38 Information concerning existing nighttime lighting at the Masonic Center was obtained from Dale Vigil,

Nob Hill Masonic Center, Building Engineer, telephone communication, July 5, 2012, and Richard
Gentschel, Production Director, August 30,2012. A copy of the record of these telephone calls is
available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in
Case File No. 2011.0471E.

3% April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 6.
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ramps to California Street. The headlights of vehicles exiting the garage from the Pine Street
loading dock ramp are visible to residents across from the loading dock ramp on the southern side
of Pine Street, pérticularly those residents directly opposite the exit level (fifth floor) of the
garage on Pine Street. Headlights of vehicles exiting the garage are an intermittent source of
direct glare to residents in buildings directly opposite the Pine Street loading dock area when

-vehicles are delayed on the fifth-floor exit level of the garage before descending onto the ramp to
exit at street grade onto Pine Street. An average of 225 vehicles exit the garage for events with
1,000 patrons or more. Exiting occurs for up to an hour after the end of an event.*

Pine Street Loading Dock Area — Emergency Exit Stairway

On non-event days, safety lighting is provided on each level of the existing exterior emergency
exit stairway on the east side of the existing Pine Street loading dock. There are no other sources
of lighting in the Pine Street loading dock area. The emergency exit stairway extends from the
roof to the ground level on the southern face of the Masonic Center. Safety lighting is mounted
above the stairWay landing on each floor, and is directed downward to provide adequate lighting
for emergency egress. Nighttime lighting is provided in the emergency exit stairway, year long,
24 hours a day, regardless of whether there is a nighttime event at the Center. The existing
exterior lighting on the emergency exit stairway is adequate for safety and is visible, but is not a

source of glare.

The Pine Street loading dock area abuts two existing multi-unit residential buildings - 1034 Pine
Street and 1042 Pine Street. Nighttime lighting from the emergency exit stairway is visible from
windows on all three sides of the shallow “U”- -shaped interior light wells of each building, and
from the east-facing windows on the upper level of 1042 Pine Street.

Exterior lighting from the existing emergency exit stairway is not directed toward windows in the
light wells of the adjacent multi-level residential buildings, and does not sp111 over onto nearby
propertles on the southern side of Pine Street.

Event-Related Nighttime Lighting and Glare

During nighttime events, existing additional sources of lighting at the Masonic Center are lighting
in the first-floor main entrance lobby, front entrance portico, and the three bay windows in the
California Room that face Taylor Street when'it is in use during events.

" Sha Brown, San Francisco Area Manager, ACE Parking Management, Inc. Masonic Center Garage,
telephone conversation, September 7, 2012. A copy of the record of this telephone call is available for
public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File
No. 2011.0471E.
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First Floor Lobby and Front Entrance Portico Lighting

During nighttime events under existing conditions, interior lighting in the first-floor entrance
Jobby and exterior lighting in the front entrance portico is visible from the south-facing and
easternmost stairs of Grace Cathedral and from the upper levels of residential buildings located
on Sacramento Street between Taylor and Mason Streets, but is not visible from farther points
north due to the height and massing of Grace Cathedral and intervening topography.

Existing exterior lighting from the front entrance ponido is visible from the windows of north-
and east-facing units in the Gramercy Towers high-rise residential building at 1177 California
Street immediately west of the Center, and from the upper-floor units of the 1200 California
Street high-rise residential building located northwest of the Center at the corner of California and
Jones Streets. Interior lighting in the main entrance lobby, by itself, is not directly visible to units
in these residential buildings; however, in combination with lighting from the front entrance
porch, it is noticeable to Gramercy Towers residences west of the Center. On event days, full
lighting in the entrance lobby is converted to low-level security lights after all event attendees,
performers, and event employees exit the building. The exterior lights in the entrance portico are
turned off after performer buses exit and equipment trucks complete loading and exit, typically
about one to two hours after events.

On event days, nighttime lighting in the first-floor lobby and entrance portico are in addition to
the interior lighting on the entrance/exit level of the Masonic Center garage and the exterior
lighting above the garage entrance. Lighting in the main entrance lobby and the front enfrance
portico are not sources of glare.

Under existing conditions, during nighttime events, there are no additional sources of light from
safety lighting at the Pine Street loading dock area as existing lighting on the exterior emergency
exit stairway would continue to operate similar to existing conditions on non-event days.
Existing sources of glare from vehicles exiting the garage from the Pine Street loading dock are
discussed on pp. 39-40.

There are three bay windows in the California Room on the east side of the Masonic Center

building across from the Huntington Hotel. When the California Room is used during nighttime

events in the Auditorium, lighting from these windows is noticeable from the west-facing

windows of the Huntington Hotel and from pedestrians and vehicles on Taylor Street, but it is
-directed inward, and is not obtrusive or a source of glare.
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Proposed Project Event-Related Nighttime Lighting and Glare

With the proposed project, there would be no changes to the existing interior and exterior daytime
or nighttime building lighting systems described above under existing conditions.” The existing
lighting during nighttime events in the first-floor main entrance lobby, front entrance porch, and
California Room would not change from existing conditions with the proposed project, and the
lighting of the endomosaic would continue to be turned off at 10:00 PM. As discussed above,
existing nighttime lighting in the Masonic Center garage, the Pine Street exterior emergency exit
stairway, and from vehicles entering the garage from the Pine Street loading dock area would
continue to occur with or without the proposed project.

The increase of up to 134 attendees per event in the Auditorium would not create new sources of
nighttime light or glare that would substantially effect nearby people or properties as these effects
already occur under existing conditions.

Due to the proposed increase in the number of nighttime events, the proposed project would
increase the frequency of nighttime lighting that is currently allowed at the Masonic Center under
existing conditions. As listed in Table 1 on p. 14, based on existing historical conditions there are
an average of 69 nighttime events. As discussed on p. 25, it is anticipated that there would be
approximately 107 total nighttime events (22 non-live and 85 live-entertainment events) with the
proposed project. This would represent an increase of about 38 nighttime events in comparison to
existing conditions. The increase of approximately 38 nighttime events would increase the
frequency of nighttime lighting visible from the first-floor main entrance lobby, front entrance
portico, and the three bay windows of the California Room when in use for nighttime events.

There would be no increased frequency in lighting from the Masonic Center garage entrance/exit
on California Street and the exterior emergency exit stairway in the Pine Street loading area since
the garage and emergency exit stairway are existing sources of light.

The proposed project would increase the frequency of the number of vehicles entering and exiting
the Masonic Center garage on California Street, and the Pine Street loading dock area. The
increased number of vehicles using the California Street garage entrance would enter and exit
opposite Grace Cathedral and not result in an adverse environmental impact that would create a
new source of substantial light or glare that would affect residents in the project area.

Due to the increase of approximately 38 nighttime events with the proposed project, residents in
buildings on the southern side of Pine Street directly opposite the loading dock area could
experience an increased incidence of intermittent glare from vehicle headlights. This could occur

‘' A new interior lighting system would be installed as part of proposed renovations to the Auditorium;
however, this new lighting would not be visible from outside of the Audltonum or from the exterior of
the building and would not create a new source of light or glare.
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when vehicles are delayed on-the fifth-floor exit level of the garage ‘before descending onto the
ramp to exit at street-grade onto Pine Street. As under existing conditions, an average of about
225 vehicles could exit the garage from the Pine Street loading dock area; however, not all
vehicles exiting the garage would create a new source of glare to residents on the southern side of
Pine Street since not all cars would be delayed on the fifth-floor exit ramp. Intermittent glare
from vehicles exiting the garage would occur for about an hour when vehicles vacate the garage,
and would not affect a substantial number of people or result in a substantial environmental effect
on light and glare.

Except for the increase in intermittent nighttime glare from headlights of vehicles exiting the
Masonic Center garage from Pine Street, there would be no other new sources of glare (i.e.,
reflective windows, exterior building materials, or signage) with implementation of the proposed
- renovation project. ’

As under existing conditions, all project lighting (exterior and interior) would be directed onto the
project site and immediately surrounding sidewalk area only, and would be designed and
managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents. Exterior nighttime lighting is required
to be kept at the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but is restricted from any placement or
design that would be a nuisance to any surrounding property.”” These requirements would
continue to be required as part of the proposed project.

As such, although the increased frequency in nighttime lighting would be noticeable, as under
existing lighting conditions, nighttime lighting at the Masonic Center would not be directed to, or
spill over onto, surrounding uses in a manner that would create a nuisance to surrounding
properties. As under existing conditions, exterior and interior lighting at the Masonic Center
would not spill over in a way that would be noticeable from a distance that would affect nighttime
views.

For the reasons discussed above, the proposed renovation project would not create a new source
of substantial light and glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area that ,
would substantially impact other people or properties. Thus, this impact would be less than
significant, and this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-AE-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future development in the site vicinity would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant impact on aesthetics (light and glare). (Less than
Significany)

2 ‘April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 26.
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As described above, the proposed project would have no impacts on scenic vistas, scenic
resources, and existing visual character, and therefore the project would not have cumulative

impacts on visual resources.

Reasonably foreseeable cumulative development within one-quarter mile of the project site would
involve leasing and reuse of existing residential buildings by the Academy of Art University that
would not be expected to create new sources of substantial light and glare. Therefore, the
proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant impacts
on light and glare. This topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
3. POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, ] O - d X 1,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing ] 0 O X (|
units or create demand for additional housing, -
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 0 O | X a

necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly or indirectly. (Vo Impact) (Criterion 3a)

The proposed renovation proj ect would not include residential development, and therefore would
not directly induce population growth in the project area or citywide through the construction of
housing. :

Currently, there are approximately 51 full-time employees at the Masonic Center: 49 persons
employed by the Masons of California, including parking garage and security staff, and 2 persons
employed on-site by Live Nation. After renovations to the Center are completed, Live Nation
would add one additional staff person, bringing the total number of full-time employees on-site at
the Masonic Center to 52. Other Live Nation staff, such as a production manager, an accountant,
and marketing personnel, are shared with other Live Nation offices in Northern California, and
these staff members would travel to work at the Masonic Center periodically.
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On event days, there are typically 75 to 100 temporary workers on-site, including ushers, ticket
takers, security, food service staff, concessionaries, merchandise vendors, stagehands, and
cleaning staff. With implementation of the proposed project, it is anticipated that the number of
temporary workers who would work at the Center on event days would be about the same. These
temporary workers are likely to already reside in San F rancisco or elsewhere in the Bay Area and
would not relocate as a result of the proposed project.

Implementation of the proposed project would increase total full-time employment at the Center,
excluding temporary workers on event days, by one worker. This increase would be
imperceptible (less than 0.0001 percent) in the context of total employment in the City and
County of San Francisco.”

The proposed project would not indirectly increase population through changes or extensions to
area roads, utilities, or other infrastructure to serve the site.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not impact, directly or indirectly, population
growth or employment in the project area and citywide. This topic will not be discussed further
in the EIR.

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace housing units, create a demand for
additional housing, or displace a substantial number of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (No Impact) (Criterion 3b)

There are no housing units on the project site and, therefore, the proposed project would not

displace any housing units. According to the City’s 2009 Housing Element EIR, San Francisco is
projected to experience continued housing growth through 2030, for an overall housing unit
increase of approximately 52,051 housing units between 2010 and 2030.* The addition of one
new permanent employee at the Masonic Center would not result in an increase in the demal_ld for
housing which could not be accommodated in the projected housing growth between 2010 and
2030. The 75 to 100 temporary workers who work at the Center during events are likely to be
existing San Francisco or Bay Area residents, and are not anticipated to relocate to seek housing.
Therefore, these temporary workers would not increase demand for housing that is not already
accommodated in projected housing growth.

As shown in Table 4 on p. 25, the total number of large events at the Center would increase by
about 85 events per year. Temporary workers would thus work at the site more frequently. As
stated above, these temporary workers are likely to already reside in San Francisco or elsewhere
in the Bay Area and, therefore the increased frequency of events at the Center would not increase

4 Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2009. San Francisco’s overall employment is
projected to increase from about 606,540 employees in 2015 to approximately 647,190 in 2020, and to
748,100 in 2030.

# gan Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Draft EIR, Table V-D-2, p.V.D.2, accessed online at
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2007.1275E_DEIR.pdf., November 3, 2011. :
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demand for housing that is not already accommodated in projected housing growth with the
increased number of events.

Given the discussion above, the proposed project would have no impact on housing displacement
and demand, and would not create substantial demand for additional housing that would
necessitate the construction of replacement housing. This topic will not be discussed further in
the EIR.

Impact PH-3: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (No Impact)
(Criterion 3c) ‘

As discussed in Impact PH-2, there are no housing units on the Masonic Center site. As such, no
residents would be displaced by the proposed renovation project. No employees would be
displaced. Therefore, the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Thus, there would be no
impact, and this topic will not be addressed in the EIR.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

4. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES—Would the project:

a) . Cause a substantial adverse change in the O O X a |
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5, including those resources listed in
Article 10 or Aticle 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O O O X O
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique | [ [ X |
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those O a 0 [ 0
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Impact CP-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource. (Less rthan Significant) (Criterion 4a)

The modernist, white-marble-clad Masonic Auditorium building was designed by architect Albert
Roller and was completed in 1958. As described on the Masonic Center website:

Several unique aspects of the building are the Memorial Sculpture topping the -
east end of the California Street wall. The sculpture is dominated by four huge
figures, each 12 feet high, representing branches of our Country’s Armed Forces.
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Adjoining these, a frieze of 14 smaller marble figures depicts a titanic tug-of-war
in the global struggle between the forces of good and evil. Below this portrayal is
a dedicatory inscription, dedicated to Our Masonic Brethren Who Died in the
Cause of Freedom. This relief was crafted by renowned California artist Emile
Norman.

Emile Norman also crafted the one-of-a-kind mosaic window that dominates the
entrance foyer. This historical window, fabricated in the endomosaic process,

- incorporates thousands of bits of metal, parchment, felt, linen, silk, natural
foliage, thinly sliced vegetable matter, shells and sea life, plus 180 colors of
stained glass. The lower portion of the frieze is comprised of actual gravels and
soils of the 58 counties of California and the Islands of Hawaii. The window
depicts the history of the wayfarers and the seafarers that helped found California
Freemasonry.* L .

The Masonic Auditorium building is not included in, and has not been determined eligible for
inclusion in, a local, State or Federal register of historical resources. According to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(4), “The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, not includedinalocal
register of historical resources, or identified in an historical resource survey does not preclude a
lead agéncy from determining that the resources may be an historical resource...”

For the purposes of this evaluation of potential project impacts on historical resources, the
Masonic Center building is considered eligible for inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources under Criterion 1 (Design), based on its distinctive, white-marble-clad,
modernist exterior which features an abstracted portico colonnade and a sculptural relief by artist
Emile Norman. A colorful translucent “endomosaic,” also by Emile Norman, illuminates and
defines the character of the entrance foyer space. Other interior spaces in the Masonic Center are
not distinctive or character defining features that contribute to its historic significance.

The proposed renovation project would alter the Auditorium, California Room, Exhibition Hall
and kitchen in the interior of the building, but would not change the physical fabric of the
building exterior, or the entrance foyer and its endomosaic.”® The proposed project does not
include any physical alteration to the building that “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics of the historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources as determined by the lead agency for purposes of CEQA” (CEQA Guidelines Section

4 Nob Hill Masonic Center Website, http://www.masonicauditorium.com/aboutus/building_history.html,
accessed November 9, 2011. '

% The mosaic has recently been restored. See Architectural Resources Group Website at
http://www.argsf.com/projects/california-masonic-memorial-temple-0a, accessed November 9, 2011.
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15064.5(2)(C)).*” For thése reasons, the proposed project impact on an historical resource under
CEQA would be less than significant, and this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Impact CP-2: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of subsurface cultural resources. (No Impact) (Criteria 4b — 4d)

Construction of the proposed project does not require or include any excavation or any other
activity that could disturb the soils beneath the project site. For this reason, the proposed project
would have no impact on an archaeolbgical resource, unique paleontological resource, or unique
geologic feature, nor would it disturb human remains, if any such features exist within the project
site. The topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-CP-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources or archaeological
resources. (Less than Significant)

As described above, the proposed project does not involve activities that would disturb subsurface
cultural resource, and therefore would not contribute to cumulative impacts on archaeological,
paleontological, or unique geologic resources.

The proposed project does not include any physical alteration to the Masonic Center building that
materially alters in an adverse manner characteristic defining features of the building. Therefore
the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact on cultural resources. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR:

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with . Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: ' Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION—
Would the project:
a) Confiict with an applicable plan, ordinance or X O H| O ]

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

o

*" San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Review Form, November 17,2008. A copy of
the Historic Resource Review Form is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2011.0471E.
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion [ O [} ) O
management program, including but not limited )
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, a O d Oa X
including either an increase in traffic levels,
- obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that
results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design X a O a a
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompat ble uses?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? X (W] O O O
f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs X O O | O

regarding pubiic transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

A transportation impact study will be prepared for the proposed project and summarized in the

EIR. The study will examine existing conditions and assess the proposed project’s net new daily

and PM peak trips, the increased frequency of trips associated with the project, and their impacts

on intersection operations, transit, passenger loading operations, large-truck equipment loading

operations, bicycle and pedestrian safety, emergency vehicle access, and parking, including

performer’s tour bus parking.

The Masonic Center site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a

private airstrip. Therefore, Topic 5c¢ is not applicable to the proposed project and will not be

addressed in the transportation impact study or the EIR.

Topics:
6. NOISE—Would the project:

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

y

b) Resultin exposure of persons to or generation of

excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne ’

noise levels?

¢) Result in a substantial permanent increase in
" ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation - Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
d) Resuitin a substantial temporary or periodic X O a O O
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use O -3 ] a . X
- plan area, or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, in an area within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the area to
excessive noise levels?
f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private O O : O | [
airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels? :
g) Be substantially affected by existing noise X 0 [ [l 0
levels?

A noise background study and impact analysis will be prepared for the EIR. The background
noise study will describe existing noise conditions, discuss noise standards and ordinances
applicable to the proposed project, and analyze potential noise impacts of the proposed project on
nearby land uses and sensitive receptors. The noise study will analyze traffic-related noise and
noise associated with loading activities on California Street and within the Pine Street loading
dock area. Event-related noise, such as noise associated with attendees before and after events on
the entrance plaza, adjacent sidewalks, and in Huntington Park will also be addressed, as well as
potential low-frequency vibration and noise associated with amplified music from within the

Auditorium.

The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, within an airport land
use plan area, or within two miles of any nearby public airports or public use airports that have
not adopted land use plans. Thus, Topics 5e and 5f are not applicable to the proposed project and
will not be discussed in the background noise study or the EIR.

Less Than -
. Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

7. AR QUALITY—Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [l O X
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality

violation?
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated - Impact Impact Applicable
¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net a4 (| X 1 ]

increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

X

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

Background

The proposed project is in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The primary
factors that determine air quality in the SFBAAB are the locations of air emission sources and the
amounts of pollutants emitted. Meteorological and topographical conditions are also important
factors. Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature
gradients interact with the physical features of the landscape affecting the movement and '
dispersal of air pollutants.

The San Francisco Bay Area has a Mediterranean climate characterized by mild, dry summers
and mild, moderately wet winters (about 90 percent of the annual total rainfall occurs during the
November to April period), moderate daytime onshore breezes, and moderate humidity. Weather
is moderated by the adjacent oceanic heat reservoir that leads to fog. In summer, the northwest
‘winds to the west of the coastline are drawn into the interior valleys through the Golden Gate and
over the lower topography of the San Francisco Peninsula. This channels wind so that it sweeps
eastward and widens downstream across the region. In winter, periods of storminess tend to
alternate with periods of stagnation and light winds. Onshore winds from the west dominate at
the project site such that emissions from San Francisco tend to be carried eastward over the San
Francisco Bay. ' '

Regulatory Setting

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to establish and periodically review National Ambient Air Quality Standards (national
standards or NAAQS) to protect public health and welfare. National standards have been
established for the following seven air pollutants, many of which have been made more stringent
by California standards: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide
(SO,), particulate matter equal to or less than 10 micrometers (coarse particulates or PM10),
particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers (fine particulates or PM2.5), and lead.
These pollutants are called “criteria air pollutants.” ’
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The California Air Resources Board (ARB) manages air quality, regulates mobile emissions
sources, and oversees the activities of county and regional air districts in California. The ARB
regulates local air quality indirectly by establishing California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(state standards or CAAQS) and vehicle emissions standards, and by conducting research, ‘
planning, and coordination activities. California has adopted ambient air quality standards that
 are generally more stringent than the federal standards for the seven criteria air pollutants.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has jurisdiction over the San
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin that encompasses nine counties within the Bay Area, including San
Francisco. The BAAQMD is responsible for ensuring that federal and state air quality standards
are met by monitoring ambient air pollutant levels throughout the region and implementing
strategies to attain those standards. The Association of Béy Area Governments, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, county transportation agencies, cities and counties, and various
nongovernmental organizations are also involved in managing air quality in the region.

The BAAQMD monitors air quality at more than 30 locations throughout the San Francisco Bay
Area. The closest monitoring station to the site is located approximately 2 miles south at 16th
and Arkansas Streets in the Potrero Hill neighborhood. Criteria pollutants monitored at this
location include ozone, CO, NO,, PM10, and PM2.5. A summary of the monitored pollutants for
2006 through 2010 shows a trend of generally improving (i.e., lower) concentrations over this

time period.

In general, the SFBAAB experiences concentrations of air pollutants within air quality standards
for most pollutants except for ozone and particulate matter. In June 2004, the Bay Area was
designated as a marginal non-attainment area of the national 8-hour ozone standard. The EPA
lowered the national 8-hour ozone standard from 0.80 to 0.75 parts per million effective May 27,
2008. On February 7, 2012 the EPA proposed a rule that takes necessary steps to implement the
2008 national 8-hour ozone standard, establishing an approach for classification of non-
attainment areas not meeting the 2008 ozone standard.”® The SFBAAB is unclassified for the
national PM10 standaid, and in 2009, the EPA designated the SFBAAB as a non-attainment area
for PM2.5.

Under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), patterned after the federal CAA, areas have also
been designated as attainment or non-attainment with respect to the state standards. With respect
to state standards, the San Francisco Bay Area is currently designated as a non-attainment area for
ozone and both PM10 and PM2.5.

® USEPA. Fact Sheet, Proposed Rule - Implementation of the 2008 National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for Ozone: Nonattainment Area Classifications Approach and Attainment Deadlines.
Available online at: http://www.epa.gov/air/ozonepollution/pdfs/20120203 factsheet.pdf, accessed

February 16, 2012.
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San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance

The San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and San Francisco Building Code Section
106A.3.2.6 collectively constitute the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08,
effective July 30, 2008). The Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or
other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust comply
with specific dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the
Department of Building Inspection (DBI). For projects over one-half acre, the Dust Control
Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan. Section 1243 of

Article 22B provides that Interior Only Tenant Improvement Projects, and interior improvements
that do not produce any exterior visible dust are exempt from complying with these requirements.
Asbestos regulations are addressed in Section 16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Approach to Analysis

Criteria Air Pollutants

The SFBAAB?’s criteria air pollutant non-attainment status for ozone and particulate matter is
attributed to the region’s development history. By its very nature regional air pollution is Jargely
a cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-
attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing
cumulative air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is
considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.*’

Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and
operational phases of a project. Table 5, below, identifies air quality significance thresholds
followed by a discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant
emissions below these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard,
contribute substantially to an air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB.

Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the SFBAAB is currently designated as non-

- attainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the
atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases
(ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits
for stationary sources. The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created by the

* Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Californh Environmental .Qualz‘ty Act Air
Quality Guidelines, May 2011, p. 2-1.
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Table 5: Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds

Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds
Pollutant Average Daily Emissions év.erage Daily ' Angy::iiﬁzzzage
(Ibs./day) Emissions (Ibs./day) (tons/year)
ROG 54 54 10
NOx . 54 54 10
PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15
PM2.5 54 (exhaust) | 54 | 10

federal CAA to ensure that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is
consistent with attainment of federal health based ambient air quality standards. Similarly, to
ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality
standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air
pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors,
ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds
[1bs.] per day).” These levels represent emissions by which new sources are not anticipated to
contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air

poliutants.

Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development
projects result in ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural
coating and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the
construction and operational phases of land use projects, and those projects that result in
emissions below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an exisﬁng or
projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions.
Due to the temporary nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are
applicable to construction phase emissions.

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5). The BAAQMD has not established an offset limit for
PM2.5. However, the emissions limit in the federal NSR for stationary sources in non-attainment
areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions limit under
NSR is 15 tons per year (82 Ibs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 Ibs. per day), respectively.

% BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act
Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, p. 17.
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These emissions limits represent levels at which a source is not expected to have an impact on air
quality.”® Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above, land use development projects
typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, space
heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction activities.
Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of a
land use project. Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only the average
daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions.

Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases.
Studies have shown that the application of best management practices (BMPs) at construction
sites significantly controls fugitive dust.”? Individual measures have been shown to reduce
fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to .90 percent.”> The BAAQMD has identified a number of
BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.* The City’s Construction
Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of
measures to control fugitive dust to ensure that construction projects do not result in visible dust.
The BMPs employed in compliance with the City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance provide
an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust.

Local Health Risks and Hazards

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs).
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic
(i.e., of long-duration) and acute (i.¢., severe but of short-term) adverse effects to human health,
including carcinogenic effects. A TAC is defined in the California Health and Safety Code
§39655 as an air pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or serious
illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. Human health effects
of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and death. There are hundreds of
different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the
health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many
times greater than another. '

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by
the BAAQMD using a risk-based approach. This approach uses a health risk assessment to
determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk
assessment is an analysis in which human health exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and

U Ibid, p. 16.
2 Western Regional Air Partnership. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dust Hana’book September 7, 2006. This
document is available online at htp://www.wrapair. org{forums/dejf (fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev
_06.pdf;, accessed February 16, 2012.
53 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report California Environmental Quality Act
Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, p. 27.
% BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011.
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considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the substances, to provide
quantitative estimates of heaith risks.

Vehicle tailpipe emissions contain numerous TACs, including benzene, 1,3-butadiene,
formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, naphthalene, and diesel exhaust. Engine exhaust, from
diesel, gasoline, and other combustion engines, is a complex mixture of particles and gases, with
collective and individual toxicological characteristics. While each constituent pollutant in engine
exhaust may have a unique toxicological profile, health effects have been associated with
proximity, or exposure, to vehicle-related pollutants collectively as a mixture. Exposures to fine
particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly‘ associated with mortality, respiratory diseases and lung
development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalizétion for cardiopulmonary
disease. In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern. The ARB
identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in
humans. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the primary sources of diesel
emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled roadways. The estimated
cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other

TAC routinely measured in the region.

Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups
are mote sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools,
children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be
the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses
have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their
exposure time is greater than for other land uses. Exposure assessment guidance typically
assumes that residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days per year,
for 70 years. Therefore, assessments of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the
greatest adverse health outcomes of all population groups.

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San
Francisco has partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures
from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality,
termed “air pollution hot spots™ were identified based on two health-protective criteria:

(1) Excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources > 100 per
one million population; or
(2) Cumulative PM2.5 concentrations > 10 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m®).

Excess Cancer Risk. The above one-hundred per one million persons (100 excess cancer risk)
criteria is based on the United States EPA guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making
risk management decisjons at the facility and community-scale level. As described by the
BAAQMD, the EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable”
range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions
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Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking, the EPA states that it “...strives
to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by
(1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no
higher than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately
one in ten thousand [100 in one million] the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would
have if he or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100
per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most
pristine portions of the Bay Area based on BAAQMD regional modeling,

Fine Particulate Matter. In April 2011, the United States EPA published Policy Assessment for

'the Particulate Matter Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, “Particulate Matter
Policy Assessment.”* In this document, EPA staff concludes that the current federal annual
PM2.5 standard of 15 pg/m® should be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 pg/m’, with
evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to 11 pg/m’. Air pollution hot
spots for San Francisco are based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 pg/m’, as
supported by the EPA’s Particulate Matter Policy Assessment, although lowered to 10 pg/m’ to
account for error bounds in emissions modeling programs.

Land use projects within these air pollution hot spots require special consideration to determine
whether the project’s activities would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant
concentrations. '

Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plan

The BAAQMD has published the 2010 Clean Air Plan, representing the most current applicable
air quality plan for the SFBAAB. Consistency with the 2010 Clean Air Plan is the basis for
determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an
applicable air quality plan.

Construction Air Quality Impacts

Project-related air quality irnpadts fall into two categories: short-term impacts due to construction
and long-tenn impacts due to project operation. Construction activities (short-term) typically
result in emissions of fugitive dust, criteria air pollutants, and DPM. Emissions of criteria
pollutants and DPM 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 or other types of
architectural coatings or asphalt paving activities. The proposed project includes interior
renovations and improvements; activity would be limited to interior demolition/removal, interior

55 USEPA, 2011. Particulate Matter (PM) Standards - Documents from Current Review -Policy
Assessments, available at: http://www.epa.gov/tinnaaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_2007_pa html, accessed
September 12, 2012.
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construction of walls, flooring, and stage platform, acoustical work, plumbing
upgrades/replacements, electrical work, drywall framing, heating and ventilation
upgrades/replacement, electrical work, millwdrk, painting, new doors, ceiling replacement,
carpeting, interior painting, and making minor repairs in the areas affected by the renovations.
During the project’s approximately seven-month construction period, construction activities
would bave the potential to result in small amounts of fugijtive dust emissions, criteria air
pollutants and DPM, as dlscussed further below.

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project’s construction activities would not generate a

substantial amount of fugitive dust or criteria air pollutants, and would not violate an air
quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation,
or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Less than

Significant)

Fugitive Dust

Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose and throat.
Demolition, excavation, grading and other construction activities can cause wind-blown dust to
add to particulate matter in the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects
can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as
lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil.

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San
Francisco Building and Health Codes generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control
Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of
dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the
health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to
avoid orders to stop work by DBI.

The Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities
within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than

10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or
not the activity requires a permit from DBI. The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for
activities on sites less than one-half acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.

The proposed interior improvements and remodeling activities may generate fugitive dust during
the seven-month construction period, particularly from the removal of interior construction
debris. However, the proposed project would not involve construction activities that would
change the total square footage, building height, facades, or footprint of the existing

Masonic Center.

Interior renovations, such as the proposed project, may be exempt from the requirements of the
San Francisco Construction Dust Ordinance, provided that such activities do not produce visible
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dust. However, should fugitive dust be emitted during project renovation activities, pursuant to
the Construction Dust Ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor responsible for
construction activities would be required to use the following practices, as applicable, to control
construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are
acceptable to the Director. Dust suppression activities may include watering all active
construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering
frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water
must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works
Code. If not required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors shall
provide as much water as necessary to control dust (without creating run-off in any area of land
clearing, and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall
wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths and intersections where work is in progress at
the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven
days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materials, backfill material,
import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 millimeter (0.01 inch)
polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization
techniques.

These regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Building Code would ensure that
potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to a level of insignificance.

Therefbre, project-generated fugitive dust air quality impacts would be less than significant, and
this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR. '

Criteria Air Pollutants

Construction activities would produce criteria pollutants from fuel combustion in construction
equipment, construction worker vehicles, and trucks delivering materials to the site and removing
construction debris, and from emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs including ROG)
from painting and other types of architectural coatings. The construction activity would vary
month-to-month with a peak during the first month of about 77 heavy-duty diesel truck trips and
370 medium-duty delivery truck trips per month. Concrete trucks with concrete pumps may be
used outside the Center for about five individual days over the course of the renovations.

Construction-phase emissions of criteria air pollutants were modeled for the proposed project to
determine if the project emissions would be below the air quality thresholds of significance
defined in Table 6. The analysis was performed to quantify criteria air pollutants using emission -
factors from the Air Resources Board (ARB) OFFROAD inventory and EMFAC2011 data that
contains the ARB Mobile Vehicle Emission Inventory that is specific to the San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin. The emission estimates provide a worst-case conservative estimate of
construction equipment and traffic emissions. BAAQMD regulations apply to painting and other
types of architectural coatings and specify VOC content of architectural coatings, ensuring
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Table 6: Construction-Phase Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants

Construction Phase Emission Sources” ROG NOx PMI10 PM2.5
On Road, Construction Vehicles (Ib) 142 1,105 66 ' 44
(Olg Road, On-site Construction Equipment 5 68 3 3
Fugitive Dust (Ib) 0 0 - 98 24
Architectural Coating Neg. = - -

Total Emissions (Ib) 147 1,173 - 167 71

Average Daily Emissions (Ibs./day) 1.1 84 1.2 0.5
Significance Thresholds (Ibs./day) 54 54 82 54

(exhaust) (exhaust)

Significant? . No . No No No
Notes: : .

lb/day = pounds per day; Neg. = negligible
* Construction duration of approximately 140 workdays (seven months).

Source: Aspen Environmental Group, 2012

negligible emissions of organic compounds during the renovation. Table 6 shows the
construction emissions of the proposed project compared to the air quality thresholds of
significance.” As shown in Table 6, the proposed project would not exceed any air quality
significance thresholds for criteria pollutants during construction, and the proposed project’s
construction criteria air pollutant impact would be less than significant. This topic will not be
addressed in the EIR.

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate toxic air
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant)

Off-road eciuipment (which includes construction-related equipment) was once estimated to be
the second largest source of ambient DPM emissions in California. However, newer and more
refined emission inventories have substantially lowered the estimates of DPM emissions from
off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now considered the sixth largest source of
DPM emissions in California.’’ This reduction in emissions is due, in parf, to effects of the
economic recession and refined emissions estimation methodologies. For example, revised

%8 Emission calculations prepared for the proposed project provides detailed assumptions and
methodologies for the construction emissions inventory. The calculations were based on construction-
related truck and vehicle trip information, construction activities, and proposed construction equipment
information provided by Turner Construction Company. A copy of the supporting calculations prepared
by Aspen Environmental Group, and the background construction information are available for public
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File
No. 2011.0471E.

*7 California Air Resources Board (ARB), Stajff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed
Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the
Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.
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particulate matter (PM) emission estimates for the year 2010, of which DPM is a major
component of total PM, have decreased by 83 percent from previous estimates for the
SFBAAB.® Approximately half of the reduction can be attributed to the economic recession and
approximately half can be attributed to updated assumptions independent of the economic
recession (e.g., updated methodologies used to better assess construction emissions).”

Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment.
Specifically, both the EPA and California ARB have set emissions standards for new off-road
equipment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in
between 1996 and 2000 and Tier 4 Interim and Final emission standards for all new engines
would be phased in between 2008 and 2015. To meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine

~ manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with advanced emission-control
technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several yea;s,
the EPA estimates that By implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will
be reduced by more than 90 percent.®* Furthermore, California regulations limit maximum idling
times to five minutes, which further reduces public exposure to DPM emissions.”!

In addition, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks
because of their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines:

“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC
emissions in most cases would be temporary, especially considering the short
amount of time such equipment is typically within an influential distance that
would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations.
Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 70
percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (ARB 2005). In addition, current
models and methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated
with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate
well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities. This
results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk.”*

Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities normally conservatively overestimate
Jong-term health risks. However, within air pollution hot spots, as discussed above, additional

" construction activity may adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk for adverse
long-term health risks from existing sources of air pollution.

% ARB, “In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model,” Query accessed online, April 2, 2012,
hitp://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse or_category.

ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the
Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet
Requirements, p. 2, October 2010.

% USEPA, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004.

1 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485.

2 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, p. 8-6.
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The proposed project would require construction activities for the approximate seven-month
construction phase. The primary source of diesel emissions would be from on-highway trucks
that would deliver materials to the construction site. Small gasoline-powered or electric-powered
equipment would be used on site. The sponsor has not identified any on-site diesel-powered
equipment (stationary or portable) needed on the project site for construction, although during
about five individual days over the course of the renovations, a concrete pump truck may be used
outside the Center. Interior construction and renovation activities would be temporary, lasting
approximately seven months of total duration. '

The project site is not located within an identified air pollution hot spot. Although on-road
heavy-duty diesel vehicles and off-road equipment would be required for the seven-month
construction duration, emissions would be temporary and variable in nature and would not be
expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the proposed
project would be subject to, and comply with, California regulations limiting idling to no more
than five minutes, which would further reduce exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to
temporary and variable DPM emissions. Therefore, construction period TAC emissions would
result in a less-than-significant impact to sensitive receptors. This topic will not be addressed in
the EIR.

Operational Air Quality Impacts

Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and TACs primarily from
an increase in motor vehicle trips. However, land use projects may also result in criteria air
pollutants and TACs from combustion of natural gas, landscape maintenance, use of consumer

. products, and architectural coating. The proposed project would increase the number of large
event days for the Center, resulting in approximately 35 additional vehicle trips by patrons and

. additional mobile source emissions. v

Impact AQ-3: The proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants, but
not at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. (Less than Significant) -

An analysis of operétional criteria air pollutants resulting from the proposed project was
conducted to determine whether event operations would result in significant criteria air pollutant
emissions. Criteria air pollutants would be emitted from increases in the number of events and
patrons, thereby resulting in additional vehicle trips and associated emissions. One additional
full-time worker would also be required.

Although the proposed proj ect would increase the number of large event days in the renovated
Auditorium by 85 events annually and the maximum number of event attendees by 134 patrons (a
4.2 percent increase), these 134 additional persons would be likely to generate about 32 additional
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one-way vehicle trips on an event day. Up to 315 event days would occur each year. No single
day of operation of the Center with the proposed renovations would be likely to result in more
than 1,600 daily motor vehicle trips for up to 3,300 visitors. This level of traffic would not emit
substantial amounts of criteria air pollutants. The Event Operations Manual and April 2012 CU
authorization requires implementation of a traffic control plan and parking guidelines that
minimize vehicle queuing to enter the Masonic Center garage or seeking parking at nearby
garages, and reduce tour bus idling; these procedures would continue with the proposed project
and would reduce total emissions attributable to the proposed project.

Additional minor sources of emissions would occur from on-site fuel use (natural gas and diesel),
for space heating, hot water supply, and food preparation, and VOCs emitted as a result of facility
upkeep (e.g., cleaning, or repainting involving architectural coatings) and on-site permanent food
and beverage service. The existing stationary source (standby emergency diesel generator)
presently permitted to operate at the Center (BAAQMD Permit #18383) would not be modified or
change operations as a result of the proposed project. Table 7 shows the operational emissions of
the proposed project compared to the air quality thresholds of significance.

Table 7: ‘Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants 3,300-Attendance Event

Operational Sources” ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5
Vehicle Trips (Ib/day) 321 1.56 0.02 10.02
Significance Thresholds (Ib/day) 54 54 82 54
Vehicle Trips (tons/year) | 0.506 0.246 0.003 0.003
Significance Thresholds (tons/year) 10 10 ' 15 ) 10
Significant? No  No No No
Notes:

Ib/day = pounds per day; Neg. = negligible
2 Emissions account for 1,600 one-way motor vehicle trips, total of all vehicle types, for 3,300-attendance event.
Annual emissions based on 315 events per year.

Source: Aspen Environmental Group, 2012

Criteria air pollutant emissions would be well below the air pollutant significance thresholds.
Therefore, the proposed renovation project would not violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to existing violations. As shown in Table 7, the proposed project would
not exceed the air quality significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants, and impacts would be
less than significant. This topic will not be addressed in the EIR.

Impact AQ-4: The proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, including
diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial air

_ pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant)
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The proposed project would not involve development of a new facility; rather, it would involve
the renovation and upgréde of the existing facility. No building expansion would occur with the
proposed interior repovation of the existing building. However, the proposed project does entail
expansion of the number of events as well as an increase in event capacity. The proposed project
would result in emissions of TACs primarily as a result of an increase in vehicle trips. The
BAAQMD considers roads with less than 10,000 vehicles per day “minor, low-impact” sources
that do not pose a significant health impact even in combination with other nearby sources and
recommends that these sources be excluded from the environmental analysis.

No notable change in health risks would occur as a result of project-related operational activities,
including the proposed increase in the number of events and event attendees at the Auditorium.
As in the existing conditions, motor vehicles accessing the site would produce exhaust vapors that
contain TACs including DPM, benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene and xylene. The project site is
not located within an air pollution hot spot. Although the proposed project would increase the
number of large event days and the maximum number of event attendees, no single day of
operation of the Center with the proposed renovations would be likely to cause greater than 1,600
motor vehicle trips per day, and because this level of traffic would be well below 10,000 vehicles
per day project traffic would not substantially contribute to incremental health risks. Therefore
an assessment of project-generated TACs resulting from vehicle trips is not required and the
proposed project would not generate a substantial amount of TAC emissions that could affect.
nearby sensitive receptors. This impact would be less than 51gmﬁcant and will not be discussed
further in the EIR. .

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of
the 2010 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant)

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the SFBAAB is the 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP).
The CAP is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve
compliance with the state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will
reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining
con51stency with the CAP, this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the
primary goa.ls of the CAP, (2) include applicable control measures from the CAP, and (3) avoid
disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the CAP. -

To meet the primary goals, the CAP recommends specific control measures and actions. These
control measures are grouped into various categories and include stationary and area source
measures, mobile source measures, transportation control measures, land use measures, and
energy and climate measures. The CAP recognizes that to a great extent, community design
dictates individual travel mode and that a key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions of
criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay
Area growth into vibrant urban communities where goods and services are close at hand, and
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people have a range of viable transportation options. To this end, the CAP includes 55 control
measures aimed at reducing air pollution in the SFBAAB.

The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and
energy and climate control measures. The proposed project would be consistent with energy and
climate control measures as discussed in Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which
demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the applicable provisions of the City’s
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy.

Although the proposed project would increase the maximum number of event attendees by 134
persons (a 4.2 percent increase) and the number of large event days by 85 events, the proposed
project would be generally consistent with the San Francisco General Plan as discussed on

pp. 29-32. Transportation control measures that are identified in the CAP are implemented by the
San Francisco General Plan and the Planning Code, for example, through the City’s Transit First
Policy, bicycle parking requirements, and transit impact development fees applicable to the
proposed project. By complying with these applicable requirements, the project would include
relevant transportation control measures specified by the CAP.

Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of CAP control measures are
projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects that propose
excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would expand an existing
use within a dense, walkable urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service.
It would not preclude the extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit
improvement, and as such, the proposed project would avoid disrupting or hindering
implementation of control measures identified in the CAP. .

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of
the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and because the proposed project would be consistent with the
applicable air quality plan that shows how the region will improve ambient air quality and
achieve the state and federal ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than
significant and will not be discussed further in the EIR.

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

Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer
stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing
facilities, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee
roasting facilities. During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would
generate some odors. However, construction-related odors would be temporary and would not
persist upon project completion.
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No notable odor sources would occur as part of the proposed project. Currently, food and
beverage service is provided by caterers who prepare food off-site and use the ground-floor
kitchen for minor food assembly, warming, and serving. With the proposed project, the existing
catering kitchen would be upgraded to a permanent commercial kitchen, and a single
concessionaire would operate the kitchen to prepare food for concessions, private parties, and
banquets for event attendees. In general, the new permanent commercial kitchen would not result
in objectionable odors. Odors from on-site food preparation would be typical of those in the

- project area from existing nearby tourist hotels and restaurants. As part of the proposed
renovations, high-quality air scrubbers would be installed to ensure that exhaust from the kitchen
is cleaned before being released into the air. As under existing conditions, the upgraded kitchen
would be ventilated with code-compliant hoods and ventilation systems. Odors would dissipate
quickly off-site and would occur dnly when the upgraded kitchen is in use. Also, potential odors
from food service and preparation facilities would be controlled in accordance with BAAQMD
Regulation 7 for odorous emissions, and applicable requirements of the San Francisco
Department of Public Health for proper kitchen filtration and food storage and disposal. For
these reasons, the proposed renovation project would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people. Therefore, this impact on odors would be less than significant and
will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Cﬁinulative Air Quality Impacts

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project in combination with past present, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future development in the project area would result in less than
significant cumulative air quality impacts. (Less than Significant)

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact.
Emissions from past, present and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a
cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional non-
attainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute
to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.”® 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 proposed project’s construction (Impact AQ-1) and operational (Impact AQ-3)
emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed
project would not be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional

air quality impacts.

Although the project would expand an existing use, resulting in additional vehicle trips and
associated emissions, the project site is not located within an air pollution hot spot and the
project’s incremental increase in localized TAC emissions resulting from new vehicle trips would

® BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, p. 2-1.
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be minor and would not contribute substantially to cumulative TAC emissions that could affect
nearby sensitive land uses. Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts are considered less than
significant and will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS—
Would the project: -

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either a | X a a
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant .
impact on the environment?

b) Confiict with any applicable plan, policy, or 4 O X O O
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGs) because they
capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, much like a
greenhouse does. The accumulation of GHGs has been implicated as the driving force for global
climate change. The primary GHGs are carbon dioxide,' methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water
vapor.

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by emitting GHGs
during demolition, construction, and operational phases. While the presence of the primary
GHGs in the atmosphere is naturally occurring, carbon dioxide (COy), methane (CH,), and
nitrous oxide (N,0).are largely emitted from human activities, accelerating the rate at which these
compounds occur within earth’s atmosphere. Emissions of carbon dioxide are largely by-
products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane results from off-gassing associated with
agricultural practices and landfills. Black carbon has recently emerged as a major contributor to
global climate change, possibly second only to CO,. Black carbon is produced naturally and by
human activities as a result of the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels, biofuels and biomass.*
N,O is a byproduct of various industrial processes and has a number of uses, including use as an
anesthetic and as an aerosol propellant. Other GHGs include hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and are genefated in certain industrial processes.
Greenhouse gases are typically reported in “carbon dioxide-equivalent” measures (CO.E).%®

& Center for Climate and Energy Solutions. What is Black Carbon?, April 2010. Available online at:
http:/fwww.c2es.org/docUploads/what-is-black-carbon.pdf, accessed September 27, 2012.

8 Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently
measured in “carbon dioxide-equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat
absorption (or “global warming”) potential.
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There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have and will
continue to contribute to global warming. Many impacts resulting from climate change, ’
including increased fires, floods, severe storms and heat waves, are occurring already and will
only become more frequent and more costly.* Secondary effects of climate change are likely to
include a global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, the state’s electricity system, and native
freshwater fish ecosystems, an increase in the vulnerability of levees in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta, changes in disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity.*”

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) estimated that in 2009 California produced about 57
million gross metric tons of CO,E (MMTCO,E).* The ARB found that transportation is the
source of 38 percent of the State’s GHG emissions, followed by electl-icity generation (both in-
state generation and imported electricity) at 23 percent and industrial sources at 18 percent.
Commercial and residential fuel use (prirnarﬂy for beating) accounted for 9 percent of GHG
emissions.” In the Bay Area, the transportation (on-road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile
sources, and aircraft) and industrial/commercial sectors were the two largest sources of GHG
emissions, each accounting for approximately 36 percent of the Bay Area’s 95.8 MMTCO,E
emitted in 2007.”" Electricity generation accounts for approximately 16 percent of the Bay
Area’s GHG emissions followed by residential fuel usage at 7 percent, off-road equipment at

3 percent and agriculture at 1 percent.”

Regulatory Setting

In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, then-
Governor Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which sets forth a seties of target
dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs would be progressively reduced, as follows: by

& California Climate Change Portal. Available online at: Attp://www.climatechange.ca.gov/, accessed
September 25, 2012,

7 California Climate Change Portal. Available online at: itfp:/www.climatechange.ca.gov/, accessed
September 25, 2012. :

% California Energy Commission. California Climate Change Center. Our Changing Climate 2012.
Awvailable online at: http://www.energy.ca.gov/201 2publications/CEC-500-2012-007/CEC-500-2012-
007.pdf, accessed August 21, 2012,

% California Air Resources Board (ARB). California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2009— by
Category as Defined in the Scoping Plan. Available online at: Attp://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/
tables/ghg_inventory scopingplan_00-09_2011-10-26.pdf, accessed August 21, 2012.

™® ARB. California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2009— by Category as Defined in the Scoping
Plan. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory scopingplan
_00-09_2011-10-26.pdf, accessed August 21, 2012,

' Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse
Gas Emissions: Base Year 2007, February 2010. Available online at:
hitp.//www.baaqmd. gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/Emission%2 OInventory/regionali
nventory2007_2 10.ashx, accessed August 21, 2012.

2 BAAQMD. Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse.Gas Emissions: Base Year 2007, Updated:
February 2010. Available online at: http:/fwww.baagmd.govi~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20
Research/Emission%20Inventory/regionalinventory2007 2_10.ashx, accessed August 21, 2012.
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2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 458 MMTCO,E); by 2020, reduce
emissions to 1990 levels (estimated at 427 MMTCO,E); and by 2050 reduce statewide GHG
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 MMTCO,E).

In response, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill No. 32 in 2006 (California Health
and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32), also known as the Global
Warming Solutions Act. AB 32 requires ARB to design and implement emission limits,
regulations, and other measures, such that feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG emissions
are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing a 25 percent reduction from forecast emission
levels).”

Pursuant to AB 32, ARB adopted a Scoping Plan in December 2008, outlining measures to meet
the 2020 GHG reduction limits. The Scoping Plan is the State’s overarching plan for addressing
climate change. In order to meet these goals, California must reduce its GHG emissions by

30 percent below projected 2020 business as usual emissions levels, or about 15 percent from
2008 levels.” The Scoping Plan estimates a reduction of 174 million metric tons of CO,E
(MMTCO,E) (about 191 million U.S. tons) from the transportation, energy, agriculture, forestry,
and high global warming potential sectors, see Table 8, below. ARB has identified an
implementation timeline for the GHG reduction strategies in the Scoping Plan.”

The AB 32 Scoping Plan recommendations are intended to curb projected business-as-usual
growth in GHG emissions and reduce those emissions to 1990 levels. Therefore, meeting AB 32
GHG reduction goals would result in an overall annual net decrease in GHGs as compared to
current levels and accounts for proj ected increases in emissions resulting from anticipated
growth. '

The Scoping Plan also relies on the requirements of Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) to implement the
carbon emission reductions anticipated from land use decisions. SB 375 was enacted to align
local land use and transportation planning to further achieve the State’s GHG reduction goals. SB
375 requires regional transportation plans, developed by Metropolitan Planning Organizations, to
~ incorporate a “sustainable communities strategy” in their regional transportation plans that would
achieve GHG emission reduction targets set by ARB. SB 375 also includes provisions for
streamlined CEQA review for some infill projects such as transit-oriented development. SB 375

™ Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). Technical Advisory- CEQA and Climate Change:
Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, June 19,
2008. Available online at: Atip:/opr.ca.gov/docs/june08-ceqa.pdyf, accessed August 21, 2012.

™ ARB. California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ce/facts/
scoping plan_f5.pdf, accessed August 21, 2012.

S ARB. Assembly Bill 32: Global Warming Solutions Act. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/
ab32/ab32. htm/, accessed August 21, 2012. '
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Table 8: GHG Reductions from the AB 32 Scoping Plan Sectors’®”’

GHG Reduction Measures By Sector Gm;g‘gztgns
Transportation Sector . 623
Electricity and Natural Gas " 49.7
Industry ‘ 14
Landfill Methane Control Measure (Discrete Early Action) 1
Forestry 5
High Global Warming Potential GHGs 20.2
Additional Reductions Needed to Achieve the GHG Cap 344
Total 174
Other Recommended Measures )
Government Operations 12
Methane Capture at Large Dairies 1
Additional GHG Reduction Measures:
Water ' 438
Green Buildings 26
High Recycling/ Zero Waste
e Commercial Recycling
e  Composting 9
*  Anaerobic Digestion
¢  Extended Producer Responsibility
e Environmentally Preferable Purchasing )
. Total 41.8-42.8

would be implemented over the next several years and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s 2013 Regional Transportation Plan, Plan Bay Area, would be its first plan subject

to SB 375.

AB 32 further anticipates that local government actions will result in reduced GHG emissions.
ARB has identified a GHG reduction target of 15 percent from current levels for local
governments themselves and noted that successful implementation of the Scoping Plan relies on
local governments’ land use planning and urban growth decisions because local governments
have the primary authority to plan, zone, approve, and permit land development to accommodate
population growth and the changing needs of their jurisdictions.” The BAAQMD has conducted
an analysis of the effectiveness of the region in meeting AB 32 goals from the actions outlined in-
the Scoping Plan and determined that in order for the Bay Area to meet AB 32 GHG reduction
goals, the Bay Area would need to achieve an addltlonal 2.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions

from the land use driven sector.”

" ARB. Climate Change Scoping Plan. Available online at: http://'www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/

document/adopted scoping plan.pdf, accessed August 21, 2012.
77 ARB. California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. Available onlme at: http://www.arb.ca. gov/cc/

facts/scopzng - plan_f5.pdf, accessed August 21, 2012.
® ARB. Climate Change Scoping Plan. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/

document/adopted_scoping plan.pdf, accessed August 21, 2012.

 BAAQMD. California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update, Proposed Thresholds of
Significance, December 2009. Available online at: http://www.baagmd, gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20
and%20Research/CEQA/Proposed%20Thresholds%200f%20Significance%20Dec%207%2009.ashx,

accessed September 23, 2012.

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 70 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E October 10, 2012

844



At alocal level, the City has developed a number of pléns and programs to reduce the City’s
contribution to global climate change. San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals, as outlined in the
2008 Greenhouse Gas Reduction ordinance, are as follows: by 2008, determine the City’s GHG
emissions for the year 1990, the baseline level with reference to which target reductions are set;
by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 peréent below 1990 levels; by 2025, reduce GHG

- emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and finally by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80
percent below 1990 levels. San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy documents the
City’s actions to pursue cleaner energy, energy conservation, alternative transportation and solid
waste policies. As identified in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, the City has
implemented a number of mandatory requirements and incentives that have measurably reduced .
GHG emissions including, but not limited to, increasing the energy efficiency of new and existing
buildings, installation of solar panels on building roofs, implementation of a green building
strategy, adoption of a zero waste strategy, a construction and demolition debris recovery
ordinance, a solar energy generation subsidy, incorporation of alternative fuel vehicles in the
City’s transportation fleet (including buses), and a mandatory recycling and composting
ordinance. The strategy also identifies 42 specific regulations for new development that would
reduce a project’s GHG emissions.

The Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy concludes that San Francisco’s policies and programs
have resulted in a reduction in GHG emissions below 1990 levels, exceeding statewide AB 32
GHG reduction goals. As reported, San Francisco’s communitywide 1990 GHG emissions were
approximately 6.15 MMTCO,E. A recent third-party verification of the City’s 2010
communitywide and municipal emissions inventory has confirmed that San Francisco has
reduced its GHG emissions to 5.26 MMTCO,E, representing a 14.5 percent reduction in GHG
emissions below 1990 levels.*”*!

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) required the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the state
CEQA guidelines to address the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHGs. In
response, OPR amended the CEQA guidelines to provide guidance for analyzing GHG emissions.
Among other changes to the CEQA Guidelines, the amendments added a new section to the
CEQA Checklist (CEQA Guidelines Appendix G) to address questions regarding the project’s
potential to emit GHGs. ‘

% ICF International. “Technical Review of the 2010 Community-wide GHG Inventory for City and County
of San -Francisco.” Memorandum from ICF International to San Francisco Department of the
Environment, April 10, 2012. Available online at: http://www.sfenvironment.org/download/community-
greenhouse-gas-inventory-3rd-party-verification-memo, accessed September 27, 2012.

ICF International. “Technical Review of San Francisco’s 2010 Municipal GHG Inventory.”
Memorandum from ICF International to San Francisco Department of the Environment , May 8, 2012.
Available online at: http://www.sfenvironment.org/download/third-party-verification-of-san-franciscos-
2010-municipal-ghg-inventory, accessed September 27, 2012.
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The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the primary agency responsible
for air quality regulation in the nine county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The
BAAQMD recommends that local agencies adopt a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy
consistent with AB 32 goals and that subsequent projects be reviewed to determine the
significance of their GHG emissions based on the degree to which that project complies with a
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy.*” As described below, this recommendation is consistent
with the approach to analyzing GHG emissions outlined in the CEQA Guidelines.

Approach to Analysis

In compliance with SB 97, OPR amended the CEQA Guidelines to address the feasible mitigation
of GHG emissions or the effects of GHGs. Among other changes to the CEQA. Guidelines, the
amendments added a new section to the CEQA Checklist (CEQA Guidelines Appendix G) to

" address questiohs regarding the project’s potential to emit GHGs. The potential for a project to
result in significant GHG emissions which contribute to the cumulative effects global climate
change is based on the CEQA Guidelines and CEQA Checklist, as amended by SB 97, and is
determined by an assessment of the project’s compliance with local and state plans, policies and
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the cumulative effects of climate change. GHG
emissions are analyzed in the context of their contribution to the cumulative effects of climate
change because a single land use project could not generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably
change the global average temperature. CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5 address
the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG
emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of greenhouse gases and describes the required
contents of such a plan. As discussed above, San Francisco has prepared its own Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Strategy, demonstrating that San Francisco’s policies and programs have collectively
reduced communitywide GHG emissions to below 1990 levels, meeting GHG reduction goals
outlined in AB 32. The City is also well on its way to meeting the long-term GHG reduction goal
of reducing emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Chapter 1 of the City’s Strategies
to Address Greenhouse Gas Emission (the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy) describes how
the strategy meets the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. The BAAQMD has
reviewed San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, concluding that “Aggressive
GHG reduction targets and comprehensive strategies like San Francisco’s help the Bay Area

2 BAAQMD. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2012. Available online
at: http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/BAAQMD%20
CEQA%20Guidelines Final May%202012.ashx?la=en, accessed September 25, 2012.
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move toward reaching the State’s AB 32 goals, and also serve as a model from which other
9583

communities can learn.
With respect to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b), the factors to be considered in making a.
significance determination include: 1) the extent to which GHG emissions would increase or
decrease as a result of the proposed project; 2) whether or not a proposed project exceeds a
threshold that the lead agency determines applies to the project; and finally 3) demonstrating
compliance with plans and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing or mitigating GHG
emissions. .

The GHG analysis provided below includes a qualitative assessment of GHG emissions that
would result from a proposed project, including emissions from an increase in vehicle trips,
natural gas combustion, and/or electricity use among other things. Consistent with the CEQA
Guidelines and BAAQMD recommendations for analyzing GHG emissions, the significance
standard applied to GHG emissions generated during project construction and operational phases
is based on whether the project complies with a plan for the reduction of GHG emissions. The
City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy is the City’s overarching plan documenting the
policies, programs and regulations that the City implements towards reducing municipal and
communitywide GHG emissions. In particular, San Francisco impléments 42 specific regulations
that reduce GHG emissions which are applied to projects within the City. Projects that comply
with the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would not result in a substantial increase in GHGs,
since the City has shown that overall communitywide GHGs have decreased and that the City has
inet AB 32 GHG reduction targets.* Individual project compliance with the City’s Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Strategy is demonstrated by completion of the Compliance Checklist for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis.

In summary, the two applicable greenhouse gas reduction plans, the AB 32 Scoping Plan and the
City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, are intended to reduce GHG emissions below current
levels. Given that the City’s local greenhouse gas reduction targets are more aggressive than the
state’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and consistent with the long-term 2050 reduction targets, the
City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy is consistent with the goals of AB 32. Therefore,
proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would
be consistent with the goals of AB 32, would not conflict with either plan, and would therefore
not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. Furthermore, a locally
compliént project would not result in a substantial increase in GHGs.

% BAAQMD. Letter from J. Roggenkamp, BAAQMD, to B. Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department,
October 28, 2010. Available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/fip/files/MEA/GHG-
. Reduction_Letter.pdf, accessed September 24, 2012,
¥ BAAQMD. Letter from J. Roggenkamp, BAAQMD, to B. Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department,
October 28, 2010. Available online at: http://www.sf-planning. org/fip/files/MEA/GHG-
Reduction_Letter pdf, accessed September 24, 2012.
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Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not in
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 greenhouse gas emissions.
(Less than Significant)

The most common GHGs resulting from human activity are CO,, CH,, and N,0.* Individual
projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly emitting
GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include GHG

“emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions
include emissions from electricity providers, energy required to pump, treat, and convey water,
and emissions associated with landfill operations.

The proposed project would increase the activity onsite by increasing the number of large events
(over 250 attendees) from an existing annual maximum of 230 events to an estimated 315 annual’
events, and by increasing the number of event attendees within the Auditorium from 3,166 up to a
maximum of 3,300 attendees. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-
term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and assembly
operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use and wastewater treatment, and solid
waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG

emissions.

As discussed above and consistent with the state CEQA Guidelines and BAAQMD
recommendations for analyzing GHG emissions under CEQA, projects that are consistent with
San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions would result in a less-than-
significant GHG impact. Based on an assessment of the proposed project’s compliance with San
Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project would be
required to comply with the following ordinances that reduce greenhouse gas emissions, see
Table 9.

Depending on a proposed project’s size, use, and location, a variety of controls are in place to
ensure that a proposed project would not impair the State’s ability to meet statewide GHG
reduction targets outlined in AB 32, or impact the City’s ability to meet San Francisco’s local
GHG reduction targets. Given that: (1) San Francisco has implemented regulations to reduce
GHG emissions specific to new construction and renovations of private developments and

- municipal projects; (2) San Francisco’s sustainable policies have resulted in the measured
reduction of annual GHG emissions; (3) San Francisco has met and exceeds AB 32 GHG
reduction goals for the year 2020 and is on track towards meeting long-term GHG reduction
goals; (4) current and probable future state and local GHG reduction measures will continue to

¥ OPR. Technical Advisory- CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change throﬁgh California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, June 19, 2008. Available at the Office of Planning and
Research’s website at: http://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqapdfs/june08-cega.pdf, accessed March 3, 2010.
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Table 9: Regulations Applicable to the Proposed Project

Regulation Requirements Col;;;]l::;ce Discussion

Transportation Sector
Commuter All employers of 20 or more X Project The project sponsor (California
Benefits employees must provide at least Complies Masonic Memorial Temple), the
Ordinance (San one of the following benefit [ Not Masons of California and its
Francisco programs: Applicable affiliates, and Live Nation would
Environment . . comply with the Commuter
Code, Section 1. A Pre-Tax Election consistent [ 1 Project Does | Benefits Ordinance to the extent
421) with 26 U.S.C. § 132(f), allowing | " Njot Comply applicable and required.

employees to elect to exclude from

taxable wages and compensation,

employee commuting costs

incurred for transit passes or

vanpool charges, or

(2) Employer Paid Benefit

whereby the employer supplies a

transit pass for the public transit

system requested by each Covered

Employee or reimbursement for

equivalent vanpool charges at least

equal in value to the purchase price

of the appropriate benefit, or

(3) Employer Provided Transit

furnished by the employer at no

cost to the employee in a vanpool

or bus, or similar multi-passenger

vehicle operated by or for the

employer.
Emergency Ride All persons employed in San X Proj ect The project sponsor, California
Home Program Francisco are eligible for the Complies Masonic Memorial Temple

emergency ride home program. [ Not (CMMT), is enrolled in the

Applicable Emergency Ride Home program.
] Project Does
Not Comply

Bicycle parking in | (A) Every garage will supply a X Project As required by Planning Code
parking garages minimum of six bicycle parking Complies Section 155.2, the proposed project
(San Francisco spaces. [ Not would provide no less than 27
Planning Code, ] : . bicycle parking spaces in the 565-
Section 155.2) (B) Garages "Nlth between 120 and Applicable space Masonic Center garage.

500 automobile spaces shall [ Project Does

provide one bicycle space for Not Comply

every 20 automobile spaces.

(C) Garages with more than 500
automobile spaces shall provide 25
spaces plus one additional space
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Regulation

Requirements

Project

Discussion

Compliance

for every 40 automobile spaces :

over 500 spaces, up to a maximum

of 50 bicycle parking spaces.
Energy Efficiency Sector
Commercial Requires all existing commercial DX Project The proposed project would
Water properties undergoing tenant Complies comply with the Commercial
Conservation improvements to achieve the ] Not Water Conservation Ordinance as
Qrdinance (San following minimum standards: Applicable applicable and required.
Francisco
Building Code, 1. All showerheads have a [1 Project Does
Chapter 13A) maximum flow of 2.5 gallons per Not Comply

minute (gpm)

2. All showers have no more than

one showerhead per valve

3. All faucets and faucet aerators

have a maximum flow rate of 2.2

gpm

4. All Water Closets (toilets) have

a maximum rated water

consumption of 1.6 gallons per

flush (gpf)

5. All urinals have a maximum

flow rate of 1.0 gpf

6. All water leaks have been

repaired.
Waste Reduction Sector
Mandatory All persons in San Francisco are X Project The proposed project would comply
Recycling and required to separate their refuse Complies with San Francisco Green Building
Composting into recyclables, compostables and [] Not Requirements for solid waste by
Ordinance (San trash, and place each type of refuse Applicable providing space for recycling,
Francisco in a separate container designated composting and trash storage
Environment for disposal of that type of refuse. [ Project Does | convenient to existing loading
Code, Chapter 19) ) ] Not Comply | facilities as applicable and required.
and San Francisco | Fursuant to Section 1304C.0.4 of
Green Building the Green Building Ordinance, all
Requirements for | PV construction, renovation and
solid waste (San alterations subject to the ordinance
Francisco are required to provide recycling,
Building Code, composting and trash storage,
Chapter 13C) collection, and loading that is

convenient for all users of the

building.
San Francisco Projects proposing demolition are X Project The project sponsor would comply
Green Building required to divert at least 75% of Complies with the San Francisco Green
Requirements for | the project’s construction and [] Not Building Requirements for
construction and demolition debris to recycling. Applicable construction and demolition debris

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study

Case No. 2011.0471

76
E

850

Masonic Center Renovation Project

October 10, 2012




Project

Regulation Requirements Compliance Discussion
demolition debris . recycling during proposed
recycling (San [ Project Does renovations as aprl))licl:)able and
Francisco Not Comply required.

Building Code,
Chapter 13C)
Environment/Conservation Sector
Construction Site | Construction Site Runoff Pollution | [X] Project The proposed project would comply
Runoff Pollution | Prevention requirements depend Complies with local requirements for
Prevention for upon project size, occupancy, and [ Not construction site runoff pollution
New Construction the location in areas served by Applicable prevention as applicable and
combined or separate sewer required.
(San Francisco, systems. [ Project Does L
Building Code, _ _ Not Comply The proposefi project woul.d not
Chapter 13C) Projects meeting a LEED® ) 1nvolve.grad1ng, earthmoving or
standard must prepare an erosion excavation, and would not be
and sediment control plan required to prepare a stormwater
(LEED® prerequisite SSP1). soil loss prevention plan.
Other local requirements may
apply regardless of whether or not
LEED® is applied such as a
stormwater soil loss prevention
plan or a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
See the SFPUC Web site for more
information:
www.sfwater.org/CleanWater
Wood Burning Bans the installation of wood ] Project The proposed project would not
Fireplace burning fire places except for the Complies install any wood-burning fireplaces.
Ordinance (San following: [ Not
Fr a.nc‘isco ¢ Pellet-fueled wood heater Applicable
Building Code, e EPA approved wood heater
Chapter 31, [ Project Does
Section 3102.8) e Wood heater approved by the Not Comply
Northern Sonoma Air Pollution
Control District
Regulation of Requires (among other things): X Project The Masonic Center's existing
Diesel Backup e All diesel generators to be Complies diesel back-up generators is
Generators (San registered with the Department [ Not registered under Article 30 of the
Francisco Health of Public Health AO licable San Francisco Health Code. No
Code, Article 30) | o All new diesel generators must PP new generator is proposed.
' be equipped with the best [ Project Does
available air emissions control Not Comply

technology.

reduce a project’s contribution to climate change; and (5) San Francisco’s Strategies to Address
Greenhouse Gas Emissions meet the CEQA and BAAQMD requirements for a Greenhouse Gas
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Reduction Strategy, projects that are consistent with San Francisco’s regulations would not
contribute significantly to global climate change. The proposed project would be required to
comply with the requirements listed above, and was determined to be consistent with San
Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions.*® As such, the proposed project
would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. . Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

9. WIND AND SHADOW—Would the project:

a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects [
public areas? :

b) Create new shadow in a manner that
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities
or other public areas?

Impact WS-1: The proposed project would not alter winds in 2a manner that would
substantially affect public areas. (Ne Impact) (Criterion 9a)

The proposed renovation project does not involve changes to the exterior physical structure of the
existing Masonic Center, including the total square footage, building height, facades, or footprint.
Therefore, the project would not alter winds in a manner that would result in impacts to public
areas. This topic will not be addressed in the EIR.

Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially affects
outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (No Impact) (Criterion 9b)

Planning Code Section 295 was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed by voters in
November 1984) in-order to protect public open spaces from shadowing by new structures during
the period between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, year-round. Planning Code
Section 295 restricts new shadow on public spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and
Park Commission by any structure exceeding 40 feet in height unless the Planning Commission
finds the impact to be insignificant. There is one public park facility in the vicinity of the
Masonic Center, Huntington Park, located diagonally opposite the project site, to the northeast, at
California and Taylor Streets.

The steps along the California Street and Taylor Street frontages of Grace Cathedral across
California Street from the project site are often used as informal open space by residents and

8 Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Table 1. Private Development Projects,
Masonic Center Renovation Project, December 12, 2011, revised June 1, 2012. A copy of the checklist
is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0471E
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tourists, as well as by people attending services or events at Grace Cathedral. Since the Grace
Cathedral steps are located on private property, this area is not subject to Planning Code
Section 295.

Proposed renovations do not involve changes to the exterior physical structure of the existing
Masonic Center, including building height, square footage, facades, or footprint. Because the
proposed project would not create new shadow, it would, therefore, not create shadow that would
substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. The proposed project
would have no impacts on shadows. Thus, this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

10. RECREATION—Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and O a X O 0
regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the
facilities would occur or be accelerated?

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

¢) Physically degrade existing recreational O O X O O
resources? :

Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration would occur, or existing recreational facilities would be physically degraded.
(Less than Significant) (Criteria 10a and 10c)

Collis P. Huntington Park (Huntington Park) is the only public park within walking distance of
the Masonic Center. It occupies the entire block bounded by Sacramento Street to the north,
Cushman Street to the east, California Street to the south, and Taylor Street to the west, and is
diagonally across the intersection of California and Taylor Streets from the Masonic Center. The
park is owned and maintained by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD)
and includes a children’s playground, two fountains (the “Fountain of the Tortoises” [recently
restored] and the Flood Fountain), benches, pathways, grass lawns and landscaping on 1.07 acres.
The park is open daily from 6:00 AM to 10:00 PM; dogs are allowed only on leash. The park is
predominantly used by nearby neighborhood residents, neighborhood dog walkers, children,
tourists, and workers. Event attendees at the Masonic Center also use Huntington Park.

Hooker Alley Community Garden encompasses about 2,400 sq. ft. on Mason Street between Pine
and Bush Streets, approximately 0.3 mile southeast of the Masonic Center. This garden is owned
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by the San Francisco Department of Public Works and operated by SFRPD. The garden has 12
plots that are reserved for gardening by residents in the Nob Hill area. The garden does not
contain open space that is usable for public recreation.

The south- and east-facing steps on California and Taylor Street, respectively, lead to the main
entrance of Grace Cathedral, located opposite the Masonic Center on California Street. The steps
and a small plaza located just north of the east-facing steps on Taylor Street are used informally
by the public for sitting, gathering, and picture-taking when the cathedral is not in use.*’ Besides
the Grace Cathedral steps and plaza, there are no publicly accessible, privately owned parks or
open spaces in the vicinity of the project site.

With the proposed renovations, the maximum number of event attendees in the Auditorium per
event could increase by up to 134 persons, a 4.2 percent increase. It is not anticipated that there
would be substantial increased use of Huntington Park due to the small increase in the number of
attendees per event and because the park closes at 10:00 PM, prior to the end time of most
evening events. The maximum number of events would increase by 85 events per year, about a
37 percent increase. As such, Huntington Park would be used more frequently by event attendees
at the Masonic Center. It is not anticipated that the increased frequency in events would result in
Huntington Park being used by event attendees in a manner that would substantially deteriorate
this neighborhood park. As noted in the discussion above, the most frequent and predominant
users of Huntington Park are nearby residents, tourists, workers. The proposed occasional
daytime use of existing outdoor open space areas at the Masonic Center for refreshment and
break areas would provide additional daytime outdoor opportunities for people attending events at
the Center and could decrease the potential number of event attendees who choose to visit
Huntington Park during daytime events at the Center.

In accordance with the April 2012 CU authorization, the Masonic Center is required to provide
security (patrols and monitoring) in Huntington Park and near Grace Cathedral before, during and
after large events, as part the procedures outlined in the Event Operations Manual.®* This
procedure would continue with the proposed project, and would minimize the likelihood of
physical damage to recreational facilities at Huntington Park by event attendees.

For these reasons, the added number of event attendees and the increased frequency of events per-
year with the proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in recreational use that
would cause or accelerate the physical deterioration of Huntington Park, or degrade recreational '
resources. Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts on recreational facilities would be less than
significant, and this topic:will not be discussed further in the EIR.

¥ Turnstone Consulting, field visit observations, conducted on September 13, 2011 (3:00 PM) and
October 21, 2011 (1:00 PM).
% April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 27.
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Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment. (No Impact) (Criterion 10b)

Proposed renovations would not include new recreational facilities, nor would they physically
alter existing open space areas at the Masonic Center.” The proposed project would not increase

residential population. Once complete, the proposed renovations would increase on-site

permanent employment by one worker. As such, proposed renovations would not create
permanent demand for new recreational facilities. Since the project would not result in a
substantial increase in demand for recreational facilities, there would be no need for construction
or éxpansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment. Therefore, the proposed project would not have an adverse physical impact on
recreational facilities. This topic will not be discussed in the EIR.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant impact on parks and recreational resources. (Less than Significant)

Cumulative development in the project vicinity includes the re-use by the Academy of Art
University of existing buildings with 550 to 600 rooms for student housing in the area bound by
Geary Boulevard and Pine, Jones, and Powell Streets, described in the Academy of Art
University IMP. The increase in student population could increase use of recreational facilities,
such as Huntington Park. As described above, the proposed project would not increase the use of
Huntington Park in a manner that would result in substantial physical deterioration of the park or
degrade this recreational resource. Thus, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant impacts on recreational facilities or resources. This topic
will not be addressed in the EIR.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
11. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—
Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of O O X O . |
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board? .

¥ The propose& use of existing open space areas for refreshment and break areas would not require new
construction, expansion or alteration of these spaces.
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
b) Require or result in the construction of new water | O X [} a
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of .
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm ] | X ] a
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supply available to serve 1 0 X a |
the project from existing entitlements and
Tesources, or require new or expanded water
supply resources or entitlements?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater J (| X [ |
treatment provider that would serve the project
that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient pemmitted a O K (I} O
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid '
waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and ] O X O O

regulations related to solid waste?

The Masonic Center is an existing use located within an urban area served by public utilities and
service systems, including water, wastewater, stormwater collection and treatment, and solid
waste collection and disposal. The proposed project would increase the maximum number of
attendees in the Auditorium by up to 134 persons, a 4.2 percent increase, and would increase the
maximum number of large events in the Auditorium by 85 events per year, an approximately

37 percent increase.

Impact UT-1: The proposed project would not exceed the wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board. (Less than
Significant) (Criterion 11a)

The Masonic Center is served by San Francisco’s combined sewer system, which collects sanitary
sewage and stormwater in the same sewers and treats the combined wastewater in the same
treatment plants. Wastewater from the project site is treated at the Southeast Water Pollution
Control Plant (Southeast Plant) according to standards contained in the City’s National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination Permit for the Southeast Plant, and then discharged into the Bay. During
wet weather, the capacity at the Southeast Plant is supplemented by the North Point Wet-Weather
Facility and a series of storage/tré.nsport boxes located around the perimeter of the City.”® The
project site is covered with impervious surfaces. Proposed renovations would not alter the
exterior structure of the Masonic Center or building footprint. Stormwater runoff comprises the

% The storage/transport boxes provide treatment consisting of settling and screening of floatable materials
inside the boxes, which is equivalent to primary treatment at the wastewater treatment plants.
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majority of the total flow treated by the City’s combined sewer system. Because the project site
would continue to be fully covered with impervious surfaces after completion of the proposed
renovations, the proposed project would have no effect on the total stormwater volume
discharged through the combined sewer system.

While an increase of 134 attendees and an increase of 85 large events per year in the Auditorium
would incrementally increase the volume of wastewater flows generated by the Masonic Center,
this incremental increase would not be substantial compared to the sewage generated by the City
as a whole, and would not affect the City’s ability to treat the additional volume of wastewater
generated by the proposed renovation project.

For the reasons discussed above, the proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment
requirements, and therefore would have less-than-significant impacts on wastewater treatment.
This topic will not be discussed in the EIR.

Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new
or the expansion of existing water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage facilities;
or result in a determination that the wastewater treatment provider has inadequate
capacity to serve the project. (Less than Significant) (Criteria 11b, 11¢, and 11e)

An increase of up to 134 attendees at events and an increase of 85 large events per year in the
Auditorium would incrementally increase the volume of water use and wastewater generation at
the Masonic Center. This increase would not require new construction or expansion of water or
wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. This incremental increase
also would not result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC) that it has insufficient capacity to continue providing wastewater treatment because the
proposed renovations would continue to be fully covered with impervious surfaces, and would
not add to stormwater flows, the primary source of total flows treated in the City’s combined
sewer system. For this reason, the proposed project also would not require new construction or
expansion of stormwater facilities.

Therefore, the proposed renovation would result in a less-than-significant impact on water,
wastewater treatment, and stormwater drainage facilities. This topic will not be discussed further
in the EIR. '

 Impact UT-3: The proposed project would have sufﬁ_cient water supply available from
existing entitlements and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements. (Less than Significant) (Criterion 11d)

The SF PUC'provides an average of approximately 265 million gallons per day of water to
- approximately 2.4 million people in San Francisco, Santa Clara, Alameda, San Mateo, and
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Tuolumne Counties.” Approximately 96 percent of the water provided to San Francisco is
supplied by the SFPUC Regional Water System, which is made up of water from the Hetch
Hetchy Reservoir and Bay Area reservoirs in the Alameda Creek and Peninsula watersheds.*
The Masonic Center is currently served by this adequate water delivery infrastructure.

Although the proposed renovation project would incrementally increase the demand for water in
San Francisco, the increase in water demand would not be in excess of the projected demand for
the project area and City as a whole.” In addition, proposed renovations would be designed to
incorporate water-conserving measures in the renovated and proposed new restrooms and in the
new commercial kitchen, as required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the

Building Code.

The proposed renovation project would not require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements, because the project site is within a developed urban area that is already served by
the SFPUC. It would not generate additional demand for water that exceeds water supply
projections. Impacts of the proposed renovation project on water supply would be less than
significant, and this topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.

Impact UT-4: The proposed project would comply with solid waste regulations, and would
be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs. (Less than Significant) (Criteria 11f and 11g)

Under the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill [AB] 939),

San Francisco was required to adopt an integrated waste management plan, implement a program
to reduce the amount of waste disposed, and have its waste diversion performance periodically
reviewed by the California Integrated Waste Management Board. San Francisco has an overall
goal to divert 75 percent of its waste by 2010 and to divert all waste by 2020.**

' SFPUC, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, adopted
June 2011, p. 5. :

2 Ibid, p- 9. Groundwater and recycled water make up the remainder of the SFPUC supplies to the City.

% The 2005 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, p. 47, projects that,
during normal precipitation years, the SFPUC will have adequate supplies to meet projected demand
though 2025. During multiple dry years, however, additional water sources will be required. To address
this issue, the SFPUC initiated the multi-year program Water System Improvement Program to rebuild
and upgrade the water system. (San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission Water System Improvement Program Final EIR, available at http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx ?page=1829, accessed January 3, 2012.)

' In 2007, with the passage of the Solid Waste Disposal Measurement Act in Senate Bill 1016 (SB 1016),
the state replaced the diversion rate measurement system with a more simplified system that sets a 50
percent Equivalent Per Capita Disposal Target (resident or employee) for the state and each jurisdiction.
In 2008, the target disposal rate for San Francisco residents and employees was 6.6 pounds/resident/day
and 10.6 pounds/employee/day. Both of these targeted disposal rates were met in 2008 (the most recent
year reported). CalRecycle, “Jurisdiction Diversion/Disposal Rate Summary”. Website:
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Tools/MARS/DrmcMain.asp?VW=Disposal, accessed

January 3, 2012.
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San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (San Francisco Environment
Code, Art. 19) reqﬁires that all “property where refuse is generated...including schools,
institutions, and City properties” separate recyclables, compostables, and landfilled trash and
participate in recycling and composting programs. The Masonic Center currently practices
recycling and composting in compliance with this City ordinance, and would continue to do so
with the proposed project. In addition, San Francisco Green Building Requirements for _
construction and demolition debris recycling (SF Building Code, Chapter 13C) requires that a
minimum of 75 percent of all construction and demolition debris be recycled and diverted from
fandfills.

The proposed renovations would be required to comply with all applicable state and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste. Thus, project impacts would be less than significant, and
this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Recology provides daily solid waste collection, recycling, disposal, and compost pick-up service
to the Masonic Center through its subsidiary, Golden Gate Disposal and Recycling.

Waste that is not compbsted or recycled is taken to the Altamont Landfill, a regional landfill that
handles residential, commercial, and construction waste. The Altamont Landfill has a remaining
permitted capacity of about 45.7 million cubic yards™ and is expected to operate for another

20 years, until 2032.%

The City’s contract with the Altamont Landfill expires in 2014. After that date, the City could,
under a contract with San Francisco Recycling & Disposal, a subsidiary of Recology, begin to
ship solid waste from San Francisco by truck and rail to Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill in
Yuba County. The Ostrom Road Landfill is open to commercial waste haulers and can accept up
to 3,000 tons of municipal solid waste per day. It has an expected closure date of 2066 and a total
design capacity of over 41 million cubic yards.”’

Although the proposed project would increase the maximum number of event attendees by 134
persons (a 4.2 percent increase) and the number of large event days in the Auditorium by 85
events and would incrementally increase total waste generation in the City, mandatory recycling,
composting and waste reduction efforts, described above, are expected to increasingly divert-
waste from the Altamont Landfill. The Altamont Landfill is projected to have sufficient capacity
to operate until at least 2032 and potentially much longer, depending on waste flows and the
incorporation of citywide waste reduction measures. Thus, construction and operation of the
renovation project would not result in the Altamont Landfill exceeding its permitted capacities,

% Ibid. : '

% California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), “Facility/Site Summary
Details: Altamont Landfill & Resource Recv'ry (01-AA-0009)”. Website:
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/01-AA-0009/Detail/, accessed January 3, 2012.

7 Recology Website at http://www recologyostromroad.com/, accessed January 3, 2012.
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and impacts of the proposed project on solid waste facilities would be less than significant. The
proposed project also would not affect the projected life of the Ostrom Road Landfill should the
City contract with this facility in the future for solid waste disposal. Both landfills are required to
meet federal, state, and local solid waste regulations pertaining to solid waste. This topic will not
be discussed further in the EIR.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant impact on utilities and service systems. (Less than Significant)

7 Reasonably foreseeable cumulative development in the project area and elsewhere in the City
would incrementally increase demand on citywide utilities and service systems. Given that the
City’s existing service management plans address anticipated growth in the region and that this
cumulative growth is accounted for in these plans, the proposed project would not be expected to
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative significant impacts on utility
service provision or facilities. Therefore, this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Less Than
Potentially Srgnlﬁ cant Less Than )
Significant : ‘fwth. Significant
08 Mitigation 99 Not
Topics: Impact™" Incorporation Impact No Impact Applicable
12. PUBLIC SERVICES— Would the project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts X O O X O

associated with the provision of, or the need for,
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any public
services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or other services?

Impact PS-1: The proposed project could result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of police and fire protection services in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives. (Potentially
Significant) (Criterion 12a) :

- .
The proposed project could have potentially significant impacts on the provision of police services, and
fire protection and emergency services.

99
The proposed project would have no impacts on the provision of school and library services.
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Police Protection Services

The San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) provides police protection services in the City and
County of San Francisco. The Masonic Center is located within the Central Police District,
which consists of the Financial District, Chinatown, North Beach, and Fisherman’s Wharf, and is
served by the Central Police Station located at 766 Vallejo Street, about 0.52 mile north of the
project site. The Central Police Station is staffed 24 hours per day.

Implementation of the proposed renovation project would increase the maximum number of
persons attending event in the Auditorium by up to 134 persons (a 4.2 percent increase), and
increase the frequency of events at the Auditorium by 85 events per year (a 37 percent increase).

Live Nation and the Masonic Center currently work closely with the SFPD to assist the Center’s
event staff, when necessary. In accordance with the April 2012 CU authorization, Live Nation
also employs a minimum of two off-duty SFPD officers to staff all events with more than 1,250
attendees. Live Nation also carries out security and safety procedures to ensure neighborhood
safety, including Huntington Park and the area near Grace Cathedral, before, during, and after
performances. The SFPD is permitted to cancel shows based on a prior history of violence or
other security breaches associated with a particular performer. These conditions would continue
with implementation of the proposed renovation project.100

The proposed project could result in an increased demand for police services due to the increased
number of events, and the increased number of attendees at the Masonic Center Auditorium. This
topic will be discussed in the EIR.

Fire Protection and Emergency Services

The San Francisco Fire Department provides fire suppression services and emergency medical
services to the City and County of San Francisco. The Masonic Center is located in the
Division 2 service area, which encompasses an area extending from the Downtown and Financial
Districts to the northwestern boundaries of the City. The Masonic Center is in the First Alarm
ea'"" for Station 41, located at 1325 Leavenworth Street, approximately 0.29 mile west of the
Masonic Center. This station is responsible for arriving first in the event of an emergency. As
with current building conditions and operating procedures, the proposed renovation project would
be required to comply with the life-safety construction standards of the Uniform Building Code
and the requlrements of the San Francisco Fire Code (Section 12 :202(e)(1)) to establish
procedures in case of a fire or other emergencies.

00
April 2012 CU authorization, Condition Nos. 27, 31, and 32.

' The First Alarm area is the geographic area in which a station is responsible for arriving first in the case
of an emergency.
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The increase in the maximum number of event attendees by 134 persons and the number of large
events by 85 events per year could contribute to more frequent local traffic congestion or
otherwise interfere with emergency access by the Fire Department. The proposed project would
also contribute to existing local congestion that occurs when there are simultaneous events or
functions at nearby venues such as Grace Cathedral and the five hotels located one to four blocks
east and northeast of the Masonic Center. '

The project sponsor has implemented traffic management strategies as required by the April 2012
CU authorization to reduce vehicular queuing at the Masonic Center garage entrance, and to
minimize the need for vehicles to circulate to search for available parking at nearby garages. The
Event Operations Manual for the Center also specifies procedures for evacuation during an
emergency.'® These measures would reduce the potential for emergency access by the Fire
Department to be impeded. For all events over 1,250 attendees, Live Nation provides an on-site
Emergency Medical Technician (EMT), and would continue to do so after implementation of the

proposed project.

Potential impacts on fire protection and emergency services access could be potentially
significant and this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.

Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of school and library services in order to maintain
~ acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives. (No Impact) (Criterion 12a)

Schools

The proposed project does not involve residential development and therefore would not result in a
residential population with school-aged children. The project would employ one new worker,
which would have a negligible effect on school facilities and services. Thus, the proposed project
would have no impact on San Francisco Unified School District facilities and services, and this

topic will not be discussed in the EIR.

Libraries

The proposed project does not involve residential development, and would increase permanent
employment on site by one worker. As such, the proposed project would have no impact on
demand for library services, and this topic will not be discussed in the EIR.

Refer also to Topic 10, Recreation, pp. 79-81, for a detailed discussion of the proposed project’s
impacts on recreational and park services.

102 April 2012 CU authorization, Condition Nos. 2, 4, 7 and 27.
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Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or-
reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant impacts on police services, and fire protection and emergency
. services. (Potentially Significant)

When considered with reasonably foreseeable cumulative development in the vicinity of the
project site, the proposed project would incrementally increase demand for police protection and
fire protection and emergency services. Therefore, the proposed project could have a
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts on police protection and
fire protection and emergency services. This topic will be addressed in the EIR.

As discussed in Impaict PS-2, above, the proposed project would result in no impacts on the
provision of school and library services, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute
to cumulative impacts on these services.

Refer to Topic 10, Recreation, on p. 81 for a discussion of cumulative impacts on park services.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant * No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporation Impact Impact Applicable

13. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 1 O : a X a
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of
" Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wiidlife
Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian O (| O X [}
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the Califomia Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally a a O X d
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vemal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any O (| O X |
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?

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 89 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E October 10, 2012

863



Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporation Impact Impact Applicable
€) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances O O O X O
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat O O O X 1

Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations; on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations; or on federally protected wetlands through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means; nor would it conflict with any provisions in an
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. (No Impact) (Criteria 13a-13¢
and 13f)

The existing Masonic Center is located in San Francisco’s Nob Hill neighborhood within a
developed urban area. The site does not provide or support habitat for any rare or endangered
wildlife or plant species. No rare or endangered animal species are known to exist on the project
site. The project site contains ornamental shrubbery adjacent to the east and west side of the main
entrance of the Center on California Street, and four ornamental tree boxes within the northeast
smoking terrace, and ornamental shrubbery within the upper eastern terrace facing Taylor Street.
There are no sensitive or special-status plant species on the project site. The proposed project
would not directly or indirectly affect any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, special-
status animal or plant species, or any riparian habitat identified in local, regional, state, or federal
plans, policies, or regulations. None of the proposed project renovation construction-related
activities would have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. Moreover, there is no adopted habitat
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan that affects
the project site. Therefore, the proposed renovation project would have no impact on biological
resources, and this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not substantially interfere 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. (No
Impact) (Criterion 13d) :

The existing Masonic Center is in a fully developed urban area, does not provide habitat for any
rare or endangered species, and is not located on or in the vicinity of a native wildlife nursery site.
The project site is not located within or near any natural watercourses or established wildlife
corridors. The proposed renovation project would not alter the exterior physical structure of the
existing Masonic Center, including the building height, and would not create any hazards for
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birds. Hence, the proposed project would not interfere with the movement of any native resident
or migratory wildlife or fish species, and would have no impact. Therefore, these topics will not
be discussed in the EIR.

Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (No Impacy)
(Criterion 13e)

The Planning Department, Department of Building Inspection, and Department of Public Works
have established guidelines to ensure that legislation adopted by the Board of Supervisors
governing the protection of trees, including street trees, is implemented. Department of Public
Works Code Section 8.02-8.11 requires disclosure and protection of Landmark, Significant, and
street trees, collectively known as “protected trees” located on private and public property. There
are four ornamental trees in planter boxes and shrubbery on the Masonic Center property. There
are no Landmark or Significant trees on the project site. No trees would be removed with the
proposed renovation project. The proposed project would not conflict with the local tree
preservation ordinance or with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
and would have no impact on biological resources. Therefore, this issue will not be discussed
further in the EIR.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation - Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—
Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as a O X | O
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map.issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault?
(Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?. O (M X O O
iiiy Seismic-related ground failure, including O O X O a
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? O O K O O
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of |l (| [} X a
topsoil?
¢) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is | O X | a
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with " Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated ' Impact Impact Applicable
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Od a X [} 0
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code,
creating substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting O [1 O a X
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater :
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?
f)  Change substantially the topography or any O O (| X O

unique geologic or physical features of the site?

Septic tanks would not be used, as the site is entirely served by the municipal sewer system.
Therefore, Topic 14e is not applicable to the proposed project, and this topic is not discussed
further. The Masonic Center is connected to and is entirely served by the City’s municipal sewer
system that includes wastewater conveyance, treatment, and disposal. Therefore, Topic 14e is not
applicable to the proposed project and is not discussed below.

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a
known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, ground failure, and landslides.
(Less than Significant) (Criteria 14a(i) — 14a(iv))

There are no Fault Hazard Zones located within the City and County of San Francisco and no
known active fault exists on the project site. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act’s
main purpose is to prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface
trace of active faults. The project site is not located within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone Map; therefore, its requirements do not apply to the project. Accordingly, the potential to
expose people or structures to impacts related to surface fault rupture is very low, and would be

less than significant.

Like the rest of the San Francisco Bay Area, the project site is subject to ground shaking in the
event of dn earthquake on regional fault lines. The nearest active or potentially active fault to the
proposed project is the San Andreas Fault, approximately 7 miles to the west. Near

San Francisco, the San Andreas Fault is located immediately offshore near Daly City and
continues due west of the Golden Gate Bridge. No trace of the San Andreas Fault is located
within San Francisco urban areas. Other active or potentially active faults are the Hayward Fault,
approximately 10 miles to the east; the San Gregorio Fault, 11 miles to the west; the Rodgers
Creek Fault, 20 miles to the north; and the Calaveras Fault, approximately 22 miles to the east.

The Association of Bay Area Governments has prepared maps that show areas of the City subject
to ground shaking during an earthquake. The project site is located in an area subject to “strong”
to “very strong” ground shaking from earthquakes along the Peninsula segment of the San
Andreas Fault, and “moderate” to “strong” ground shaking from the northern segment of the

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 92 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E October 10, 2012

866



103

Hayward Fault.™ Although the potential for “strong” to “very strong” seismic ground shaking is

present, the intensity of earthquake ground motion in the vicinity of the Masonic Center would

depend on the characteristics of the generating fault, the distance to the earthquake’s epicenter,

~ the magnitude and duration of the earthquake, and site geologic conditions. The Masonic Center

~ meets current building standards of the Department of Building Inspection. The proposed project
would not include any exterior subsurface construction; therefore, the building structure and
existing seismic conditions would remain the same at the project site. Thus, the proposed project
would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to seismic ground
shaking,

The Masonic Center is not within an area susceptible to liquefaction or within a hazard zone for
seismically induced landslides, according to the official State of California Seismic Hazards Zone
Map for San Francisco.'® The nearest potential liquefaction zone mapped by the California
Geological Society extends along Washington and Clay Streets, northeast of the Masonic Center.
Accordingly, potential risks from liquefaction and seismically induced landslides would be low.

The proposed renovation project would not increase seismically induced geologic hazards beyond
those that already exist at the Masonic Center. Because the existing Masonic Center site meets
current City building standards, and is not located within an Alquist Priolo Zone or within areas

" susceptible to liquefaction or seismically induced landslides, potential exposure of people and
structures to seismically-induced geologic hazards such as rupture of a known earthquake fault,
strong seismic ground shaking, ground failures resulting from liquefaction, and landslides would
be less than significant. Therefore, these topics will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not cause soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, and
would not substantially alter site topography or unique geologic or physical features of the
project site. (INo Impact) (Criteria 14b and 14f))

The Masonic Center was completed in 1958 and the site is fully developed, including a sub-
grade, a ground-floor level, and a below-grade, five-level parking structure. The proposed project
would not involve excavation or new construction, and therefore would not cause soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil, or substantially alter site topography. No unique geologic features exist at the
site. For these reasons, the proposed project would have no impact on these topics, and they will
not be discussed further in the EIR.

1% Association of Bay Area Governments, Hazard Maps, Shaking Maps, 2003, accessed through
www.abag.ca.gov (go to Environment/Earthquake Maps/Shaking Maps/Interactive Shaking Maps),
July 13, 2010. ‘

1% California Geological Survey (formerly the Division of Mines and Geology), 2000, State of California, -
Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San Francisco, Official Map.
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Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not result in the potential for on- or off-site
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse due to its location on a
geologic unit or soil that is unstable or be located on expansive soil that would create
substantial risks to life or property. (Less than Significant) (Criteria 14c and 14d)

The proposed project would not alter the physical structure and foundation of the Masonic
Center, including the existing subsurface garage, and no subsurface construction would be
required.” As discussed above in Impact GE-1, hazards related to liquefaction and lateral
spreading are not present. The project site and vicinity would not become unstable as a result of
the renovation project and would not result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. No subsurface soils would be disturbed during proposed
renovations; as such, the proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property
due to expansive soils. For these reasons, the proposed project would have no impact on the
topography, geology, groundwater, or dewatering, and these topics will not be discussed further
in the EIR.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or
reasonably foreseeable projects in the site vicinity would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant impact on geology, soils and seismicity. (Less than
Significant)

Geology impacts are generally localized and site specific and do not have cumulative effects with
other projects. Reasonably foreseeable projects, primarily renovations of existing buildings
suitable for student residential and institutional uses, would be subject to applicable seismic
standards and safety measures to reduce geologic hazards. Therefore, the proposed project would
-not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impécts on geology,

soils and seismicity.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not

Topics: Impact Incorporation Impact Impact Applicable

15. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste -
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or ] O O X O
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?
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Topics:

<)

d)

e)

g)

h)

Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattem

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 of

siltation on- or off-site?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoffin a
manner that would result in flooding on- or off-

site?

Create or contribute runoff water which would

exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide

substantial additional sources of pelluted runoff?
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
" authoritative flood hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area

structures that would impede or redirect flood

flows?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk

of loss, injury or death involving flooding,

including flooding as a result of the failure of a

levee or dam?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving inundation by
_ seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant _ Mitigation Significant No Not
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact Applicable

([l O - O X I:l
| O O X |
O O O X O
O O X o |
| O O X O
O | O X O
O O O X O
O O O X O

waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. (Less than
Significant) (Criteria 15a and 15f)

Domestic wastewater from the Masonic Center site flows to the City’s combined sewer system,
where it is treated to standards contained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (Southeast Plant) prior
to discharge. During dry weather (typically May 1 to October 15), all sanitary sewage generated

at the- Masonic Center is treated at the Southeast Plant, which currently operates at about
‘80 percent of its design capacity. During wet weather (typically October 16 to April 30), the

combined sewer system collects large volumes of stormwater runoff, and other facilities in the
City provide additional treatment as needed before discharging treated effluent to the Bay. When
combined flows exceed the total capacity of all of the facilities, excess flows receive primary
treatment and are discharged through combined sewer overflow (CSO) structures located along
the Bayside waterfront. These intermittent CSO discharges occur in compliance with the current
NPDES permit.
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Implementation of the proposed renovation project would increase the number of events held in
the renovated Auditorium by about 85 events per year. The number of attendees would increase
by up to a maximum of 134 attendees. With the proposed project, discharge of typical
wastewater at the Masonic Center to the existing wastewater treatment system would not violate
any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements and would be within the capacity of
the Southeast Plant. Additional dry weather flow associated with the proposed project could be
accommodated within the system’s existing capacity. During wet weather, any net increase in
combined sewage could cumulatively contribute to an increase in the average volume of CSO
discharges to the Bay. Such an increase could be a concern because the Regional Water Quality
Control Board has designated this portion of the Bay as an impaired water body under Section
303(d) of the Clean Water Act, which indicates water quality standards are not expected to be met
after implementation of technology-based effluent limitations, and because CSO discharges
contain pollutants for which the Bay is impaired. However, the City is undertaking a number of
measures to reduce the quantity and frequency of overflows and to improve the water quality of
overflows. In light of these efforts, the proposed project would not violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. The
impacts of the proposed project on water quality and wastewater discharge would be less than
significant, and this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Impact HY-2: The proposed 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 Jowering of the local groundwater table. (No Impact) (Criterion 15b)

The Masonic Center site is developed and completely covered with impervious surfaces. The

- proposed interior renovations would not change the amount of impervious surface on the project
site, and therefore would not affect groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge.
Because the proposed renovation project does not involve excavation or new building
construction, no dewatering would occur at the project site. Thus the project would not deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge, and this topic will not be discussed
further in the EIR.

 Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation,
or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would cause
flooding. (No Impacy) (Criteria 15¢ and 15d)

The Masonic Center site is developed and completely covered with impervious surfaces. The
proposed project would not include earthwork; such as clearing, grading, stockpiling or
excavation, that could lead to erosion from exposed soil. There are no surface water channels on
the project site, so siltation would not occur on or off site. The project would not alter drainage
patterns, and impacts related to erosion and siltation would not occur with the proposed
renovation project. Since proposed renovations would not change the existing site coverage,
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remove any existing impervious surfaces, or alter the building footprint or exterior of the Masonic
Center, the proposed project would not increase the rate or amount of surface runoff from the
project site that could result in flooding on or off site.

The proposed project would have no impact on existing drainage patterns, erosion or siltation, or
on the rate or amount of runoff that could cause flooding. These topics will riot be addressed in
the EIR.

Impact HY-4: The proposed project would not create or contribute excess runoff water
that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide additional sources of polluted runoff. (No Impact) (Criterion 15¢)

As discussed under Impact HY-3, the proposed project would not increase the amount of surface - .
runoff from the site, and therefore would not contribute excess runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of the stormwater system. After renovations are complete, the Masonic Center would
continue to operate in a manner similar to the existing Center, except that the number of attendees
and frequency of events would increase. The increase of 85 events per year in the Auditorium
would increase the number of total vehicles entering and exiting the Masonic Center garage, and
could contribute incrementally to additional sources of polluted runoff (e.g., increased oil or fluid
leaks from vehicles); however, the volume would not be substantial in the context of the total
volume of polluted runoff in the City as a whole. '

For these reasons, the proposed renovation project would not affect surface runoff or drainage
patterns on the Masonic Center site or in the project area, and these topics will not be discussed
further in the EIR.

Impact HY-5: The proposed project would not place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area or place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede or
redirect flood flows. (No Impact) (Criteria 15g and 15h)

Flood risk assessment and some flood protection projects are conducted by federal agencies
including the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps). The flood management agencies and cities implement the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) under the jurisdiction of FEMA and its Flood Insurance
Administration. Currently, the City of San Francisco does not participate in the NFIP, and no
flood maps are published for the City. However, FEMA is preparing Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs) for the City and County of San Francisco for the first time. FIRMs idéntify areas that
are subject to inundation during a flood having a 1.0 percent chance of occurrence in a given year
(also known as a “base flood” or “100-year flood”). FEMA refers to the floodplain that is at risk
from a flood of this magnitude as a special flood hazard area. Because FEMA has not previously
published a FIRM for the City and County of San Francisco, there are no identified special flood
hazard areas within San Francisco’s geographic boundaries.
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On June 10, 2008, legislation was introduced at the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to enact a
floodplain management ordinance to govern new construction and substantial improvements'”® in
flood-prone areas of San Francisco, and to authorize the City’s participation in NFIP upon
passage of the ordinance. The Mayor and Board of Supervisors approved a Floodplain
Management Ordinance and prepared accompanying flood zone maps in July 2008 that regulate

" new construction and substantial improvements to structures in flood-prone areas; that ordinance
was amended in March 2010. 106

The project site is not located within a flood zone designated on the City’s interim floodplain

map.'” In addition, there are no natural waterways within or near the Masonic Center site that

could cause stream-related flooding. Therefore, impacts related to the placement of housing or

other structures in a 100-year flood hazard area would not be applicable to the proposed

renovation project, and this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Impact HY-6: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death from flooding as a result of a levee/dam failure, or as a result of
inundation by tsunami, seiche, or mudflow. (No Impact) (Criteria 15i and 15j)

The Masonic Center site is not located within an area that would be flooded as the result of failure
of alevee or dam.'”® Therefore, no impact would occur, and this topic will not be discussed
further in the EIR.

The project site is not located within an area that is subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow.'® Therefore, no impact would occur, and this topic will not be discussed further in the

EIR.

105 New construction means structures for which the start of construction commenced on or after the
effective date of the floodplain management regulations were adopted, and includes any substantial
improvements to such structures. The proposed renovation project would not involve new construction
as defined by the Floodplain Management Ordinance, as amended.

19 Ordinance 56-10 (2010), available at
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances10/00056-10.pdf, accessed March 24, 2011.

197 City and County of San Francisco, General Services Agency — Risk Management, Interim Floodplain
Maps available at http:/sfgsa.org/index.aspx?page=828. Accessed December 28, 2010.

198 Association of Bay Area Governments, Dam Failure Inundation Hazard Map for San Francisco,
accessed at http://www.abag.ca. gov/cgi-bin/pickdamx.pl, October 4, 2010.

199 Association of Bay Area Governments, Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, accessed at
http://www.abag.ca. gov/bayarea/eqmaps/tsunaml/tsunaml html, October 4, 2010 also San Francisco
Planning Department, 20-Foot Tsunami Run-Up Map, http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/images/I8.community_safety/Map6.gif, accessed October 4, 2010.
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Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable projects in the site vicinity would not result in 2 cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant impacts on water quality and hydrology. (Less than
Significant)

As discussed above in Impacts HY-2 though HY-6, the proposed project would have no impacts
related to groundwater, alteration of existing drainage patterns, stormwater drainage, increased
polluted runoff, or flooding. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative
impacts for these topics.

Reasonably foreseeable cumulative development within an approximately quarter-mile radius of
the project site would involve the reuse of existing residential buildings by the Academy of Arts
University, and would also be subject to water Ciuality standards or waste discharge requirements
and would not substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts on hydrology
and water quality. This impact would be less than significant, and will not be discussed in the
EIR. :

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: ’ Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
16. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS— »
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the O O X O O

environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

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

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous Il ] X O a
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of ] IH| O O X
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Govemment Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

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

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 99 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E October 10, 2012

873



Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
" Significant Mitigation Significant .No Not

Topics: . Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private | d d [ X

airstrip, would the project result in a safety :

hazard for people residing or working in the

project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere - O 0 X a O

with an adopted emergency response plan or

emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures fo a significant risk | O X | ]

of loss, injury or death involving fires?

The proposed project would not be located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a
public or public use airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, Topics 16e and 16f
above would not be applicable to the proposed project and no further discussion is required.

Impact HZ-1: The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through either: a) the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials, or b) through reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment. (Less than Significant) (Criteria 16a

and 16b) ‘

' The Masonic Center has been in continuous use as an assembly and live-entertainment venue
since 1958. The transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials has not been associated with

these uses or the operation of the Center.

Renovations would be limited to the interior of the Center. There would be no soil disturbance as
part of the renovations. Major renovation activities include renovating the Auditorium by
removing the fixed seating and existing stage on the main floor of the Auditorium, constructing
new tiered floors for flexible audience and seating arrangements and a new reconfigured stage,
and installing two new portable food and beverage areas; renovating the California Room for use
as a “VIP” lounge, including two new restrooms and a new portable food and beverage area;
upgrading the Exhibition Hall with a new ceiling; and upgrading the existing catering kitchen to a
full commercial kitchen. Other renovations throughout the ground floor and Auditorium would
involve installing new carpeting, painting, upgrading existing restroom fixtures, and removing
and installing dry wall, as well as making minor repairs in the areas affected by the renovations.

Due to the age of the Masonic Center, lead-based paint, asbestos-containing building materials,
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) related to fluorescent lighting and other building materials
could be present in the building and could be encountered during interior demolition and dry wall

removal.
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Lead-Based Paint

Work that could result in the disturbance of lead paint must comply with Section 3407 of the San
Francisco Building Code, Work Practices for Exterior Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings
and Steel Structures. Where there is any work that may disturb or remove lead paint on the
exterior of any building built prior to December 3 1,‘ 1978, Chapter 34, Section 3407 requires
specific notification and work standards, and identifies prohibited work methods and penalties.
(The reader may be familiar with notices commonly placed on residential and other buildings in
San Francisco that are undergoing re-painting. Generally affixed to a drape that covers all or
portions of a building, these notices are a required part of the Section 3407 notification
procedure.)

Section 3407 appliés to the exterior of all buildings or steel structures on which original
construction was completed prior to 1979 (which are assumed to have lead-based paint on their
surfaces, unless demonstrated otherwise through laboratory analysis), and to the interior of
residential buildings, hotels, and childcare centers. There are no specific requirements in
Section 3407 for removal of interior lead-based paint for other types of building uses. The
project contractor indicates that it would use best management practices in removing lead-based
paint, if encountered. Removal and disposal of building materials that contain lead-based paint
would be conducted under regulations for transport and disposal of hazardous waste. Therefore,
project-related impacts related to lead-based paint would be less than significant.

Asbestos

Asbestos-containing materials may be found in debris generated from interior demolition during
renovation. The removal of asbestos-containing materials could generate debris that would have
to be handled according to existing regulations. Section 19827.5 of the California Health and
Safety Code, adopted January 1, 1991, requires that local agencies not issue demolition or
alteration permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance with notification requirements
under applicable federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. The
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is vested by the California legislature
with authority to regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both inspection and law
enforcement, and is to be notified ten days in advance of any proposed demolition or abatement
work. :

Notification inchides the names and addresses of operations and persons responsible; description
and location of the structure to be demolished/altered including size, age and prior use, and the
approximate amount of friable asbestos; scheduled starting and completion dates of demolition or
abatement; nature of planned work and methods to be employed; procedures to be employed to
meet BAAQMD requirements; and the name and location of the waste disposal site to be used.
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The BAAQMD randomly inspects asbestos removal operations. In addition, the BAAQMD will
inspect any removal operation about which a complaint has been received.

The local office of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration must be notified of
asbestos abatement to be carried out. Asbestos abatement contractors must follow state
regulations contained in 8CCR1529 and 8 CCR341.6 through 341.14 where there is asbestos-
related work involving 100 square feet or more of asbestos containing material. Asbestos
removal contractors must be certified as such by the Contractors Licensing Board of the State of
California. The owner of the property where abatement is to occur must have a Hazardous Waste
Generator Number assigned by and registered with the Office of the California Department of
Health Services in Sacramento. The contractor and hauler of the material are required to file a
Hazardous Waste Manifest which details the hauling of the material from the site and the disposal
of it. Pursuant to California law, the Department of Building Inspection would not issue the
required permit until the applicant has complied with the notice requirements described above.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls and Other Building Materials

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) may be present in fluorescent lighting fixtures and old
electrical equipment. Removal and disposal of equipment that could contain PCBs would be
conducted under regulations for transport and disposal of hazardous waste. Thus, any project-
related impacts due to the presence of PCBs on the Masonic Center as part of the proposed
renovation project would be less than significant.

The project contractor would be required to comply with applicable regulations and procedures
for handling, removal, transport and disposal of hazardous materials that are established as a part
of the permit review process. For the reasons discussed above, project impacts related lead-based
paint, PCBs, asbestos or other potential hazardous materials would be less than significant, and
this topic will not be addressed in the EIR.

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of a school. (Less than
Significant) (Criterion 16¢c)

One elementary school (K-8), the Cathedral School for Boys at 1275 Sacramento Street and its
pre-school/daycare facility, is located one block north of the Masonic Center. The Academy of
Arts University leases one building at 1055 Pine Street located within one and one-half blocks
(.06 mile) of the Center site that is used for a student gym, clubhouse, lounge, and an office. The
Academy students are high-school graduates, typically 18 year of age or older and are not school-
aged children who are more vulnerable to hazardous emissions. No new schools are planned for

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 102 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E October 10, 2012

876



the area;'' however, the Academy of Arts University is considering expansion of student housing
in six existing buildings within a quarter mile of the Masonic Center (Study Area 6) as part of its
IMP. No new school classroom facilities are proposed in Study Area 6.

No hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous materials currently occurs at the Masonic
Center, and would not occur with implementation of the proposed renovation project.

As discussed above in Impact HZ-1, the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials and
hazardous waste during interior construction activities would be regulated and conducted under
the requirements of the Department of Building Inspection, which would ensure that hazardous
materials related to project renovations would not be released to the environment. Thus, the
project’s impacts related to potential exposure of school-aged children at nearby schools to
hazardous substances during renovation activities would be less than significant, and no further
analysis of this topic is required in the EIR.

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not be located on a site that is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites which could result in a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. (Not Applicable) (Criterion 16d)

The proposed project is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (the Hazardous Waste and Substances
Sites List (or Cortese List)).""! Therefore, the proposed renovation project would have no impact,
and no further analysis of this topic is reqmred

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not impair or interfere with implementation of
an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan or expose people to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving fires. (Less than Significant) (Criteria 16g and 16h)

The proposed project would not change the existing traffic circulation network in the vicinity of
the Masonic Center. The proposed project would increase the maximum number of attendees at
events in the Auditorium by up to 134 additional attendees per event (a 4.2 percent increase) and
the number of events per year in the Auditorium by 85 (about a 37 percent increase). During
events, the increased attendance and frequency of events at the Center could contribute to local
traffic congestion, if an emergency evacuation were required in the Nob Hill area. As under
existing conditions, the proposed project would contribute to existing local congestion that occurs
when there are simultaneous events or functions at nearby venues such as Grace Cathedral and

10 The ‘Academy of Arts University is considering expansion of student housing in six existing buildings

within a quarter mile of the Masonic Center (Study Area 6) as part of its IMP; no new classroom school
facilities are proposed in Study Area 6.

m Department of Toxic Substances Control and California Environmental Protection Agency, Website
accessed on November 11, 2011:
hitp://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca. gov/public/map. asp’?global id= 60000877&21—16 and
http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?CMD=runreport&myaddress=845+Jackson+Street%2C+san
+Hrancisco%2C+ca.
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the five hotels located one to four blocks east and northeast of the Masonic Center. Increased
local traffic congestion and possible interference with adequate emergency access will be
addressed in the Transportation and Circulation section of the EIR.

The City and County of San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the San
Francisco Building and Fire Codes, and does not have an adopted emergency response plan. As
required by the San Francisco Building Code and Fire Code for assembly uses, the Masonic
Center has established procedures for emergency evacuation in case of a fire or other
emergencies. Also, as required by the April 2012 CU authorization, Live Nation has prepared an
event Operations Manual for the project sponsor that includes procedures to administer first aid,
and conduct emergency evacuations during events.'"” For all events with over 1,250 attendees,
Live Nation maintains a first-aid office, staffed on-site by an emergency medical technician
(EMT) under contract to Live Nation. These procedures would continue with the proposed

project.

Because the project sponsor would be required to comply with the City’s Building and Fire Code
requirements for emergency evacuation, and as under existing conditions would continue to
implement first-aid and emergency evacuation procedures required by the April 2012 CU

" authorization, the proposed renovation 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 or evacuation plan. Therefore, this
topic will not be discussed in the EIR.

Cumulative Impacts

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

- materials. (Less than Significant)

As discussed in Impacts HZ-1, HZ-2, and HZ-3, abdve, the proposed project would result in less-
than-significant impacts related to the use, transport, or handling of hazardous materials during
renovation activities, and would not have hazard-related impacts during project operation.
Hazardous material impacts typically occur in a local or site-specific context versus a cumulative
context combined with other development projects. Reasonably foreseeable cumulative
development within a quarter mile of the Masonic Center involves reuse of existing buildings by
the Academy of Art University for student housing. The reuse of existing buildings would have
the potential to disturb existing contamination during renovation and a low potential for use of
hazardous materials in their operations. Like the proposed project, cumulative development
would be subject to the same regulatory oversight as the proposed project. This includes

112 April 2012 CU Authorization, Condition No. 27.
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regulatory requirements for transporting hazardous materials and disposing of hazardous waste.
Compliance with these regulations would minimize the cumulative projects’ potential to expose
persons and the environment to hazardous materials. Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials. The impact of the project on hazardous materials, in
combination with other foreseeable projects, would be less than significant, and will not be
addressed in the EIR. '

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
C . Significant - Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

17. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES—
Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known O O Od X 0
mineral resource that would be of vaiue to the
region and the residents of the state?

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

¢) Encourage activities which result in the use of O O X | O
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use
these in a wasteful manner?

Impact ME-1: The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource or a locally important mineral resource recovery site. (No Impact)
(Criteria 17a and 17b)

All land in the City and County of San Francisco, including the project site, is an urbanized area
and is designed Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the California Division of Mines and
Geology (CDMG) under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (CDMG, Open File
Report 96-03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and IT). This designation signifies that there is
inadequate information available for assignment to any other MRZ, and the project site is not a
designated area of significant mineral deposits. Since the project site does not contain any known
mineral resources, and the proposed renovation would not include any excavation, the proposed
project would not adversely affect mineral resources, either directly or indirectly. Moreover, the
project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state. The implementation of the proposed project -
would not result in the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. Therefore, these topics will not be
addressed further in the EIR.

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study , 105 Masonic Center Renovation Project '
Case No. 2011.0471E October 10, 2012

879



Impact ME-2: The proposed project would not encourage activities which result in the use
of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. (Less than
Significant) (Criterion 17¢)

Construction would require electricity to operate construction equipment such as hand tools and
lighting. Construction vehicles and equipment would primarily use diesel fuel, and construction
workers (approximately 30 per day) would use gasoline and diesel to travel to the site. Since
proposed renovations do not involve major demolition or major new building construction,
construction activities would be relatively minor and would not be expected to use large amounts
of energy or fuel, or to use energy in a wasteful manner. These topics will not be discussed
further in the EIR. "

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the Building Code, requires that remodel projects
of existing buildings meet certain energy and water conservation standards, including
implementation of practices such as installation of energy-efficient lighting (including light

. emitting diode), and low-flow toilets.

Proposed renovations include installation of state-of-the-art, energy-efficient, in-house lighting
and sound systems. Fixtures, equipment, and appliances in the existing catering kitchen would be
replaced in the new commercial kitchen with new energy-efficient models as necessary. In
addition, proposed renovations would be designed to incorporate water-conserving measures in
the renovated and proposed new restrooms, and in the new commercial kitchen, as required by
the California Building Code.

In accordance with the April 2012 CU authorization, the project sponsor provides electric
power'" on the south side of California Street for event buses and performers’ buses to eliminate
engine idling and the use of generators. The conditions also require that, if feasible, the project
sponsor install electric power at other City—desigﬂated bus parking zones within one-half block of
-the Masonic Center.'™* The use of these electrical outlets results in a small increase in electrical
- energy consumption, but also decreases the consumption of diesel fuel by event and performer

bus operators due to engine idling and generators.

With proposed renovations, the number of events held at the Center on average would increase
from 230 events to approximately 315 events, an increase of approximately 85 events per year.
The increase in events would incrementally consume additional energy, fuel and water; however,
the project would not use large amounts of these resources, or use them in a wasteful manner.

'3 The Masonic Center provides electric power that allows buses to run necessary systems such as heating,
air conditioning or appliances without idling the engine. Benefits include fuel savings, and elimination -
of air quality emissions and noise levels that would otherwise occur during bus idling. This is referred to
as “shore” power in Condition 14 or the April 2012 CU authorization.

14 April 2012 CU authorization, Condition No. 15.
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Therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on energy resources,
and this topic will not be addressed in the EIR.

Cumulative hnpacts

Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or
reasonably foreseeable projects in the site vicinity would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant impacts related to energy resources. (Less than
Significant)

As discussed in Impact ME-1, above, no known minerals exist at the Masonic Center site, and
therefore the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative impacts on mineral resources.

In December 2002, the City adopted the Electricity Resource Plan, which includes stfategies for
maximizing energy efficiency, developing renewable power, and ensuring reliable power. In
response to the Board of Supervisors® guidance in their 2009 Ordinance 94-09, San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission staff have developed an updated Electricity Resource Plan. US This
update identifies proposed recommendations to work towards achieving the broad policy goals
laid out in the 2002 Plan. These efforts, together with conservation, will be part of the statewide
effort to achieve energy sufficiency. As described above, the project-generated demand for
electricity would be negligible in the context of overall demand within San Francisco and the
state, and would not in and of itself require a major expansion of power facilities.

Thus, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant
.cumulative impacts on energy resources.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model .
(1997) prepared by the Califomia Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
—Would the project

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

"% San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco’s Updated Electricity Resource Plan, Draft,
March 2011, Executive Summary, pp. 1-20.
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
b) - Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, | [l O X [l
or a Williamson Act contract?
¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause O 1 0o X ' A

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code Section
4526)?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due fo their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest
use?

Impact AF-1: The proposed project would not convert farmland or forest land to non-farm
or non-forest use, nor would it conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses or forest

land. (No Impact) (Criteria 18a-18¢)

The proposed project is located within a developed and wholly urbanized area of San Francisco.
The California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

identifies the site and all of San Francisco as “Urban and Built-up Land.”'"® There are no
farmlands or forest land identified in San Francisco; thus, the proj ect site has no agriculture and
forest resources. Because the project site does not include agricultural uses and is not zoned for
such uses, the proposed project would not convert any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. The proposed project would not
conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses or a Williamson Act contract. Also, the
proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land or timberland or result in
the rezoning of forest land or timberland. The proposed renovation project would not involve
‘other changes to the existing environment that could result in conversion of farmland or forest use
to non-forest use. Thus, this topic will not be discussed in the EIR.

6 California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, Bay drea Region‘
Important Farmland 2004 and Urbanization 1984 — 2004. Available at :
fip:/ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/2006/fmmp2006_08_11. Accessed on

April 24, 2012.
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Less Than

Significant .
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporation Impact Impact Applicable

19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE—
Would the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the X O | O |
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Have impacts that would be individually limited, X O O O |
but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerabie” means that the incremental effects
of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects
of probable future projects.)

¢) . Have environmental effects that would cause X O O O |
substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?
The EIR will address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, related to land use and
land use planning, transportation and circulation, noise, and public services (police protection,
fire protection and emergency services).

F. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

For topics analyzed fully in this Initial Study, the proposed renovation project would have less-
than-significant impacts without mitigation measures or no impacts. Therefore, no mitigation or
improvements measures have been identified.

G. ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives to the proposed project that could reduce or eliminate significant environmental
effects will be analyzed in the EIR. This will include the No Project Alternative. The EIR will
include a discussion of alternatives that were considered and the basis for their rejection, and will
identify an Environmentally Superior Alternative. '
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H.

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this Initial Study:

[
[

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the enwronment and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. ‘

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation medsures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed pro]ect no further environmental

documentation is required. e

e

“Bill Wycko /

Envirenmental Redé¢w Officer
for

John Rahaim

. G2l s 2 Director of Planning
i [Z 1 oI ¥, ST g
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Appendix B - Conditions of Approval
April 24, 2012

PERFORMANCE

1. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for
three years from the effective date of the Motion. The approved use must be commenced within three
years of the approval of this Conditional Use authorization. The Planning Commission may, in a public
hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals granted if the use has not commenced within three (3)
years of the date of the Motion approving the Project.

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

2. Parking Requirement. The Project Sponsor shall make available to the general public within the
Masonic Center garage no less than number of off-street parking spaces required by Planning Code
Section 151 for "theater or auditorium" uses (a minimum of 1 parking space per 8 patron occupancy for
the first 1 ,000 patrons, plus 1 space per 10 patrons above 1,000 patrons in the Auditorium). The number
of spaces shall not be reduced or otherwise be made unavailable for the use of the Masonic Center due to
monthly leases or other arrangements. ‘

3. Parking Fee. There shall be a fixed parking fee for events with more than 1,250 ticketed
attendees.
4. Pre-Paid Parking. The Project .Sponsor shall offer pre-paid parking to event attendees who

purchase tickets in advance of the event date through an on-line ticket service. Such pre-paid parking
passes shall specify the location of the garage for which the ticket has been paid (either the Masonic
Center garage or any other nearby garage that enters into a cooperating agreement with the Project

Sponsor for pre-paid parking) and the location of the garage’s entrance.

5. Bicycle Parking. The Project Sponsor shall provide not less than 26 Class I or Class II bicycle
parking spaces at the property, consistent with Planning Code Section 155.2.

6. - Pine Street Access. The Project Sponsor shall allow access to the Masonic Center garage through
the Pine Street loading dock prior to évents for holders of pre-pald parking tickets in order to reduce
vehicle queuing on California Street. The Pine Street loading dock shall also be used for exiting from the
garage after events.

7. Traffic Management. The Project Sponsor shall minimize vehicular queuing on California Street
by use of the following strategies events with more than 1,250 ticketed patrons:

* Increase traffic staffing inside the California Street garage entrance to increase the rate of
vehicular entry to the garage.

e Position security personnel (including San Francisco Police Department services when warranted)
outside the garage to assist with controlling and directing traffic, including directing patrons to
other nearby garages if and when the Masonic Center garage is full.
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e Convert the center lane of the existing garage entrance ramp to a second inbound lane to increase
queuing room within the garage. ' '

o Event staff shall ensure that U-turns are prevented and that the ‘cable car lane is free-flowing.

8. Overflow Parking. The Project Sponsor shall consult with nearby public garages to inform
arriving patrons that those garages can be used to park for performances and events when the Center’s
garage is full.

9. Loading Zone. The Project Sponsor shall apply for designation of a truck and bus loading zone
and passenger zone for drop-off by taxis and other vehicles and additional garage queuing for the
approximately 185-foot long curb zone on California Street between the entrance to the Center garage and
Gramercy Tower (1177 California Street) driveway, to be in effect only prior to and during events at the
Masonic Center. The drop-off zone shall be sufficient to accommodate a minimum of three taxis or
private vehicles dropping off passengers at one time.

10. Loading on California Street. The Project Sponsor shall seek a special event “no parking”
permit from the Police Department whenever it anticipates loading or bus operations on California Street
and direct trucks to park in that zone. No double-parking of trucks shall be permitted. The Project
Sponsor may load and unload from the California Street curb only stage sets, performance equipment, and
related materials associated with specific events. Pursuant to the regulations of the Department of
Bhuilding Inspection, a sign shall be posted on the access ramp during loading and unloading operations
that notifies disabled persons of the duration of the loading and provides specific information about
alternative means of disabled access into the building, which alternative access shall be maintained at all
times during loading and unloading operations on California Street. After the conclusion of unloading
activities, trucks using the California Street curb loading zone shall depart the premises, park off-site, and
not return for loading until near the conclusion of the performance. No overnight curb parking of trucks
shall be permitted on California Street.

11. Loading Noise. To minimize noise during loading and unloading operations on California Street,
the Project Sponsor shall install prior to loading and unloading activities a resilient surface material, such
as rubber or vinyl, on truck ramps, pavement, sidewalk and the ramp and incorporate transition strips
between different surfaces and shall direct that truck engines be turned off except when moving the
vehicle or functions that require engine power are occurring, such as lowering or raising of hydraulic

ramps.

12.  Personnel conducting loading and unloading activities on California Street shall be instructed to
- minimize the volume of conversation and prohibit the playing of amplified music outside the building
during loading and unloading, particularly during nighttime hours.

13. Performer Bus Parking. During the one and one-half hour period prior to the start of events, no
more than two performer buses shall park on the south side of California Street, so that the remainder of
~ the 185-foot long curbside area is available for attendee unloading and loading and vehicle queuing into

the garage. The Project Sponsor shall direct any additional buses to park in other bus parking zone(s) the
City chooses to designate near the corner of California and Taylor Streets; such as on Taylor Street
adjacent to Huntington Park or on the north side of California Street. The Project Sponsor shall make best
available efforts to evaluate and demonstrate to the Zoning Administrator the physical and operational
feasibility of storing performer buses at nearby off-street parking facilities during events.
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14, "Shore" Power. The Project Sponsor shall provide electric power on the south side of California
Street for event buses in order to ensure the quiet and clean powering of these vehicles and shall direct
that all performer buses parking at this zone connect to this electric power and not run their engines or
generators.

15. The project sponsor shall seek permission from the appropriate City agency or adjacent property
owners to install electric power adjacent to any other City-designated bus parking zone that is within %
block of the property, if feasible, so that, if there is a feasible method of providing electric power, the
Project Sponsor shall direct performer buses to connect to this electric power and not run their engines or
generators. '

16. Overnight Bus Parking Prohibited. Overnight curb parking of buses or habitable trailers for
performers, support staff, or other associated with the operations or productions at the property shall not
be permitted on either side of California Street. The Project Sponsor shall include in any contract or
agreement, or rules or guidance given to any performers, support staff, or others associated with the -
operations or productions at the property a requirement to abide by this condition. The Project Sponsor
shall remain respon51ble for compliance with this condition, regardless of such notice or contractual
provisions.

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

17. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the
enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or
Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments
and-agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

18. Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The
Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established under
Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information about
compliance.

19. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by
the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of
approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such
complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a pubhc hearing on the matter to consider
revocation of this authorization.

OPERATION

20. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers
shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when being
serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and
recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.

21. . Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the
Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.
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22. Noise Control. The premises shall be adequately soundproofed or insulated for noise and
operated so that incidental noise shall not be audible beyond the premises and fixed-source equipment
noise shall not exceed the decibel levels specified in the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance.

23. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with
the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall provide the
Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business address, and telephone number of the
community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made
aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if
any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. The
community liaison shall make available, upon request a list of future scheduled events which will be
updated on a monthly basis.

24. Notices Posted at Bars and Entertainment Venues. Notices urging patrons to leave the

establishment and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful, and orderly fashion and to not litter or block -
driveways in the neighborhood, shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits

from the establishment.

25 Entertainment and Assembly. The entertainment and assembly functions shall be performed
within the enclosed building only. The building shall be adequately soundproofed or insulated for noise
and operated so that incidental noise shall not be audible beyond the premises or in other sections of the
building and fixed-source equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel levels specified in the San
Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. Bass and vibrations shall also be contained within the enclosed
structure. The Project Sponsor shall obtain all necessary approvals from the Entertainment Commission
within a reasonable timeframe following project approval. The authorized entertainment use shall also
comply with all of the conditions imposed by the Entertainment Commission.

26. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents. Nighttime

lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed so as to
constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property. :

27. Event Operations Manual. The Project Sporisor shall maintain, update over time, provide to
event personnel, and make available to the Planning Department an event Operations Manual to include:

s A security plan to ensure neighborhood safety before, during and after performances, including in
Huntington Park and near Grace Cathedral.

e A traffic control plan, including deployment of traffic control personnel outside the venue to
assist patron unloading and loading, queuing into the garage, and enforcement of the Parking and

Traffic, Loading and Performer Bus Parking conditions set forth below.

o  Trash pick-up program within two hours after each event in the four blocks bounded by |
Sacramento, Jones, Pine and Mason Streets.

e Direction to event personnel to assure compliance with these conditions of approval.
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28. Patron Queuing. All patrons queuing for events with general admission attendance shall occur
within the Masonic Center property, including the main lobby and in the plaza fronting on California
Street.

29. Food and Beverage Service. Food and beverage service is limited to service to patrons of on-site
assembly and entertainment events within the Nob Hill Masonic Center. There shall be no operations of a
restaurant, either full-service or self-service, open to members of the public who are not patrons of
assembly or entertainment uses within the Masonic Center.

30. Alcohol Sales. Following the conclusion of the last intermission of an event, or one hour prior to
the conclusion of an event within no intermission, a maximum of three concession stands may serve
alcoholic beverages. One hour prior to the conclusion of an event, line markers shall be placed at the end
of each of the lines. No patron approaching a line for a concession stand after the placement of the line
marker will be served an alcoholic beverage, with the intent that alcohol service will conclude 45 minutes
prior to the end of an event. There shall be no minimum purchase of alcohol required, and a maximum of
two alcoholic beverages may be served per order.

31 - Police Department Review. If an event has presented a pattern of safety and security problems
in previous concert seasons or at other venues, then the Project Sponsor shall consult with the Police
Department to determine whether the Project Sponsor can provide adequate safety and through utilization
of its security personnel, contracted private security, and/or on-duty or off-duty Police officers. To the
extent that the Chief of Police reasonably determines, based entirely on the ability to provide safety and
security and not on the expressive content of the event, that the Project Sponsor cannot provide adequate
safety and security for any proposed event or that the event’s historic pattern establishes that safety and
security issues cannot be adequately handled at the venue regardless of the Project Sponsor’s security
plan, the Chief of Police may order that the event shall not be held. This provision does not supersede any
subsequent regulations regarding place of entertainment permits.

32. Off-Duty Police Officers. Project Sponsor shall comply with Administrative Code Section 10-B,
and if off-duty officers are hired pursuant to subsections thereof, a minimum of two officers be hired for
events with 1,250 or more presold tickets; if SFPD determines that more than two officers are required,
the Project Sponsor shall provide the additional officers.

MAXIMUM OCCUPANCY AND EVENTS

33. Occupancy. No more than 3,282 patrons shall be permitted for events in the auditorium on the
main floor level and mezzanine of the Masonic Center.

34, Number of Events. There shall be an annual maximum of 54 live entertainment events, and an
annual maximum of 176 events not involving live entertainment, held at the Masonic Center.
Notwithstanding these limitations, there shall be no limitations on the number of events that are attended
by 250 patrons or fewer.

35 Event Hours. All events shall conclude by 11:00PM on weeknights (non-holiday

Sunday-Thursday evenings) and 11:30PM on weekends (Friday, Saturday, and holiday evenings). Up to
three events per year may extend until 1:00AM, subject to prior consultation with and approval by the San
Francisco Police Department, the San Francisco Planning Department, and the Entertainment
Commission a minimum of 30 days prior to the date of such an event. '
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' Brett Bollinger

! San Francisco Planning Department
: Environmental Planning Division

‘ 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

PLEASE RETURN THISPOSTCARD TO REQUEST A COPY OF
THEFINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

(NOTETHAT THE DRAFT EIRPLUSTHE COMMENTSAND RESPON SES
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REQUEST FORFINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Planning Department Case No. 2011.0471E, 1111 California Street—-
Masonic Center Renovation Project

Check one box: O Please send me a copy of the Final EIR on CD-ROM.
' [ Please send me a paper copy of the Final EIR.

Sgned:

“Name:

Street:

City: State: Zip:
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DATE: October 31, 2013 AK
TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties

FROM: Sarah B. Jones, EnvironmentaI Review Officer

Re: Attached Responses to Comments on Draft Environmental
Impact Report Case No. 2011.0471E - Masonic Center
Renovation Project

Attached for your review please find a copy of the Responses to Comments document for
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-referenced project. This
document, along with the Draft EIR, will be before the Planning Commission for Final
EIR certification on November 14, 2013. Please note that the public review period ended
on June 3, 2013.

The Planning Commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on the
Responses to Comments document, and no such hearing is required by the California
Environmental Quality Act. Interested parties, however, may always write to
Commission members or to the President of the Commission at 1650 Mission Street and
express an opinion on the Comments and Responses document, or the Commission’s
decision to certify the completion of the Final EIR for this project. ’

Please note that if you receive the Responses to Comments document in addition to the
Draft EIR, you technically have the Final EIR. If you have any questions concerning the
Responses to Comments document or the environmental review process, please contact
Brett Bollinger at 415-575-9024 or brett.bollinger@sfgov.org.

Thank you for your interest in this project and your consideration of this matter.

Memo
Revised 7/25/13
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1. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THIS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

The purpose of this Responses to Comments (RTC) document is to present comments submitted
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed Masonic Center
Renovation Project, to respond in writing to comments on environmental issues, and to revise the
Draft EIR as necessary to provide additional clarity. Pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21091 (d)(2)(A) and (B), the City has

- considered the comments received, evaluated the issues raised, and herein prbvides written

- responses that describe the disposition of each environmental issue that has been raised by the
commenters. Comments were made in written form duﬁng the public comment period from
April 18 to June 3, 2013, and as oral testimony received at the public hearing before the Planning
Commission on the Draft EIR held on May 23, 2013. A complete transcript of proceedings from
the public hearing on the Draft EIR and all written comments are included in their entirety. The
Draft EIR together with this Responses to Comments document constitute the Final EIR for the
proposed Masonic Center Renovation Project, in fulfillment of CEQA requirements and
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared the Draft EIR for the Masonic Center ]
-Renovation Project in accordance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines in Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (Administrative
Code). The Draft EIR was published on April 17,2013. A public comment period was then held

from April 18 to June 3, 2013, to solicit public comment on the adequacy and accuracy of
information presented in the Draft EIR. The comments received during the public review period
are the subject of this RTC document, which addresses all substantive written and oral comments
on the Draft EIR.

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15201, members of the public may comment on any éspect of
the proposed project. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) states that the focus of public
review should be “on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be
avoided or mitigated.” In addition, “when responding to comments, lead agencies need only
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested
by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088 specifies that the lead agency is required to respond to the comments

October 31, 2013 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E 1.1 Responses to Comments
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1. Introduction

on the major environmental issues raised in the comments received during the public review

period.

The San Francisco Planning Department distributed this Responses to Comments document for
review to the Planning Commission as well as to neighborhood organizations and to persons who
commented on the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR, together with this RTC document, will be presented
to the Planning'Commission at a hearing in accordance with Administrative Code Section 31.15. If
the Planning Commission deems the EIR adequate with respect to accuracy, objectiveness, and
completeness, it will certify the document as a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR).

The Final EIR will consist of the Draft EIR and this RTC document, which includes the comments
received during the public review period, responses to the comments, and any revisions to the Draft
EIR that result from public agency and public comments. The City decision-makers will consider -
the certified Final EIR, along with other information and the public process, to determine whether to
approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project, and to specify any applicable environmental

conditions.

C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This Responses to Comments document consists of the following chapters:

¢ Chapter 1, Introduction, discusses the purpose of the RTC document, the environmental
review process for the Masonic Center Renovation Project Draft EIR, and the
organization of the RTC document.

e  Chapter 2, List of Persons Commenting, presents the names of persons who provided
comments on the Draft EIR. The names of persons who spoke at the public hearing are
presented first, in the order of the speakers, followed by the names of persons who
submitted written comments, in the chronological order in which comments were
received by the Planning Department.

¢ Chapter 3, Responses to Comments, presents the substantive comments excerpted
verbatim from the public hearing transcript and comment letters. Comments appear as
single-space text and similar comments are grouped together by topic area. Each
comment begins with the commenter’s name and, if applicable, title and affiliation; a
designation as to whether the comment is from the public hearing transcript, a letter, or
an email; the corresponding date; and a comment code. Comments are coded in the

following way:

- For public hearing comments, each substantive hearing comment from the transcript
is identified by “PH” (for public hearing transcript), a number assigned to that
commenter based on order of presentation at the hearing (for example, the first
speaker is numbered as PH.1}, and a sequential comment number.

- For written comments, letters and emails are identified as either comments from
organizations (designated by “0”) or individuals (designated by “I”), and each letter
or email isidentified with a number denoting its chronological sequence within the
group. Each individual comment within each written communication is bracketed

October 31, 2013 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E 1.2 . Responses to Comments
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1. Introduction

and numbered sequentially, followed by the commenter’s last name (e.g., code “I.1.4-
Smith” breaks down into “I” for “Individual,” “1” for Letter 1, “4” for the fourth
comment from Letter 1, and the author’s last name). In cases where commenters
submitted more than one letter or email, comment codes include a number indicating
which of the author’s letters or emails the comment is from (e.g., “1.3.5-Smith (2)”
indicates that the comment comes from the second letter submitted by the author).

The comment excerpts in Chapter 3 tie in with the two RTC attachments.
Attachment A presents a complete transcript of the public hearing, and Attachment B
presents copies of the letters and emails received by the Planning Department in their
entirety. Comments are bracketed and coded in each attachment.

Following each comment or group of comments on a topic are the City’s responses.
Comments may be addressed by a single response, or by a specific targeted response to a
particular comment where noted. The responses generally provide clarification of the

Draft EIR text. :
October 31, 2013 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E ) 1.3 Responses to Comments

907



This page is intentionally blank.

908



2. LIST OF PERSONS COMMENTING

Organizations and individuals submitted written comments (letters and e-mails) on the Masonic
Center Renovation Project Draft EIR, which the City received during the public comment period
from April 18 to June 3, 2013. In addition, the Planning Commission held a public hearing about
the Draft EIR on May 23, 2013, and Commissioners and individuals made oral comments at that
hearing. These commenters are listed below, along with the corresponding transcript and/or
written communication designation used in Chapter 3, Responses to Comments, to denote each
set of comments. The names of persons who spoke at the public hearing are presented first, in the
order of the speakers. Written comments follow, organized into two groups: comments from
organizations, and comments from individuals. Within the comments from individuals group,
written comments are organized chronologically by the date of the communication. E-mail
communications with the same date are organized by the time the communication was sent to the

Planning Department.
PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

The following persons made oral comments about the Draft EIR at the public hearing on
May 23, 2013:

Designation Commenter
PH.1 Linda Chapman
PH2 - Jim Miller
PH.3 Commissioner Michael Antonini, San Francisco Planning
Commission
WRITTEN COMMENTS

The following organizations and individuals submitted written comments about the Draft EIR
during the public comment period of April 18 to June 3, 2013:

October 31, 2013 ) Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E 2.1 Responses to Comments
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2. List of Persons Commenting

Date of
E-mail or Written
Designation Commenter Letter Comments
Organizations
O-CSFN Hiroshi Fukuda, Chair, CSFN Land  E-mail June 3, 2013
: Use and Housing Committee
Individuals
I.1 Steven L. Vettel, Farella Braun - Letter April 24, 2013
+Martel LLP, on behalf of »
California Masonic Memorial
Temple
1.2 Meredith Blau E-mail 'May 20, 2013
13 " Dennis J. Hong E-mail May 28, 2013
1.4 Leonard Miller E-mail May 31, 2013
L5 Linda Lamé E-mail June 3, 2013
L6 Annette Gawenda E-mail June 3, 2013
1.7 Verna Shaheen E-mail June 3, 2013
L8 Nancy Robison E-mail June 3, 2013
1.9 Berit Muh E-mail June 3, 2013
1.10 Linda Chapman (1) E-mail June 3, 2013
L.11 Linda Chapman (2) E-mail June 3, 2013
1.12 Linda Chapman (3) E-mail June 3, 2013
L13 Linda Chapman (4) E-mail June 3, 2013
.14 Linda Chapman (5) E-mail June 4, 2013

October 31, 2013
Case No. 2011.0471E
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3.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in EIR Chapter 2, Project
Description. These include topics related to:

PD-1 - Project History and Definition

PD-2 - Environmental Review of 2012 Conditional Use Authorization
PD-3 - Historic Number of Events and Project Baseline Conditions
PD-4 - Project Objectives

PD-5 - Planning Commission Approvals

PD-6 - Type 47 Liquor License Approvals

PD-7 - Description of Commercial Kitchen and Food Preparation Area
PD-8 - Clarification of Assembly Space Capacity

Comment PD-1: Comments regarding project history and the definition of the
proposed project analyzed in the EIR. :

This response addresses the following comments:

1.6.1-Gawenda 1.9.4-Muh 1.9.14-Muh
1.9.1-Muh - 1.9.5-Muh 1.9.16-Muh
1.9.2-Muh 1.9.6-Muh . 1.9.43-Muh
19.3-Muh 1.9.11-Muh

Annette Gawenda, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.6.1-Gawenda] _

I have lived on Bush Street since 1978 and have enjoyed MANYconcerts and programs at the
Masonic Auditorium up on California Street. I thought the proposed changes have been all
settled with the number of concerts and seatmg arrangements that Live Nation has been proposing
and secretly trying to get passed.

Berit S. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.9.1-Muh]

I live in the Nob Hill neighborhood of San Francisco. Iam writing to provide the San Francisco
Planning Department (“Planning Department™) with comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Masonic Center, Case No. 2011.0471-E (the “Project”). For the
reasons stated below, I believe the DEIR does not meet the requirements of California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”™).

Project History

As a resident of Nob Hill, I have watched closely the planning applications made by the Project
sponsor over the years. As discussed below, many of the facts and potential significant
environmental impacts identified in prior projects are directly relevant to the proposed Project,

October 31, 2013 ' Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E 3.A.1 Responses to Comments

911



3. Responses to Comments
A. Project Description

yet those facts were inadequately discussed, mistakenly characterized or in some cases omitted
from the analysis in the DEIR. ‘

2010 Project _
In 2010, the Project sponsor’s first attempt at expanding the Masonic Center into a full-blown

music and late night entertainment venue, came before the San Francisco Planning Commission.
In that application, the Project sponsor sought approval of a conditional use authorization to
change the existing nonconforming entertainment use to “other entertainment”, pursuant to
Planning Code sections 182(b)(1) and 728.48, and to add permanent food and beverage service
for patrons of entertainment and assembly events, pursuant to Planning Code section 238(D).
That action would have allowed the Project sponsor to vastly expand the number of live
entertainment events annually, increase alcohol sales at all of those events, and expand the times
for events at the Masonic Center, all in violation of the existing zoning in the Nob Hill Special
Use District (“Nob Hill SUD”) and the wishes of the neighborhood’s residents and businesses.

_(the “2010 project”).

The 2010 project contained most of the same physical attributes as the proposed Project (eight
concession stands, removal of fixed seating, etc.), but the 2010 project proposed 3,500 patrons
during general admission events, 95 live large entertainment events with a start time of not later
than 7PM (with 70 allowed to be general admission without assigned seating), and up to five
events allowed to end at 2AM with the permission of the San Francisco Police Department,
Planning Department and Entertainment Commission. o

After lengthy and time consuming hearings before the San Francisco Planning Commission and
with its staff, the 2010 project was approved by the Planning Commission in Case No.
2008.1072C, Motion No. 18042 with conditions. (See Exhibit A).

The Planning Commission’s Motion No. 18042 was appealed to the Board of Supervisors in
April 2010. In May 2010, the Board of Supervisors disapproved the Planning Commission’s
Motion No. 18042 and approved the issuance of a conditional use authorization adopting the
Planning Commission’s conditions of Motion No. 18024, as amended by the Board (Motion No.
M10-84, File No. 100588, May 18, 2010, attached as Exhibit B). The Board’s made 11
amendments to the conditions of approval in the Planning Commission’s Motion 18024 and
added an additional four conditions of approval to that Motion. Chief among the Board’s
amendments were its decision to reduce the number of patrons to 3,300 and permit a maximum of
85 live large entertainment events annually, with up to three events ending at 1:00AM with prior
approval. Four lawsuits challenging these decisions were filed by interested parties.

2012 Project
In January 2012, the Project sponsor applied for another conditional use authorization in its

efforts to expand the number of shows at the Masonic Center, and allow for permanent and
otherwise prohibited Type 47 liquor license approval in its effort to turn the Masonic Hall (and
Nob Hill) into a full-blown music and late night entertainment district (the “2012 project”). The
2012 project sought approval of a conditional use authorization to continue the existing
nonconforming assembly and entertainment use, and the existing food and beverage service uses
at the Masonic Center pursuant to Planning Code Sections 185(e) and 303. As noted in the
Departments hearing report, “no enlargement, intensification or extension of the existing
nonconforming use” was to be permitted in order to minimize impacts to the surrounding

neighborhood.

October 31, 2013 Masonic Center Renovation Project
Case No. 2011.0471E : 3.A2 Responses to Comments
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3. Responses to Comments
A. Project Description

The Planning Commission approved the 2012 project with conditions (Case No. 2011.0471C,
Motion 18520. (See Exhibit C).

The Planning Commission’s conditions of approval included setting the maximum number of
patrons per live entertainment event at 3,282 and setting an annual maximum of 68 live large

entertainment events and an annual maximum of 219 events not involving live entertainment.
(See Findings 33, 34, respectively, Motion 18520). The Planning Commission Motion 18520
was appealed to the Board of Supervisors in February 2012.

In April 2012, the Board of Supervisors, in its unanimous Motion M12-42, File 120185, voted to
disapprove the decision of the Planning Commission’s Motion 18520 and approved the
conditional use as set forth in the Planning Commission Motion 18520 with amendments. (See
Exhibit D, Motion M12-42). The Board of Supervisors amendment permitted 54 live large
entertainment events and another 175 events not involving live entertainment at the Masonic
Center. The Project sponsor did not seek authorization that would have allowed for a Type 47
liquor license or any intensification of use at the Masonic Center in its 2012 Project application.
[Exhibits A, B, C and D referenced in this comment are shown at the end of Letter 1.9 in
Attachment B, Draft EIR Comment Letters, of this Responses to Comments document.]

Berit §. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.9.2-Muh]

The October 2012 Settlement '

In October 2012, I was made aware that the Nob Hill Coalition and the Nob Hill Association had
agreed to settle all of its disputes with the Project sponsor, and that the Project sponsor had
accepted the terms of the settlement proposed which incorporated all of the 2012 project
conditions as approved by the Board and several additional conditions agreed upon by the settling
parties, including the Project sponsor (the “2012 Settlement™). A synopsis of the key terms of the
settlement agreement, as I understood it, follows:

1. The number of live large entertainment events limited at 54 annually;

2. Food and beverage serving stations, including bars, would be limited to four concession
facilities open to the public and one concession facility in the VIP lounge;

Only two public serving stations would be open for events of 2,000 people or less;
4. No concession facilities, including bars, would be permitted in the auditorium;

A restriction would be placed on the venue prohibiting the venue from expanding or
intensifying the approved use (i.e. 54 live large entertainment events) for 20 years;

6. The Project sponsor would contribute a total of $300,000 in 2013 and 2014 to a
Huntington Park non-profit for the improvement and maintenance of Huntington Park
with additional contributions over time;

7. All deliveries and loaded would be conducted from the loading dock on Pine Street,
except for sound and lighting equipment which was allowed to be delivered, if necessary,
during limited periods from California Street;

8. Priority ticket rights would be granted to Nob Hill residents:
9. The Project sponsor would implement a School Music Program for District 3 schools;

10. Additional Security and Moniforing requirements were required. (See Exhibit E). .

October 31, 2013 ' Masonic Center Renovation Project
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3. Responses to Comments
A. Project Description

With those points in mind, and the satisfaction of knowing that the neighborhood had agreed
upon the terms of the conditional use authorization and settlement, I was therefore shocked to see
- that the Project sponsor was now seeking approval for the vastly intensified, vastly enlarged
proposed Project. After all of the promises made by the Project sponsor, all of the hearings
attended, all of the conditions imposed by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors
limiting the number of patrons and number of live large events (and taking actions that would
have prohibited a Type 47liquor license), and the 2012 Settlement, it appears now that the Project
sponsor is seeking to evade the past, ignore the Board and the neighborhood, and bring a full-
blown live large music and entertainment district to this RM-4 district in violation of all of the
zoning for the site. The DEIR should not be used to environmentally clear the proposed enlarged
Project that runs counter to the 2012 Settlement (and 2012 CU approval) especially since the
DEIR fzils to adequately describe 2012 Settlement and the Project’s envirommental impacts from
that baseline. [Exhibit E referenced in this comment is shown at the end of Letter 1.9 in
Attachment B, Draft EIR Comment Letters, of this Responses to Comments document.]

Berit S. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.9.3-Muh]

Proposed Project

The Project sponsor’s current scheme seeks conditional use authorization to change the
authorized nonconforming assembly and entertainment use to a conditionally permitted “Other
Entertainment” use (Planning Code Section 182(b)(1)) and for intensification of that conditional
use (Planning Code Section 723.48) or alternatively, the Project sponsor’s request for
amendments to the Nob Hill SUD (Section 2 38 of the San Francisco Planning Code) to authorize
the intensification of a large, nonconforming assembly and entertainment use within the Nob Hill
SUD. The proposed Project seeks to environmentally clear a significantly more intense proposed
Project, with a substantial increase in the number of live large entertainment events annually, that
would, in most likelihood, allow for a Type 47 liquor license. The DEIR, however, does not
adequately address all of the prior actions and potentially significant environmental impacts from
the much larger and substantially more intense proposed Project. )

Berit S. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1-9.4-Muh]

The intensification proposed is extraordinary.

Now, the Project sponsor seeks to increase the number of live large entertainment events from 54
to 95, a whopping 76% increase. This gigantic increase in live large entertainment events is
compounded by the Project sponsor’s proposal to also increase the number of other large events
from an existing annual maximum of 220 large events to an annual maximum of 315 such events,
a 43% increase in the number of large events. Imagine what the Nob Hill residential and
historically significant SUD will look like when there is a large entertainment event occurring
more than six days and nights per week!

A summary of the 2010 Project, the 2012 Proj eét, the 2012 Settlement, and the proposed Project
is shown in the following chart.

2010 Project 2012 Project 2012 Settlement Proposed Project
85 Live Large 54 Live Large | 54 Live Large 95 Live Large
Entertainment Events Entertainment Events Entertainment Entertainment
Events Events (76%
Increase)
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*** Events Not 176 Large Events Not 176 Large Events 220 Large Events
Involving Live Involving Live Not Involving Live Not Involving Live
Entertainment (No Entertainment Entertainment (with Entertainment (26%
limitation) no expansion for 20 Increase)

years)
Upgraded Kitchen No Upgraded Kitchen No Upgraded Upgraded Kitchen
(Approval would (Approval did not Kitchen (Approval (Approval would
potentially permit include possibility ofa | did not include potentially permit
Type 47 liquor Type 47 liquor license) | possibility ofa Type | Type 47 liquor
license) 47 liquor license) license)
8 Concession Stands 5 Concession Stands 5 Concession Stands- | 8 Concession

None in auditorium Stands
RM-4 and Nob Hill RM-4 and Nob Hill RM-4 and Nob Hill | RM-4 and Nob Hill
SUD SUD SUD SUD
Close-proximity to 4 Close proximity to 4 Close proximity to Close proximity to

historic structures,
1school, 1 public
park, 6 institutions,
4 hotels, and 7
residential buildings

historic structures, 1
school, 1 public park

6 institutions, 4

hotels, and 7 residential
buildings

4 historic structures,

1 school, 1 public
park 6 institutions,
4 hotels, and 7
residential buildings

4 historic structures,
1 school, 1 public
park, 6 institutions,4
hotels, and 7
residential buildings

3,500 Patrons

3,166 Patrons

3,166 Patrons

3,300 Patrons

Clearly, the proposed Project represents a scheme to significantly intensify the Masonic Center
and the impacts from that massive intensification will be significant.

Berit S. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.9.5-Muh]

One would hope that the City’s public process, including Board of Supervisor’s approvals
involving the 2010 and 2012 projects, and the 2012 Settlement, all of which accomplish most of
the Project sponsor’s objectives, and were reached with the consent of the Project sponsor, the
neighbors, and other City agencies, would be respected as final. Unfortunately, the Project
sponsor insists on ignoring the prior results that sought to protect the environment and the
neighborhood in the vicinity of the Project and intends instead to intensify the nonconformmg use
in this RM-4 district. -

Berit S. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 201 3 [1.9.6-Muh]

Fortunately, the DEIR is so riddled with defects that this practical argument for denial of the
DEIR, when it comes before the Commission and Board of Supervisors, is not the only argument
available. Rather, for the reasons stated herein, the DEIR does not meet the requirements of
CEQA.
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Berit S. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.9.11-Muh]

Moreover, when the 2010 and 2012 projects came before the Planning Department, Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors each time there were important conditions attached to
those smaller projects, conditions which work most closely as appropriate mitigation measures
for the intensification of use proposed by the proposed Project. The DEIR should analyze and
address all of the prior conditions of approval from the 2010 and 2012 projects and all of those
conditions of approval should be incorporated into the DEIR as mitigation measures to address
the impacts from the Project.

Berit S. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.9.14-Muh]

Table S.1and the DEIR fails to incorporate other important conditions of approval from the 2010
and 2012 project approvals, including failing to impose all of the previously approved conditions
governing the consequence for the Project sponsor’s failures to satisfy the conditions (i.e.
mitigation measures) that have already been approved for the Project.

Berit S. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.9.16-Muh]

The DEIR Inadequately Analyzes The April 2012 CU Authorization and 2012

Settlement In April 2012, after years of public process and governmental hearings and
approvals, the Board of Supervisors approved the April2012 CU authorization which at that time
satisfied the Project sponsor’s objectives and represented its request for zoning authorization._
Shortly thereafter, the parties, I believe, agreed on the 2012 Settlement.

As a local resident, not involved in the April 2012 CU authorization or the 2012 Settlement, I
believed then, and continue to believe now, that the April 2012 CU authorization and the 2012
Settlement were intended to set the parameters for the uses at the Masonic Center. It was my
understanding that the Project sponsor was willing to live with the terms of the April 2012 CU
authorization and 2012 Settlement, including the number of events permitted, liquor license
restrictions imposed, mitigations required, and the other conditions of approval required to allow
for the continued operation of the site as a non-conforming use in the Nob Hill SUD.

Now, for the first time through reading the DEIR, I became aware that the Project sponsor doesn’t
believe that its objectives can be met without violating the terms of the April 2012 CU
authorization and the 2012 Settlement. The Project sponsor is seeking to ignore the April 2012
CU authorization and 2012 Settlement without substantial justification and without complying
with the requirements of CEQA in order to vastly intensify the use at the Masonic Center by
having almost daily large entertainment events and at least one live large entertainment event
weekly in this RM-4 residential neighborhood in violation of the Project sponsor’s prior
statements, the Board’s prior decisions and the neighborhood’s prior opposition.

Berit S. Muh, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.9.43]

The DEIR Does Not Adequately Address Mitigation Measures As stated throughout this
letter, the 2010 and 2012 project approvals contained lengthy and detailed conditions of approval
that are at odds with the proposed Project. The DEIR concludes, not on the basis of any rigorous
analysis, that the proposed Project will have less than significant impacts on the environment.
Yet, the Board of Supervisors imposed numerous conditions of approval on the prior project that
are not all incorporated into the mitigation measures and improvement measures discussed in the
DEIR. The DEIR should analyze and incorporate the conditions of approval from the prior '
projects. :

October 31, 2013 Masonic Center Renovation Project
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Response PD-1

A number of the comments provide a partially accurate chronology of past proposals, approval
actions, and litigation, leading to the proposed Masonic Center Renovation Project that is
described on pp. 2.1-2.29 and analyzed in the Draft EIR. The comments refer variously to a

“2010 Project,” a “2012 Project,” and a “2012 Settlement Agreement” proposal; the relationship
of each of these items to the proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR analysis is clarified '
below.

The comments appear to assume that existing conditions of approval under the April 2012 CU
authorization would be superseded under the proposed project, rather than continuing to govern
future operations of the Masonic Center if the proposed project is approved. The comment refers
to an “October 2012 Settlement” which the commenter pr_esumés should form the baseline from
which to describe the proposed project’s environmental impacts. The comments express support
for the program and conditions under the April 2012 CU authorization (referred to in the
comment as the “2012 Project”) and for the terms of an “October 2012 Settlement” proposal.

EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, Section B. Project History and Background, on pp. 1.2-1.4,
accurately describes the relevant historic background of the proposed project beginning with
construction of the Masonic Center in the 1950s; its “legal nonconforming use” designation in the
1960s; the 2010 Conditional Use authorization (for intensified use) and subsequent legal
challenge; and the April 2012 CU authorization (to continue the existing legal nonconforming use
indefinitely without intensification of use).

When the comments refer to-a “2010 Project,” the reference is to a proposed renovation project
that has elements similar to the proposed project, for which the sponsor requested a Conditional
Use authorization in 2010. As described in the Project History and Background section in EIR
Chapter 1, the April 28, 2011 Writ of Mandate and Statement of Decision issued by the Superior
Court voided the 2010 CU authorization, which also voided the 2010 Conditions of Approval. As
such, the project addressed in the 2010 CU authorization is not considered as a “prior project” for
consideration in the EIR, but does provide a chronological context of the proposed renovation
project that is analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Comments incorrectly refer to a “2012 Project,” by which is meant the April 2012 CU
authorization approving extension of the nonconforming use status without an intensification of
uses at.the Masonic Center Auditorium under Plamiing Code Section 185(b), as described in the
Project History and Background section of EIR Chapter 1. The Plaﬁning Department determined
that the 2012 CU authorization was not a project subject to environmental review under CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15060(c)(2) and 15378. Refer to Response PD-2, below, for a further
clarification of the April 2012 CU authorization and to Response PD-3 for a discussion of the

October 31,2013 Masonic Center Renovation Project
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Draft EIR baseline and application of the 2012 Conditions of Approval to the proposed project.
The proposed renovation project would result is an intensification of uses above the existing
opérating conditions imposed by the 2012 CU authorization. The environmental effects of the
increased maximum number of attendees, increased maximum number and frequency'of large
events, and increased food and beverage services, including a permanent license to serve alcohol,
are analyzed in the Draft EIR.

According to the project sponsor, a settlement agreement was executed by the Masonic Center,
Live Nation, the Nob Hill Covalition, and the Nob Hill Association in early 2013. On June 12,
2013, the project sponsor amended the Conditional Use application for the proposed project;
according to the project sponsor, the amended CU application is consistent with the terms of the
settlement agreement.” The amended CU application contains all of the conditions of approval
imposed by the April 2012 CU authorization. The amended program that the project sponsor has
submitted for approval by the Planning Commission is analyzed in the Draft EIR as Alternative
C: Reduced Number of Live Entertairiment Events and Concession Areas Alternative, on EIR
pp. 6.12-6.18. This alternative would reduce the total number of large live entertainment events
from 95 per year under the proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR, to 79 per year with the
alternative. Except for the elimination of three of the proposed concession areas, Alternative C
would have the same physical features as the proposed project. In addition, all of the conditions
of approval imposed by the April 2012 CU authorization would continue to apply to '
Alternative C and to the proposed project unless modified as part of the approval process.

The comments refer to an “October 2012 Settlement” and maintains that the EIR fails to describe
the “October 2012 Settlement” and to analyze the project’s environmental impacts from that
baseline. According to the project sponsor, there was no final settlement agreement in 2012. In
any event, such a settlement proposal would not establish the baseline physical conditions for
determining significant effects of the EIR renovation project for the eXisting Masonic
Auditorium. Refer to the Response PD-3, below, which defines and explains the baseline used

for the Draft EIR analysis.

Comménts that express support for the conditions imposed by the April 2012 CU authorization
and opposition to the proposed project pertain to the merits of the proposed project; Response
GC-3, in Section 3.K, General Comments, RTC pp. 3.K.6-3.K.7, addresses such comments. To
the extent that this comment addresses the general adequacy of the Draft EIR, please see
Response GC-2, pp. 3.K.5-3.K.6.

! Application for Conditional Use Authorization, 1111 California Street, Planning Department Case No.
2011.0471C, submitted June 12, 2013.
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Comment PD-2: Comments related to environmental review of the April 2012
Conditional Use authorization which continued the existing nonconforming use
status of the Masonic Center.

This response addresses the following comments:

PH.1.2-Chapman I.10.2-Chapman (1) 1.14.3-Chapman (5)
1.4.10-Miller [.10.3-Chapman (1) 1.14.5-Chapman (5)
1.10.1-Chapman (1)

Linda Chapman, Public Hearing Transcript, May 23, 2013 [PH.1.2-Chapman] _

And I will mention that I had a 13-page appeal in here on the neg dec that went in for CSFN,
authored by me with my address; and most of this addresses what I thought should be in the EIR.
And then the document for the appeal to the Board of Supervisors last year and the document to
you, which included, you know, some relevant things, none of which, as far as I can see, got
addressed.

Leonard James Miller, E-mail, May 31, 2013 [1.4.10-Miller]

The EIR keeps referring to the “April 2012 CU”. By the sa[m]e token as the Court’s voiding of
the 2010 CU, the April 2012 CU is voided, too, as it was done w/o EE. Although the CMMT
entered into a covenant to follow the 35 conditions of that approval, the motion is null & void.

Linda Chapman, E-mail, Jurne 3, 2013 [1.10.1-Chapman (1)]

In 2011- 2012, the Department processed a Conditional Use application (reference case
2011.0147C) in advance of the environmental review required to respond to a court order for
CEQA compliance.

Reversing the order to issue environmental actions after authorizing a Conditional Use for the
same or similar project had consequences-that contributed to an incomplete and inaccurate DEIR.

Linda Chapman, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.10.2-Chapman (1)]
- The Superior Court rejected Categorical Exemptions alleged for this project, and nullified the
Conditional Use approved in 2010. A court order should trigger at least the level of review for
the 2012 decision (“Phase 1” of this Conditional Use) that CEQA Guidelines required without
that Categorical Exemption.

The Department evaded the court intention for accurate environmental assessment of Masonic
changes-- by dividing one project (subject of the court ruling) into phases processed like separate
projects. The Conditional Use that was decided in 2012 evaded environmental review--after the
court rejected a CatEx.

A project approved in 2012 deferred environmental review-- when that C.U. was alleged to be
“temporary.” The next phase was already proposed, continuing and expanding the 2012 project.
“Phase 2” was expected to modify the Conditional Use procedure for the same program to
reclassify and intensify the project site that was initially approved in 2010. The scope of “Phase
2” was known; but “two projects” for the same site were analyzed as having no cumulative
impacts. ’

A project was bifurcated for purpose of authorizing a Conditional Use to operate in 2012-- while
removing it from court ordered environmental review. Approving “Phase 1” created the DEIR’s
alleged “baseline” (new conditions are used to deny significant impacts for “Phase 2”). It further
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prejudiced analysis by claiming the 2012 variant of 2011.0147E is a “project alternative™ that the
DEIR uses to assess impacts of the full project.

Activities that existed for “Phase 1” were largely discounted by the flawed assessment for “Phase
2”. But the CEQA mandated process was ignored for “Phase 1” to trigger notices, Initial Study,
and at a minimum the appeallable Negative Declaration. '

The bifurcated Conditional Use actions are one project. The court ordered environmental review
for impacts of the Masonic Center project—not the impacts from a 2013 change order.

Absent a timely environmental review for the Conditional Use project that was heard in 2012--
data submitted by the public for 2011 and 2012 C.U. hearings should be added to comments for
consideration in the 2013 EIR. Detailed data (to include zoning changes and type and number of
events) were made part of the 2011-2012 record. Ihave asked to incorporate with the DEIR
comments some data from the 2011- 2012 file (when an environmental file was not open for

comments).

I have copies of some submissions offered for the C.U. record that show changing intensity,
history of allowed land use and actual events (delivered by Nob Hill Association, Amy Harmer,
Donald Humphreys). Now that my copies are marked and attachments possibly not intact, I
asked Kevin Guy to facilitate access to previous C.U. files to copy data for the DEIR comments.
Access was not arranged; since the Department has the research for the Conditional Use file that
preceded environmental review, I ask to incorporate the historic data showing the level of large
entertainment events occurring before and after the zoning revisions|.]

Linda Chapman, E-mail, June 3, 2013 [1.10.3-Chapman (1)]

Please incorporate my submissions for the previous decisions that raised environmental
concerns about this project. I previously forwarded the memos to the environmental
planner after discovering that I was omitted from the 2012 environmental notices. I am
providing edited copies. '

Attached is some Muni and Police Code information that I previously submitted.

[The attachment referenced in this comment is shown at the end of Letter 1.10 in Attachment
B, Draft EIR Comment Letters, of this Responses to Comments document. ]

Linda Chapman, E-mail, June 4, 2013, Attachment [1.14.3-Chapman (5)]
The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods voted to appeal the original denial of
Environmental Review, then opposed the Conditional Use applications.

Linda Chapman, E-mail, June 4, 2013, Attachment [1.14.5-Chapman (5)]

1. I submit that no rationale but political expedience can account for decisions to approve a
Conditional Use in 2012—with no environmental review. The Superior Court rejected a CatEx
determination and reversed 2010 Conditional Use approval, expecting the city to comply with
CEQA for environmental review and the Planning Code rules for zoning determinations. Could
our city officials explain this response?

2. The minimum CEQA requirement was an Initial Study supporting a determination to issue a
Negative Declaration or EIR—before a Conditional Use decision. After C.U. approval, the
Initial Study looks like an empty gesture. I submit that a hearing on Conditional Use
authorization could not lawfully proceed without the Initial Study Determination, and the
Planning Commission action could be void. ‘

October 31, 2013 ‘ : Masonic Center Renovation Project
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3. Ttis puzzling to see a Draft EIR prepared after the 2012 C.U. approval. In the process that
was reversed by a court order, considerable effort was expended to avoid CEQA, by professionals
who must understand its plain English Guidelines. After the court ordered environmental review,
the Conditional Use application was split into phases-- for one C.U. to be approved with no
environmental review, while a second C.U. application waited for an Environmental Impact
Report. What’s wrong with this picture? Seems like a question to refer to the judge. The
“temporary” C.U. lets the project sponsor continue to operate on a scale incompatible with the
neighborhood, while neighbors report adverse impacts—as if the judge hadn’t nullified the 2010
C.U. '

4. The Commission did not receive the state mandated environmental evaluation to inform a
2012 decision on the Conditional Use. In 2013, a Draft EIR treated a new C.U. from 2012 as a
“baseline”-- historic condition to evaluate impacts of the new application to intensify commercial
activities. The EIR treated the C.U. approved in 2012 as if this commercial use hadn’t been part
of the project when the court ordered environmental review-- and as if approving “two projects”
could have no cumulative impacts.

Response PD-2

The comments incorrectly state that approval of the April 3, 2012 Conditional Use authorization
(April 2012 CU authorization) required prior environmental review under CEQA. As discussed
on p. 1.3 of the EIR, in August 2011 the sponsor submitted an application for CU authorization
(2011.0147C) pursuant to Planning Code Section 185(b) for the sole purpose of continuing
existing nonconforming assembly and entertainment uses and food and beverage services at the
Masonic Center without intensification of uses. Under Section 185(b), the legal nonconforming
status of a Type I construction building located in a residential zoning district, such as the

Masonic Center, expires after 50 years unless the Planning Commission extends the

" nonconforming status for continued use by approving a conditional use authorization. The
Planning Department determined that the 2012 CU authorization was not a project subject to
environmental review because continued operation of the existing uses at the Masonic Center
would not result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment
(see CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c)(2)) and 15378 (a).? Therefore, approval of the April
2012 CU authorization did not require submittal of an Environmental Evaluation and ‘completion
of environmental review.

Comments stating that the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods. voted to appeal the
original denial of environmental review do not provide sufficient information for response. The
Planning Department’s decision not to conduct environmental review prior to the 2012 CU
authorization was challenged by the Nob Hill Association, which filed a petition for a Writ of
Mandate in the San Francisco Superior Court in 2012, alleging that the 2012 CU authorization
was unlawfully granted because the City did not first conduct environmental review. The case

? Planning Commission Motion 18520, pp.1-2.
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was never heard by the court, and in February 2013, the Nob Hill Association dismissed the case
with prejudice. No other cases were filed challenging the 2012 CU approval within the 180-day
statute of limitations period. Therefore, the City’s determination that environmental review of the
April 2012 CU authorization was not required can no longer be legally challenged and is final.

Comments stating that the April 2012 CU authorization and the proposed project analyzed in the -
Draft EIR constitute two projects, a bifurcated or a two-phase project that has resulted in a flawed
assessment of the proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR, are inaccurate. Approval of the
April 2012 CU authorization did not approve a “project” subject to CEQA. The Commission’s
approval was a discretionary action that is separate and distinct from the CU authorization that

the sponsor is seeking to implement the proposed renovation project described in the Draft EIR.
Approval of the April 2012 CU authorization continued the existing status of the Masonic Center
as a nonconforming assembly and entertainment use with food and beverage services for an
indefinite period of time; as such, the April 2012 CU authorization is not a temporary, interim, or

phased approval of the proposed project as stated in the comments.

The April 2012 CU authorization allows for the continuation of existing uses and operation at the
Masonic Center without intensification. As discussed on EIR pp. 4.A.2-4.A.3, the conditions
imposed by the April 2012 CU authorization establish the baseline for the analysis of potential
environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed renovation project,
which does propose an intensification of use. Refer to Response PD-3, below, for further
discussion of the baseline conditions analyzed in the Draft EIR.

The EIR analyzes a range of feasible alternatives as required by CEQA Section 15126.6(a). As
noted above in Response PD-1, subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the project sponsor
submitted a revised CU authorization application for approval of Alternative C: Reduced
Number of Large Live Entertainment Events and Concession Areas as the preferred project. The
evaluation of Alternative C on EIR pp. 6.12-6.18 compares the impacts of the now preferred
project to the proposed project analyzed in the EIR.

Comments related to detailed data submitted by members of the public on the CU application that
was submitted in 2011 and for the 2012 CU authorization hearings do not provide comments on
the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR content and analysis and do not require a response. Those
comments are part of the City’s record and have already been considered by decision-maker