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FILE NO. 131190 ORDINANCE ).

[General Obligation Bond Election - Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response]

Ordinance calling and providing for a épecial election to be held in the City and County
of San Francisco on Tuesday, June 3, 2014, for the purpose of submitting to
San Francisco voters a proposition to incur the folloWing bonded debt of the City and

County: $400,000,000 to finance the construction, acquisition, improvement, and
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located in Solano County. Food scraps, plant trimmings, soiled paper, and other compostables are turned
into a nutrient-rich soil amendment, or compost. Recyclable materials are sent to Recycle Central, located
at Pier 96 on San Francisco’s southern waterfront, where they are separated into commodities and sold to
manufacturers that turn the materials into new products. Waste that is not composted or recycled is taken
to the Altamont Landfill, which is located east of Livermore in Alameda County.

The Altamont Landfill is a regional landfill that handles residential, commercial, and construction waste.
It has a permitted maximum disposal of about 11,500 tons per day and received about 1.29 million tons of
waste in 2007 (the most recent year reported by the State). In 2007, the waste contributed by San Francisco
(approximately 628,914 tons) represented approximately 49 percent of the total volume of waste received
at this facility. The remaining permitted capacity of the landfill is about 45.7 million cubic yards. With this
capacity, the landfill can operate until 2025.8

In 1988, San Francisco contracted for the disposal of 15 million tons of solid waste at the Altamont
Landfill. Through August 1, 2009, the City has used approximately 12.5 million tons of this contract
capacity. The City projects that the remaining contract capacity will be reached no sooner than August
2014. On September 10, 2009, the City and County of San Francisco announced it could award its landfill
disposal contract to SF Recycling, a subsidiary of Recology. Under this contract, SF Recycling would ship
solid waste from San Francisco by truck and rail to Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba County.
The landfill is open to commercial waste haulers and can accept up to 3,000 tons of municipal solid waste
per day. The site has an expected closure date of 2066 with a total design capacity of over 41 million cy.*®

8 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), Facility/Site Summary Details: Altamont Landfill &
Resource Recovery (01-AA-0009). Available online at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/0 I -A A-0009/Detail/,
Accessed August 2, 2013. .

90 Recology web site at http://www.recologyostromroad;com/, accessed August 2, 2013.
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Francisco’s solid waste. On March 28, 2013, Yuba County and San Francisco entered into a Cooperative Agreement to designate
Yuba County as the lead agency for the proposed project and to outline their cooperative efforts concerning environmental
review of the proposed project. ‘

92 Recology, web page, "The San Francisco Dump (Transfer Station)," available at http://sunsetscavenger.com/sfDump.htm,
Accessed August 2, 2013.

%8 City and County of SFDPH, Environmental Health Section. Available on the internet at www.sustainablesf.org/indicators/view/4.
Accessed on May 7, 2013.

94 http:/fwww.sfenvironment.org/news/press-release/mayor-lee-announces-san-francisco-reaches-80-percent-landfill-waste-
diversion-leads-all-cities-in-north-america. ’

Case No. 2013.0342E ) 97 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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"SAN FRANCISCO EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND,
2014. $400,000,000 of bonded indebtedness to improve fire, earthquake and emergency
response by: improving and/or replacing deteriorating cisterns, pipes, and tunnels, and related
facilities to ensure firefighters a reliable water supply for fires and disasters; impfoving and/or
replacing neighborhood fire and police stations; replacing certain seismically-unsafe po‘lice
and medical examiner facilities with earthquake-safe buildings; and to pay related costs,
subject to independe'nt citizen oversight a}nd regular audits; and authorizing landlords to pass-

through to residential tenants in units subject to Chapter 37 of the Administrative Code (the

"Residential Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance") 50% of the increase in the real property

taxes attributable to the cost of the repayment of the bonds."

The special election called and ordered shall be referred to in this ordinance as the

| "Bond Special Election."

Section 3. PROPOSED PROGRAM. All contracts that are funded with the proceeds of
bonds authorized hereby shall be subject to the provisions’ of Chapter 83 of the Administrative
Code (the "First Source Hiring Program™), which fosters construction and permanent

~wrinvmsatepnertinbies fos 4'alfied sopnmisalidisarvanianed arividyaly Jnaddition
tank (see Section E.16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). Thus, fire hazards related to these flammable

materials would not be substantial. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

95 Hssential Services Buildings Seismic Safety Act of 1986, California HSC, Chapter 2, Section 16000 through Section 16022.

Case No. 2013.0342E 99 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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B. - CRITICAL FIREFIGHTING FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE. A portion of
the Bond shall be allocated to the construction, acquisition, improvement, retrofitting and |
completion of critical firefighting facilities and infrastructure for earthquake safety and
emergency response not otherwise spéciﬁcally enumerated in this ordinance, including
without limitation, neighborhood fire stations and related facilities (collectively, the "Critical

Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure”).

C. POLICE FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE. A portion of the Bond shall be

allocated to the construction, acquisition, improvement, retrofitting and completion of police

facilities and infrastructure for earthquake safety and emergency response not otherwise

~enaifigeiba Prarrordain tpecrs mrradnplufding Wihawt Wnitetice Leivhhvhsed palice
diminish plant or animal habitats. The proposed project would not interfere with any resident or
migratory species, nor affect any rare, threatened, or endangered species. The proposed project would not
interfere with species movement or migratory corridors because it would replace existing development
with new buildings on a site that does not provide wildlife habitat, wildlife movement corridors,
or nursery sites, and therefore would not meaningfully affect species movement.

Nesting birds, their nests and eggs are fully protected by CDFG Code Sections 3503 and 3503.5, and the
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Migrating birds pass through San Francisco and may nest in
the trees adjacent to the project site. Nesting birds and their nests and eggs are fully protected
by the California Fish and Game Code (Sections 3503, 3503.5) and the MBTA. The MBTA protects over
800 spedies, including geese, ducks, shorebirds, raptors, songbirds, and many relatively common species.
Destruction or disturbance of a nest would be a violation of these regulations and is considered
a potentially significant impact, in that the potential exists that special-status bird species (although not

~ observed at the site) could be affected. Compliance with the MBTA would ensure that impacts to resident
and migratory birds would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed project would have a
less-than-significant impact on nesting birds.

Planning Code Section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, focuses on buildings, both public and
private, that create location-related hazards and building feature-related hazards. Location-related
hazards apply to buildings in or within 300 feet of and having a direct line of sight to, an Urban Bird
Refuge, such as “open spaces two acres and larger dominated by vegetation, including vegetated
landscaping, forest, meadows, grassland, or wetlands, or open water.” Because the project site is more
than 600 feet from the nearest Urban Bird Refuge (Islais Creek), location-related hazards would not
apply. Section 139 applies similar standards to certain building features citywide, including “free-
standing glass walls, wind barriers, skywalks, balconies, and greenhouses on rooftops that have
unbroken glazed segments 24 sf and larger in size.” The proposed project would not include these
features, and therefore would not conflict with Section 139.

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted legislation that amended the City’s Urban Forestry
Ordinance to require a permit from the SFDPW to remove any protected trees.% Protected trees include
landmark, significant, or street trees located on private or public property anywhere within the territorial
limits of the City and County of San Francisco. There are cu_rrently elght trees located on 51dewa]1<s
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stations and related facilities (collecti‘vely, the “Police Facilities and Infrastructure®).
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by the Mayor and the Board.
Section 4. BOND ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES
The Bond shall include the following administrative rules and principles:
A. OVERSIGHT. The proposed bond funds shall be subjected to approval

processes and rules described in the Charter and Administrative Code. Pursuant to

agjacent 1o e project site, di alomg Uie Cvalls AVEIUE LIOILage.” LHEST LS, WLLILIL dIT LIUL LULbIucicu
protected trees according to SFDPW Code Section 801 et. seq, would be preserved as part of the
proposed project. In addition, the project sponsor would plant 24 new street trees along the Evans
Avenue and Toland Street facades to comply with Planning Code Section 143, which requires that one
24-inch box tree be planted every 20 feet of property frontage along each street, with any remaining
fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an additional tree. The new trees would be planted in

9 SFDPW Code, Article 16, §800 to §814.
97 John Matthies, SFDPW, Required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection, 1995 Evans Avenue, March 20, 2013. This document is
available for public review as part of Case No. 2013.0342E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

Case No. 2013.0342E 102 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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_earthquake faults in the Bay Area. The project site is located approximately 6.5 miles northeast of the
San Andreas Fault and 12.5 miles southwest of the Hayward Fault.

The project site is located in a seismic category “C” area; hence, it is expected that the site will be
subjected to at least one moderate to severe earthquake.® Maps 02 and 03 in the Community Safety
Element of the General Plan show the intensity of ground-shaking in San Francisco from two of the most
probable earthquakes, one of magnitude 7.2 on the San Andreas Fault and one of magnitude 6.5 on the
northern segment of the Hayward Fault. Based on the Modified Mercalli Intensity (MMI) scale, these
maps show that the subject property is located in an area subject to “Violent” ground shaking from a
7.2 magnitude earthquake along the San Andreas Fault and “Very Strong” ground shaking from a
6.5 magnitude earthquake along the Hayward Fault.

The project site is located in a Seismic Hazards Zone, which is historically or potentially subject to
liquefaction, as delineated by the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG).** Based upon the
USGS Seismic Map and relatively shallow water table, liquefaction of the foundation soils could occur
during major seismic events.1®

The project site is situated on flat terrain and not in an area considered susceptible to landslides according
to Map 04 in the Community Safety Element of the General Plan. In addition, the site is not in a an area
subject to tsunami or potential inundation due to reservoir failure based on Maps 05 and 06 in the
Community Safety Element of the General Plan. '

100 AEW Engineering, Inc., 2013, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, 1995 Evans Avenue, San Francisco, California,
Prepared for ARUP and SFDPW, June 2013. This document is available for public review as part of Case No. 2013.0342E
at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

101 California Department of Conservation. Alguist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Maps. Available online at:
htipd/www.quake.ca.gov/gmapsiaplap_maps.htm. Accessed April 19, 2013.

102 SF Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, October 2012. Available online at:
http:/fwww.sf planning.orglfip/ General_Plan/Conmunity_Safety_Element_2012.pdf. Accessed April 19, 2013,

103 Borcherdt, Gibbs, and Lajois 1975. Maps showing maximum earthquake intensity predicted in the southern San Francisco Bay region,
California, for large earthquakes on the San Andreas and Hayward Faults. 1975.

104 California Department of Conservation. Seismic Hazard Zones, City and Cau‘nty of San Francisco, November 17, 2000. Available
online at: htp://grmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmpldownload/pdfiozn_sfpdf. Accessed April 19, 2013.

105 P, Whitehead and Associates Consulting Engineers. Geotechnical Report, 928 Toland Street, Block 5597A Lot 001, San Francisco, CA.,
P. Whitehead & Associates Report 2012 — 31, October 15, 2012. This document is available for public review as part of Case
No. 2011.0859E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

Case No. 2013.0342E : 105 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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the estimated cost of such bond financed improvements and financing, as designed to date.
Section 6. The Bond Special Election shall be held and conducted and the votes

received and canvassed, and the returns made and the results ascertéined, determined and

declared as provided in this ordinance and in all partjculars not recited in this ordinance such

election shall be held according to the laws of the State of California (the "State") and the

Charter of the City (the "Charter") and any regulations adopted under State'law or the Charter,
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sfations; replacing certain seismically-unsafe police and medical examiner facilities with
earthquake-safe buildings and to pay related costs, shall the City and County of San
Francisco issue $400,000,000 in general obligation bonds, subject to citizen oversight and
regular audits?"

Each voter to vote in favor of the issuance of the foregoing bond proposition shall mark
the ballot in the location corresponding to a "YES" vote for the proposition, and to Qote agavinst
the proposition shall mark the ballot in the location corresponding to a "NO" vote for the
proposition. | |

Section 9. If at the Bond Special Election it shall appear that two-thirds of all the voteré
voting on the proposition voted in favor of and authorized the incurring of bonded
indebtedness for the purposes set forth in such proposition,‘then such proposition shali have
been accepted by the electors, and bonds authorized shall bé issued upon the order of the -
Board. Such bonds shall bear interest at a rate not exceeding applicable legal limits.

The votes cast for and against the proposition shall be counted separately and when

two-thirds of the qualified electors, voting on the proposition, vote in favor, the propositi.on

ahall bha A~ Al ol s A e e e
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would be raised by 3 feet with approximately 10,000 cy of fill. As the acreage of disturbed area (2.2 acres)
would exceed the one-acre threshold for a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
General Construction Permit, the project sponsor and its contractor would be required to implement
BMPs to prevent soil erosion. With implementation of BMPs during construction, potential impacts

related to soil erosion would be-less than significant.

Impact GE-3: The proposed project would be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, but would not result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. (Less than Significant)

As stated above, the project site is situated on flat terrain and not in an area considered susceptible to
landslides according to Map 04 in the Community Safety Element of the General Plan. The project site is
located in a Seismic Hazards Zone, which is historically or potentially subject to liquefaction. Based upon
the USGS Seismic Map and relatively shallow water table, liquefaction of the foundation soils could occur

Case No. 2013.0342E " 106 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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Section 11. This ordinance shall be published in accordance with any State law
requirements, and such publication shall constitute notice of the Bénd Special Election and no
other notice of the Bond Special Election hereby called need be given.

Section 12. The Board, having reviewed the proposed legislation, makes the following
findings in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), .California
Public Resources Code S_ections 21000 et seq., the CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code of
Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., ("CEQA Guidelines"), and Administrative Code Chapter
31 ("Chapter 31"): , |

(0 Emergency Firefighting Water System (EFWS) Project. For the reasons set

forth in the letter from the Enwronmental Review Oﬁ" icer of the Planning Department, dated

A o Ve oa YRS ‘&ofem.‘..._y-_, T S N S

to liquefaction, for critical utilities and shallow foundations or structural mat foundations to dlst-nbute
concentrated load to prevent damage to structures. If appropriate, unstable soil would be replaced with
engineering-compacted fill. All plans would be prepared in compliance with the requirements of the
SFBC, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, and requirements contained in California Geological Survey
(CGS) Special Publication 117A—Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California
and approved by DBL DBI would review and approve a site-specific, design-level geotechnical
investigation prepared by a California Certified Engineering Geologist or California Registered
Geotechnical Engineer. Although the proposed project would be located on geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, it would be constructed in such a manner as to result in a less-than-significant impact.

Impact GE-4: The proposed project is potentially located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code, but would not create substantial risks to life or property. (Less than
Significant)

Soils at the project site are predominantly Urban Land and Urban Land Orthents, reclaimed complex,
0 to 2 percent slopes.’?” These soils are highly variable, and could contain clays with various levels of risk
for expansion.1% Significant impacts related ‘to expansive soils would be avoided through implementation
of standard engineering and geotechnical practices for the identification and remediation of expansive
soils, as required by SFBC, Chapter 18, Soils and Foundations. Soil-stability specifications, including
the appropriate foundation designs for structures on expansive soils, would conform to the requirements
of SFBC Section 1803 through 1812, which contain applicable formulae, tables, and graphs. Appropriate
support and protection procedures would be designed and implemented to maintain the stability of
soils adjacent to newly graded or re-graded access roads, work areas, and structures- during and
after construction, and to minimize potential for damage to structures and facilities at the site.

106 Whitehead and Associates Consulting Engineers. Geotechnical Report, 928 Toland Street, Block 5597A Lot 001, San Francisco, CA.,
P. Whitehead & Associates Report 2012 — 31, October 15, 2012. This document is available for public review as part of Case
No. 2011.0859E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

107 USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey, htp://websoilsurvey.nres.usda.gov/app/HomePage. htm,
Accessed May 18, 2013.

108 USDA Soil Conservation Service (renamed Natural Resources Conservahon Service), 1991, Soil Survey of San Mateo County,
Eastern Part, and San Francisco County, California.
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specific projects to be constructed with the funds, it is not a project as defined by CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines. The use of bond proceeds to finance any project or portion of any

project with funds for the Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure portion of the Bond
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designs and approved by DBL All engineering practices and analyses of structural design would be
consistent with the SFBC to ensure soils stability, induding reduction of potential soil expansion hazards.
With implementation of the engineering and geotechnical requirements, impacts related to expansive
soils would be reduced to less than significant.

Impact GE-5: The proposed project would not substantially change the topography or any unique
.geologic or physical features of the site. (Less than Significant)

The site is flat with no unique geologic or physical features. To reduce flood hazards, the elevation of the
project site would be increased by approximately three feet. The change in elevation of the project site is
not substantial when compared to the overall site acreage. Consequently, impacts from changes in
topography would be less than significant.

Impact C-GE: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative
significant effects related to geology or soils. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project would not result in a large amount of excavation, and there are no other foreseeable
projects in the project vicinity that would combine with the proposed project’s impacts in a considerable
manner so as to result in a significant adverse effect. Thus, the proposed project’'s impacts related to
geology and soils, both individually and cumulatively, would be less than significant.
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| Department Case No. 2013.0342E, which is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No.

131190 and which is incorporated into this ordinance by this reference. In issuing the FMND

the Planning Department determined that the Traffic Company and Forensic Services Division
Facility project could not have a significant éffect on the environment.
| (&)  The Board hereby adopts as its own the CEQA findings for the Traffic Company

and Forensic Services Division-Fécility project made by the Planning Department ih the
FMND. - |

(b) The Board has reviewed and considered the information contained ih the FMND
and all other documents referenced in this Ordinance as being oh file with the Clerk of the
Board in File No. 131190. |

(c)  The Traffic Company and Forensic Services Division Facility project as réflected
in this ordinance fs consistent with the project described in the FMND and would not result in

any significant impacts not identified in the FMND nor cause significant effects identified in the

_FMND to be substantially more severe.

(d) ~ In accordance with CEQA, the Board has considered the mitigation measures
described in the FMND and hereby requires thé mitigation measures and the mitigation
monitoring and reporting program ("MMRP") denoted as Exhibit A to this ordinance and on file
with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 131190 to be imposed as conditions on the

implementation of the Traffic Company and Forensic Services Division Facility project
annrmvad hay thie i e
Implementation of the 5CP" would ensure that the project meets pertormance Imeasures Set Dy ie orr uL
related to storm water runoff rate and volume. The proposed project includes a combination of BMPs,

including permeable pavers, rain gardens, a bio swale, and a roof garden.

" During site preparation, excavation, and construction of the foundation and building shell, the potential
exists for erosion and transportation of soil particles, sediment, and other pollutants in surface run-off
into San Francisco Bay. As discussed above, storm water runoff from project construction would drain to
the combined sewer and storm water system and be treated at the SE Plant. Pursuant to Chapter 13C
(Green Building) and Chapter 33 (Excavation and Grading) of the SFBC, the project sponsor would be
required to implement BMPs that include erosion and sediment control measures to reduce potential

erosion impacts.

About 10,000 cy of fill would be imported to the project site to elevate the existing grade by about 3 feet.
To avoid the possibility that fill could contain contaminants that would be leached by infiltrating surface
water, all imported fill would be tested prior to transport to the project site to ensure it is clean.

Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade water quality nor would water quality

I At 1 e 0 2 1T Tlaie fha rraiecrt watlld have a lece-than-
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.(f) Basedupon the whole record for the FMND, including all written materials and
any oral testimony received by the Board, the Board hereby finds that the FMND reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the Planning Department and the Board, is adequate
and complete and there is no substantial evidence that the proposed Traffic Company and
Forensic Services Division Facility project, given the implementation of the mitigation
measures as stated in the FMND and the adoption of the MMRP, could have a signiﬁcant.
effect on the environment as shown in the analysis of the FMND. The Board hereby adopts
the FMN'D and the MMRP on file with the Clerk of the Board as Exhibit A to this ordinance.

Section 13. The Board finds and declares fhat the proposed Bond is (i) in conformity
with the priority policies of Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code, (i) in accordance wi’;h
Section 4.105 of the Charter and Section 2A:53(f) of the Administrative Code, and (iif)
consistent with the City’s General Plan, and adopts the findings of the Planning Department,

as set forth in the General Plan Referral Report dated November 26, 2013, a copy of which is
= ‘permit for such distharge shall coritain Specified wafer quality standards and may Téqitiré the project
sponsor to install and maintain meters to measure the discharge volume to the combined sewer system.
These measures would ensure protection of water quality during construction of the proposed project.
The project would convert the site’s impervious surface area into a partially pervious surface, which
would result in a small increase in the area available for potential groundwater recharge. Therefore,
groundwater resources would not be substantially affected, and the proposed project would not
substantially interfere with groundwater flow. Thus, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on groundwater.

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not result in altered drainage patterns that would cause
substantial erosion or flooding or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
(Less than Significant)

The project site is currently covered with impervious surfaces. Construction of the proposed project
would decrease impervious surface coverage on the site, increasing infiltration and groundwater
recharge. In addition, the proposed storm water drainage system involves vegetated swales, a roof
garden, and landscaping designed to comply with the SFSMO requirement that existing volume and rate
of storm water runoff at the project site be maintained or reduced by retaining runoff on-site, promoting
storm water reuse, and limiting site discharges that enter the combined sewer collection system. Because
storm water flows from the proposed project could be accommodated by the existing combined sewer
system, and there would be no expected increase in storm water flows, impacts from surface water runoff
would be less than significant. :

Impact HY-4: The proposed project would not expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk
of loss due to flooding. (Less than Significant) '

Development in the City and County of San Francisco must account for flooding potential. Flood risk
assessment and some flood protection proiects are conducted bv federal acendcies includine the Federal
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Oversight Commitiee, to-the extent permitted by law, one-tenth of one percent (0.1%) of the
gross proceeds of the Bonds shall be deposited in a fund established by the Controllers
Office and appropriated by the Board of Supervisors at the direcﬁon of the Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Oversight Committee to cover the costs of such committee.

Section 16. The time requirements specified in Section 2.34 of tﬁe Administrative.
Code are waived. | .

~Section 17. The appropriate officers, employees, representatives and agents of the
City are hereby ‘authorized and directed to do everything necesséry or desirable to accomplish
the calling and holding of fhe Bond Special Election, and to otherwise carry out the p'rovisioné
of this ordinance. - | |

Section 18. Documénts referenced in this ordinance are on file with the Clerk of the

‘Board of Supervisors in File No. 131190 , which is hereby declared to be a part of

this ordinance as if set forth fully herein.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA,
City Attorney

By:  Yoweudd Dard Kewy
‘Kenneth David Roux
.Deputy City Attorney

n:\financ\as2013\1400173\00889002.doc.

Mayor Ed Lee, Supervisor Chiu .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . . Page 12
' 12/9/2013
293




FILE NO. 131190

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[General Obligation Bond Election - Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response]
“Ordinance calling and providing for a special election to be held in the City and County
‘of San Francisco on Tuesday, June 3, 2014, for the purpose of submitting to

San Francisco voters a proposition to incur the following bonded debt of the City and

County: $400,000,000 to finance the construction, acquisition, improvement, and

seismic retrofitting of Neighborhood Fire and Police Stations, the Emergency

Firefighting Water System, seismically secure facilities for the Medical Examiner, the

Police Department’s Traffic Company, and the Police Department’s Forensic Services

Division, and other critical infrastructure and facilities for earthquake safety and related

costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing purposes; authorizing landlords to

pass-through 50% of the resulting property tax increase to residential tenants in

accordance with Chapter 37 of the Administrative Code; finding that the estimated cost

of such proposed project is and will be too great to be paid out of the ordinary annual

fmares o cmdrresariemaefithe Qi andNeoundvardasiiiovr avisngiunrrditespoatrnode e thanm

hazard area (SFHA),

Case No. 2013.0342E . 111 1985 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSbﬂ' Cc
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FILE NO. 131190

SAN FRANCISCO EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND,
2014. To improve fire, earthquake and emergency response by: improving and/or
replacing deteriorating cisterns, pipes, and tunnels, and related facilities to ensure
firefighters a reliable water supply for fires and disasters; improving and/or replacing
neighborhood fire and police stations; replacing certain seismically-unsafe police and
medical examiner facilities with earthquake-safe buildings and to pay related costs,
shall the City and County of San Francisco issue $400,000,000 in general obligation
bonds, subject to citizen oversight and regular audits?

: The ordinance fixes the maximum rate of interest on the Bonds, and provides for a levy
and a collection of taxes to repay both the principal and interest on the Bonds. The ordinance
also describes the manner in which the Bond Special Election will be held, and the ordinance
provides for compliance with applicable state and local laws. :

Background Information

The Board of Supervisors found that the amount of specified for this project is and will be too
great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the City, and will require
expenditures greater than the amount allowed therefor by the annual tax levy.

Mayor Lee, Supervisor Chiu
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS _ ‘ Page 2
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1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102 (415) 552-9292
site. There is no mudslide hazard af the project site”as thé™site and local vicinity are generaily mat ana
fully developed with no erosion-prone slopes. Thus, the proposed pro]ect would result in no 1mpact due

to selche, tsunami, or mudflow hazards.

109 City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, San Francisco Floodplain Management Program Fact Sheet,
January 25, 2001 (revised January 5, 2011), Available online at: » '
http://sfgsa.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=7520. Accessed May 17, 2013.

110 FEMA, Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map, City and County of San Francisco, California, Panel 235 of 260, Map Number
06075C0235A, September 21, 2007, Available online at: ht'tp //sfgsa.org/Modules/Showlmage.aspx?imageid=2680. Accessed
May 17, 2013.

111 GF Planning Department, Review of Projects in Identified Areas Prone to Flooding, April 1, 2007 (Updated October 2009).
Available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/DB_04 Flood_Zones.pdf. Accessed May 17,
2013. .

12 gF Planning Department. Tsunami Hazard Zones. 2002. Available online at:
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf (Map 5). Accessed May 17, 2013.

113 California Department of Conservation. Tsuna.m.l Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, San Francisco, June 15, 2009.

Available online at:
http://www.conservation.ca. gov/cgs/geolo gic_hazards/T sunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/

Tsunami_Irundation/SouthSFNorthSF_SFBay_SanFrancisco.pdf. Accessed May 17, 2013.
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Departments:

Department of Public Works (DPW)
Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
Controller’s Office of Public Finance

Items 1and 2 )
Files 13-1190 and 13-1189

Legislative Objectives

e File 13-1190: Ordinance calling and providing for a special electlon to be held on June 3, 2014 for in
order to submit to San Francisco voters a proposition to incur $400,000,000 of Earthquake Safety and
Emergency Response (ESER) General Obligation bonded debt to finance the construction, acquisition,
improvement and seismic retrofitting of Neighborhood Fire and Police Stations, the Auxiliary Water
Supply System (AWSS), seismically secure facilities for the Medical Examiner, the Police Department’s
Traffic Company and the Police Department’s Forensic Services Division and other crltlcal
infrastructure and facilities.

o File 13-1189: Resolution determining and declaring the public interest and necessity demand the
construction, acquisition, improvement and retrofitting of Neighborhood Fire and Police Stations, the
AWSS, seismically secure facilities for the Medical Examiner, the Police Department’s Traffic Company,
the Police Department’s Forensic Services Division and other critical infrastructure and facilities for
earthquake safety and the payment of costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing purposes.

Key Points
e On June 8, 2010, San Francisco voters approved Proposition B, a $412,300,000. ESER General

Significant Mitigation Significant Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable

16. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—
Would the project:

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

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the’ [N [_—_| X E] Il
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset :
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

¢)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or D I:] X D |
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an ex1s’tmg or proposed
school?

d) Belocated on a site which is included on a list of |:| O X O O
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government 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 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?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, I ] O | IE
would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere [___] | ' & ]:I [l
with an adopted emergency response plan or :

emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of D 1 X [l ]

loss, injury or death involving fires?

Obligation Bond ta constriset and imnrave Fire Statipns q%“mg},mlgnhlm“ﬂajgh&ulding_thp_AMSS_and;
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e The proposed $400,000,000 in ESER GO Bonds will have a projected annual interest rate of 6.0 percent
‘over approximately 20 years, with four issuances, resulting in estimated total debt service payments of
- 688,978,400, including $288,978,400 in interest and $400,000,000 in principal, with éstimated average

annual debt service payments of $26,499,169. Debt service would be paid from increased Property
Tavne ciirh that an awnar nf a cinala familv recidence with an aceesced valiie of S500.000 would nav

wastes would be regulated by the San Francisco Hazardous Material Unified Program Agency-
(SFHMUPA), within the SFDPH, under a compliance certificate. The SFPD would develop a hazardous
waste and hazardous materials business plan (HMBP) to reflect storage locations, management, and
emergency procedures for hazardous materials and waste. The SFHMUPA would conduct periodic
inspections to ensure that hazardous materials and wastes are being used and stored propetly. The SFPD
is required by law to ensure employee safety by properly identifying hazardous materials and adequately
training workers. Hazardous material containers would be labeled to inform users of potential risks and
to instruct them in appropriate storage, handling, and disposal procedures.

Operation of the proposed facility would involve the occasional delivery, storage, hand]jng, and use of
diesel fuel, a flammable hazardous material. The diesel fuel would be stored in an 8,000-gallon
underground storage tank (UST) located near the west corner of the parking garage, and would supply
two emergency generators. The delivery of diesel fuel for the proposed project could create chemical
exposure and fire hazards in the event of a spill and release of diesel fumes to the atmosphere. However,
sufficient access would be provided at the project site for ingress and egress allowing tanker trucks and

-~ other vehicles transporting diesel fuel to safely turn in and out of the UST filling area. Based on the depth
to groundwater, it is possible that the UST system could be submerged in groundwater, which could
result in buoyancy, or erosion and scour. Compliance with California regulations for the design and
installation of USTs, including corrosion control for submerged metallic piping and UST systems, would
reduce this potential hazard.1* The SFPD would be required by California HSC Chapter 6.95 to obtain an
operating permit for the UST, which includes a review of the system and its installation by a registered
engineer. Tank operating permits are incorporated into the HMBP and issued as part of the Hazardous
Materials Certificate of Registration, obtained from the SFHMUPA.

With adherence to applicable state and federal regulations and local code requirements, the proposed
impacts from routine transport, use, disposal, handling, or emission of hazardous materials would be less
than significant. '

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project is on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant

to Government Code Section 65962.5 and would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the environment. (Less than Significant)

1GACS, SULIT THACL anl vwHLr'or & amngie 1 fily (LSRR AL s Laresd il ~wrsle abmifa UE TR Pl T
average annual additional Property Taxes to the City of $48.06 per year.

e As of December 31, 2013, there was $1,889,683,269 of General Obligation Bonds outstanding, or
approximately 1.1% of the total assessed value of property in the City. If the $400,000,000 of ESER
General Obligation Bonds are issued, the total outstanding General Obligation Bonds would total
$2,289,683,269, or approximately 1.3% of the total assessed value of property.

Recommendations
e Approve the proposed ordinance (File 13-1190) and resolution (File 13-1189).
e Request that the City (Ballot Simplification Committee) include language in the subject bond measure to
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MANDATE STATEMENT / BACKGROUND

Mandate Statement

According to Article 16, Section 18(a) of the State of California Constitution, no county, city,
town, township, board of education, or school district, shall incur any indebtedness or liability
for any purpose exceeding in any year the income and revenue provided for such year, without
the approval of two-thirds of the voters of the public entity voting at an election to be held for
that purpose.

Section 9.105 of the City’s Charter provides that the Board of Supervisors is authorized to
approve the issuance and sale of General Obligation bonds in accordance with State law or local
procedures adopted by ordinance.

Background

On June 8, 2010, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition B, which authorized the
RS | Bh Al 23000 OfEariha "PKEse RIS WAL pERARIRN O B Proptes(ESFRAaRsEY
ESA report describes current and prior uses on the project site and, summarizes records obtained from
environmental agency databases, site reconnaissance observations, and potential soil and groundwater
contamination concerns. Per the Phase I ESA, and according to a representative of HC&M Commercial
Properties (the current property manager), past uses of the project site included a lumberyard from
1940 to around 1954, a French bread bakery from 1954 to 2005 (see discussion in Section E.4, Cultural
Resources), followed by production and distribution of newspapers by the San Francisco N ewspaper
Company, publisher for the San Francisco Examiner, from approximately 2006 to 2013, and wareh01.1.smg
and retail (Hydroponic Connection) and bus parking until 2013. Recognized environmental conditions -
noted in the site reconnaissance include outdoor storage of potentially hazardous materials (used
antifreeze and motor oil); surface asphalt staining, and distressed vegetation around the material storage;
and evidence of vehicle maintenance and wash-down areas.

114 CCR, Title 23, Waters, Division 3. SWRCB and RWQCB, Chapter 16. Underground Tank Regulations.
115 AEW Engineering, Inc,, 2013, DRAFT Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, 1995 Evans Avenue, San Francisco,
California, Prepared for ARUP and SFDPW, May 2013.

Ca#e No. 2013.0342E 115 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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’

firefighting projects, pipes and tunnels totaling $102,400,000 are being managed by the Public
Utilities Commission (PUC). In addition, as shown in Table 1 above, an estimated $6,900, 000 is
budgeted to provide bond oversight, including 0.1% allocation for the Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Oversight Committee and 0.2% for the City Services Auditor and to fund the

vrEinusraats tRicpadhe Gor 2o bk —ciimndi o Aaouana v uin  Dua pALing © TV AT I At S s waTeE
terminated in 1997. Soil sampling during well installation indicated the presence of lead in soil above
California hazardous waste thresholds. Quarterly sampling detected the presence of total petroleum
hydrocarbons in the gasoline range (TPH-G) and benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene and xylene (BTEX)
in the three groundwater monitoring wells. The three wells were decommissioned in 1998. In May 1998,
* the SFDPH issued a Remedial Action Completion Certification for the 8,000-gallon UST removed in 1997.
No formal letter from SFDPH was identified for the first 8,000-gallon UST, the 1,000-gallon UST, and/or
the 3,000~gallon UST. It is likely that subsurface contamination remains and could be encountered during
excavation for the proposed project.

To evaluate off-site environmental concerns, the Phase I ESA included a review of agency lists and
databases for recorded sites in the project vicinity. Neighboring sites that may present a potential impact
to subsurface soil and groundwater and were identified on the databases within the American Standard

for Testing and Materials (ASTM) search radii include the following:

o Federated Fry Metals at 1901 Cesar Chavez Street;

» Polita Hawley Forge at 2350 Jerrold Avenue;

s Applied Dielectronic at 1750 Army Street (Cesar Chavez Street);
‘e 3950 Third Street property at 3950 3% Street;

¢ Infoimage, Inc. at 890 Pennsylvania Avenue; and,

¢ Caltrans ROW at Evans Avenue and Rankin Street.

The Phase I ESA report included recommendations that the project sponsor perform a Phase II ESA to
establish current soil and groundwater conditions underneath the site, particularly around the former
UST locations, in areas of recognized environmental conditions, -and at site boundary. A survey of
hazardous materials (such as but not limited to lead, asbestos, and polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs]) at
the existing building structures was also recommended based on the age of the buildings.

116 http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile_report.asp?global_id=T0607500199, Accessed May 18, 2013.

Case No. 2013.0342E 116 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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The current 2010 ESER bonds are funding $102.4 million of the AWSS project, including
construction of 30 new cisterns, specific repairs to Pumping Stations 1 and 2, both AWSS water
tanks (Ashbury and Jones) and the Twin Peaks Reservoir, and more limited repairs to the 135
miles of high-pressure underground connecting pipes. These projects are expected to be

- completed by 2018. :

In addition to the above-described previously authorized 2010 $412,300,000 ESER General
Obligation Bond, the City’s 2014-2023 Ten-Year Capital Plan, approved by the Board of
Supervisors in April of 2013 (File 13-0228), identifies the need for a 2014 ESER $428 million GO
Bond. This $428 million bond includes (a) $70 million for additional Fire Stations, (b) $70
million for additional AWSS improvements, (c) $30 million for Police Stations, (d) $165 million
" for a new Police Department Forensic Services and Traffic Division facility, (e) $65 million for a
new Medical Examiner facility, and (f) $28 million to seismically improve or relocate the City’s
Animal Shelter. According to Mr. Brian Strong, Director of the Capital Planning Program, the
$28 million to seismically improve or relocate the City’s Animal Shelter was removed from the
$428 million ESER Bond proposal, resulting in a need for $400 million bond, because more time
was needed to fully evaluate the needs for the facility, estimated detailed costs and to obtain
CEQA certification and clearances.

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

File 13-1190: The proposed ordinance would call and provide for a special election to be held
in San Francisco on June 3, 2014 in order to submit to San Francisco voters a proposition to
incur $400,000,000 of General Obligation bonded indebtedness to finance the construction,
acquisition, improvement and seismic retrofitting of Neighborhood Fire and Police Stations,
the Emergency Firefighting Water System, seismically secure facilities for the Medical

EsseRin AR sthguPnlira Nenartmant’c Traffic Cpppnanv and the Police, Denacdment SRoregsice
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e authorize landlords to pass-through 50% of the property tax increases to residential
tenants in accordance with Chapter 37 of the Administrative Code;

e find that a portion of the proposed bond is not subject to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and adopt finding under CEQA for the remaining portion of the
proposed bond;

e find that the proposed bond is in conformity with the eight priority policies of Planning
Code, Section 101.1(b) and consistent with the General Plan; '

e fix the date of June 3, 2014 and the manner of the election, procedures for voting on the
proposition, notice of such election and consolidate the special election with the general
election;

o waive the ballot proposition word limit imposed by Municipal Elections Code Section 510;

e comply with Section 53410 of the California Government Code regarding restrictions on the
use of bond proceeds;

e incorporate (a) Administrative Code Chapter 83, authorlzmg all contracts funded with the
proceeds of these bonds be subject to the City’s First Source Hiring Program, and (b)
Chapter 14B, requiring the Local Business Enterprise and Non-Discrimination in Contracting
Ordinance provisions; :

e waive Administrative Code Section 2.34 time requirement provisions; and

e incorporate Administrative Code Section 5.30-5.36 provisions regarding the Citizen’s
General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee annual review and report to the Mayor and
the Board of Supervisors.

Regarding CEQA, both the proposed ordinance and resolution include the following findings:

¢ Planning Department’s November 25, 2013 letter determined that funds for ‘the
Emergency Firefighting Water System (EFWS) Project and Critical Firefighting Facilities
and ‘Infrastructure are not subject to CEQA because the proposed legislation only
establishes a proposed government financing mechanism which would enable
potential projects to be constructed with these funds. However the proposed
ordinance states that, upon completion of the necessary planning, any further required
environmental review under CEQA for such individual projects would be required and
subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors;

¢ Planning Department’s determination on May 30, 2013 finds that the Medjial Examlner
Facility is categorically exempt, as an infill development project;

e Planning Department’s November 18, 2013 Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for
the Traffic Company and Forensic Services Division Facility finds that this project would
not have a significant effect on the environment with the mitigation measures,
monitoring and reporting program to be imposed as conditions on the implementation
of this project approved by this ordinance.

Approval of the proposed $400,000,000 of General Obligation Bond (GO Bond) would require
approval by two-thirds of San Francisco voters. The use of GO Bond proceeds to finance any
‘project or portion of any project would also be subject to future appropriation approval by the
Board of Supervisors, subsequent to completion of planning and any further required
environmental review under CEQA for individual projects.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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If the proposed $400,000,000 ESER 2014 General Obligation Bond is approved by at least two-
phiﬁtf“ai‘e ‘1510\5‘1@&5 Tr-sire vetaon Yazfoady pastl!'peaording-vors Sadfede ' bkl ovcaon vaeo
shall, to the maximum extent possible, protect the ground from contamination during exterior work;
protect floors and other horizontal surfaces from work debris during interior work; and make all
reasonable efforts to prevent migration of lead paint contaminants beyond containment barriers during
the course of the work. Clean-up standards require the removal of visible work debris, including the use .

of a high efficiency particulate air filter (HEPA) vacuum following interior work.

Case No. 2013.0342E 118 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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FISCAL IMPACTS

Rationale for Proposed Costs

According to Mr, Brian Strong, Director of the Capltal Planning Program, the request for $70
million for Fire Stations, $70 million for AWSS and $30 million for the Police Stations and
Infrastructure under the proposed $400 million 2014 ESER Bond, which were included in the
2014-2023 City 10-Year Capital Plan, is based on forecasting models of the amount of funds
needed to improve and maintain these critical public safety facilities over the next six years,
coupled with the restraint of not wanting to increase property taxes over existing levels, such
that additional General Obligation Bonds would only be issued as existing debt is retired.

As noted in Table 3 above:

¢ the identified total Police Station needs are up to $250 million, with the proposed 2014
Bond to fund $30 million;

e the identified total Fire Station needs are up to $327 million, the first ESER Bond funded
S64 million of improvements at 23 Fire Stations and the proposed 2014 ESER Bond
would fund an additional $70 million; and :

e the identified total AWSS needs are up to $294 million, the first ESER Bond funded
$102.4 million and the proposed 2014 ESER Bond would fund an additional $70 million.
In addition, the AWSS capital plan assumes leveraging of the City’s potable water
system to maximize the benefits of both PUC water systems.

The proposed 2014 ESER Bond does not specify which Fire Stations, Police Stations or AWSS
projects which would be renovated or the scope or specific work that would be completed for
each station or project. Both Mr. Higueras and Mr. David Myerson, Project Manager for the
PUC note that if specific projects are detailed, each project would be subject to CEQA review
and clearance, prior to approval by the voters. Therefore, Mr. Higueras and Mr. Myerson
Franascty ard Teyuirea o conrdrm o tirrent $tdte"ana’local energy 'donversaucn stafiaaras, mddding
CCR Title 24 (including the California Building Code, California Energy Code, and California Green Building
Standards Code), as well as the SFBC. The DBI enforces Building Code compliance and documentation
demonstrating compliance with standards would be submitted with the application for the building
permit. In addition, the project sponsor is pursuing silver status under the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) standards. As a result, the proposed project would not cause a wasteful
use of energy or other non-renewable resources, and would have a less-than-significant impact on
ENEergy resources.

119 CDMG, Open File Report 96-03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and II.

Case No. 2013.0342E 121 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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As shown in Attachment I, the $165,000,000 estimated cost for the Police Department’s Traffic
Company and Forensic Services Facility includes $16,200,000 to purchase the site at 1995 Evans
Avenue. In November, 2013, the Board of Supervisors approved a lease with an option to
purchase this site (File 13-1038). In addition, the proposed size of the Traffic and Forensic
Facility includes potential expansion to accommodate growth of the Police Department’s staff
over the next 15-20 years. For example, the Forensic Services Division currently has
approximately 90 FTE staff and the proposed facility would accommodate approximately 130
FTE staff. Mr. Strong advises that the Capital Planning Committee is working with the Mayor
and Controller’s Office to identify such potential addltlonal operating costs, which would be
included in the City’s Five Year Financial Plan.

In. addition. the S165.000.000 cast_for_the Police_ NDenartment’c Traffic and Farancire farilitv and
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California 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 Il | O X |
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural

use?

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

c)  Conlflict with existing zoning for, or cause . | Il O <] |

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

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of O ' | O X [
forest land to non-forest use?

e) . Involve other changes in the existing environment O O O X ]
which, due to 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 result in the conversion of farmland or forest land to
non-farm or non-forest use, nor would it conflict with existing agricultural or forest use or zoning.
(No Impact)

The project site is located within an urban area in the City and County of San Francisco. The California
Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program identifies the project site as
“Urban and Built-up Land,” which is defined as follows:

Land occupied by structures with a building density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres, or
approximately six structures to a 10-acre parcel, and used for residential, industrial,
commercial, construction, institutional, public administration, railroad and other
transportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage
treatment, water control structures, and other developed purposes.120121
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The City’s Charter imposes a three percent limit on the amount of General Obligation Bonds
that can be outstanding at any given timé, relative to the total assessed value of property in the
City. The FY 2013-14 total assessed value of property in the City is $173,136,510,972, such that
the three percent limit is currently $5,194,095,329. According to Ms. Sesay, as of December 31,
2013, there was $1,889,683,269 of General Obligation Bonds outstanding, or approximately
1.1% of the total assessed value of property in the City.

If the subject $400,000,000 of ESER General Obligation Bonds are issued as proposed, the
outstanding General Obligation Bonds would total $2,289,683,269, or approximately 1.3% of
‘the total assessed value of property. Ms. Sesay notes that the proposed issuances are
consistent with the City’s approved Ten-Year Capital Plan, which states that General Obligation
bonds will be issued such that Property Tax rates will not increase above the FY 2006 Property
Tax rates. Therefore, new General Fund bonds would only be issued as outstanding General
Fund bonds are retired.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

It should be noted that the previously authorized 2010 ESER bond and the proposed 2014 ESER
bond address the need to relocate City departments from the Hall of Justice, which has been
determined to be seismically unsafe. A new Police Headquarters and a new Southern District
Police Station, both currently located in the Hall of Justice, are being funded with the 2010 ESER
bond, and will be completed in 2014. If the proposed $400 million ESER bond is approved, the
~ Police Department’s Forensics Services and Traffic Company as well as the Medical Examiner
- would also be relocated into new facilities from the Hall of Justice. However, the District
Attorney, Adult Probation, Police Investigations and Jail #3 and 4, as well as the Superior Court
would still be located in the Hall of Justice. A proposed subsequent ESER General Obligation
Bond would relocate the City’s remaining functions. Mr. Higueras notes that the Superior Court
are under the jurisdiction and responsibility of the State. Jails #3 and 4 will be a General Fund
debt-financed project and is being addressed separately with the Sheriff’'s Department.

Tb.‘i:.E‘f‘l'ﬁQ°ﬁd;y2vQ:wa; I:\_? 1§RK1&K31 Lﬁhliﬁati‘:\cv.bg.cd_‘,nsamrrl cnfrvoncoe _tho  wmecsdacgabe 0 [

have thé potential to result in significant impacts to any below-ground archeological resources.
Any adverse effect to CEQA-significant paleontological resources resulting from soils disturbance from
the proposed project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-CP-2: Archeology Resources (Testing), which addresses testing to determine the presence of

archeological resources.

E.19.b) The proposed project, in combination with recently completed expansion of the Restaurant Depot
store located just north of the project site on Evans Avenue;!”? proposed Home Depot store located just
north of the project site on Evans Avenue;! approved expansion of the San Francisco Wholesale Produce
Market;12¢ proposed construction of a 25,000-sf commercial building at 928 Toland Street, south of the
project site;s and the planned redevelopment (replacement of existing units and expansion) of the
Potrero Terrace and Potrero Annex public housing units to the north, on the opposite side of Cesar
Chavez Street'6 would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant impacts to

122 SF Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, Case No. 2009.0651.
123 SF Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, Case No. 2009.0362.
124 SF Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, Case No. 2009.1153.
125 SF Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, Case No. 2011.0859.

126 CT Do e~ TV mam avbrrmmrmt Trrrrmmrmontal Plantsinea Disncion Cace Nao 2010 0515
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proposed $400 million bond is presented to the voters, the voters should be fully apprised'of
the previously authorized ESER GO bonds approved in 2010 and the likelihood of additional

future subsequent ESER bonds.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Approve the proposed ordinance (File 13-1190) and resolution (File 13-1189).

2. Request that the City (Ballot Simplification Committee) include language in the subject
bond measure to be placed before the San Francisco voters stating that there was an
initial $412,300,00 General Obligation bond authorization approved for public safety
facilities in 2010, the subject $400,000,000 General Obligation bond would be the
second ESER General Obligation bond measure and that, in accordance with the City’s
Ten-Year Capital Plan, there is likely to be another ESER General Obligation -bond
measure submitted to the San Francisco voters.

“IOF The approXimeie 30-TrOntil CONSIuCuUIl PIidse. L IUJElt CULSUTUCHoN atvVInes WOl tesarc T snore
term emissions of DPM and other toxic air contaminants that would add emissions to areas already :
adversely affected by poor air quality. This would result in a significant air quality impact to sensitive
land uses. Implementation of the emissions-reducing Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2: Construction
Emissions Minimization and M-AQ-4: Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for Diesel Generators
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Based on the TBD Consultants Estimate dated 7/9/2013 -100% Attachment | - Page 1 of 2
| GSF :
Bldgs Garage
1 DEBZ 42,246
- Div. # IR : Yo i " TOTAL:= el I - $ISF- -
0 FOUNDATIONS 4.63% 2,873,967 26.20
|BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION 0.00% 0 -
SUPERSTRUCTURE 12.70% 7,878,336 71.8;
EXTERIOR CLOSURE 11.85Y% 7.417,683 67.6
06 ROOFING 1.81% 1,001,562 9.13
7 TERIOR CONSTRUCTION 7.13 4,426,425 40.36
TAIRS 0.61 379,400 3.46
NTERIOR FINISHES 5.07 3,148,645 28.71
CONVEYING 0.69 430,000 3.92
11 PLUMBING 5.02 3,116,466 28.41
12 HVAC 15.87 9,851,555 88.82
3 FIRE PROTECTION .06 658,410 6.00
4 ELEGTRICAL 11.18 6,939,812 63.27
5 |{EQUIPMENT 2.31% 1,433,650 13.07
6 |FURNISHINGS 55 2,205,632 20.11
7 ___|SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION 0.64! 400,000 3.65
B |SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION 0.90! 560,000 5.11
:] SITE PREPARATIO! 0.35% 217,870 1.99
20 |SITE IMPROVEMENTS 2.63Y 1,630,379 14.86
21__ |SITE MECHANICAL UTILITIES 0.469 287.600 262
22 __|SITE ELECTRICAL UTILITIES 0.27% 167,760} 1.53
23 OTHER SITE CONSTRUCTION 0.96% 596,550 - 5.44
24 |PARKING STRUCTURE 10.37% 6,435,657 58.68
-7 |TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION .. el s e BN RELE
T ]COSTS L i ~100.0%}- 62,057,479| $" 565.79
GC CONSTRUCTION CONTIGENCY 3.00% 1,861,724
DESIGN CONTINGENCY 15.00% 9,587,881
ESCALATION 20.00% 14.701.417 midpoint - June 18, 2018
Subtotal 26,151,022
[ IDIRECT COSTS ESCALATED | 1. 88,208,501 | |
JOBSITE MANAGEMENT 7.00% 6,174,585 $246,984/month; 25 months
INSURANCE + BONDING 2.50% 2,359,577
FEE 3.00% 2,831,493 CMIGC
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 10.00% 6,205,748 % of construction direct cost
CM/GC CONTINGENCY 2.00% 1,241,150 % of construction direct cost
ART ENRICHMENT 2.00% 1,241,150 % of construction direct cost
Subtotal ’ 20,053,712
1 [TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS | T - 108,262,213 | |
I PROJECT CONTROL 1
Client Department Services 0.50% 541,311
DPW Project Management 4.00% 4,330,489
City Administrative Services 0.75% 811,967
Regulatory Agency Approvals 225% 2,435,800
AIE Services 12.50% 13,632,777
Environmental Services 1.00% 1,082,622
CM Services ) 9.00% 9,743,599
Geotech, Surveys, & Data Collection 0.25% 270,656
Move Management 0.50% 541,311
Pattnering Allowance 0.10% 108,262
Reserve 0.85% 920,229
Total Project Control 30.75% 34,319,122
[ Site Control ]
Site Purchase 16,200,000 )
Division of Real Estate Services 300,000
Total Site Control 16,500,000
| Finance Costs -
DPW Estimate of Cost of Issuance 1.50% 1,623,933
City Services Audits : 0.20% 216,524
CGOBOC -0.10% 108,262
Total Finance Costs 1.80% 1,948,720
1 "_Other Misc, Indirect Costs
1 Preliminary Project Planning - 1600 Owens 1,830,000
2 Interior Signage 164,523 -
3 Telecom/Data Wiring & Devices 658,092
4 Security/Fire Alarm Wiring & Devices 643,181
5 AV Wiring 284,523
[ Escalation 369,317
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Based on the TBD Consultants Estimate dated 1/30/2013 - 100% AtIaCFlment I- Page 20f2
GSF
42,575
" Div. # |. B . G ) s TOTAL vt p = $ISF
01 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 2.91% 814,241| $  19.12 i
02 ISITE CONSTBHCIION — corwrmmmrrs leorrd B e, an ABBOBN T x ;120 ket sere s an s e e yr e

descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other descendant group an appropriate
representative of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the
descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the
site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered
data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site.
A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the
descendant group. '

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

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a

* written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the

archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in
consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted.

127 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of

burial.

Case No. 2013.0342E . 127 : 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant,
determines that an archeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, this AMP shall
minimally include the following provisions:

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

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

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

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

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity
of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily
redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the
deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc), the
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an
archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate
evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit.. The
archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and
significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this
assessment to the ERO.

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

Case No. 2013.0342E 128 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or
unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement shall take into
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and
final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.

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

Case No. 2013.0342E 129 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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- What will this voter-backed bond do?

The ESER 2014 bond addresses San Reclocate and scismically upgrade the traffic

Francisco’s emergency response capital company and forensic services facilities

shortcomings. The proposed projects o

and programs are the result of acitywide = = design and construct seismically

% ¥ngmes that are retronttea wimn a CAKD LEVEr's Vermen tiesér rrussidns ool
Strategy (VDECS).128

c) Exceptions:

« Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that an alternative source of power is
limjted or infeasible at the project site and that the requirements of this exception
provision apply. Under this circumstance, the sponsor shall submit documentation of
compliance with A(1)(b) for onsite power generation.

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

_If granted an exception to A(1)(b)(i), the project sponsor must comply with the
requirements of A(1)(c)(iii).

128 Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final emission standards automatically meet this requirement;
’ therefore, a VDECS would not be required

Case No. 2013.0342E i . 130 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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SAN FRANCISCO
_PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Determination 1650 Mission St

Exemption from Environmental Review Suite 400
’ San Francisco,
) CA 84103-2479
Case No.: 2012.1172E .
Project Title: 1 Newhall Street 2:%8?:::6318
Zoning: PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, and Repair) Use District R
65-] Height and Bulk District . 2?5 50,6409
Block/Lot: - 4570/030 . ’ . )
Lot Size: 46,980 square feet - Planning
Project Sponsor:  John Matthies, SFDPW ' tnformation:
: ! o 415.558.6377
(415) 557-4659 .
Staff Contact: Christopher Espiritu ~ (415) 575—9022

christopher.espiritu@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project would include the interior expansion and re-use of an existing industrial warehouse
building to accommodate the new Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) facility. The existing
building, constructed in 1986, is an approximately 28,875-square-foot (sq ft), two-story structure that has
been primarily used for office/warehouse and is currently vacant. The proposed project would include
an interior expansion of the second floor from 5,854 sq ft to 21,012 sq ft, seismic upgrades to existing
foundations, and a rooftop replacement, resulting in a 5-foot increase in building height from 25 feet fo
approximately 30 feet (not including an additional 13 feet for a rooftop mechanical screen wall). The first
floor would remain at a total of 23,021 square feet. The proposal would expand the total building square
footage by 15,158 sq ft to a total of 40,033 sq ft. No expansion of the existing building footprint would
occur. :

EXEMPT STATUS:
Categoncal Exemption, Class 32 (State CEQA Guldelmes Section 15332)

REMARKS:

See next page.

DETERMINATION:

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

Wit (Lisc Pcr - flad 30t 101

Sarah B. Jones : Date
Acting Environphental Review Officer ’

e Tohn Matthiae SEDPW Praiact Snnnea norvignr Malia Cnh tetric ) 5 .
Standards, or (2) meef lier 2 emission standards Mg are R appe R Cilflorma Arr xesources

Board (CARB) Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS).

Improvement Measures
Improvement Measure |-TR-1: Transportation Demand Management

As an improvement measure to reduce the parking shortfall and encourage use of alternate modes,
the project sponsor should develop and implement a Transportation Demand Management (“TDM”)
Plan desioned to reduce use of sinele-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit,



Exemption from Environmental Rgﬁew ' ‘ Case No. 2012.1172E
' : 1 Newhall Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

As part of the prbgrammatic changes to the building, the OCME facility would introduce new uses such
as a medical complex (autopsy), a forensics laboratory, field mvestlgatlon facilities, minor administration,

" and other building support functions. The existing 44—space parkmg lot would be reconﬁgured to provide
23 secured parking spaces for staff use and seven (7) public parking spaces located at the western and
southern portions of the lot, respectively. The project site is located within the block surrounded by
Cargo Way to the north, Newhall Street to the south, Jennings Street to the east, and Mendell Street to the
west, in the Bayview neighborhood.

REMARKS:

In-Fill Development. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Section 15332, or
Class 32, provides an exemption from environmental review for m-fill development projects which meet

the following conditions:

a) The project is consistent with applicable general plan designations and policies as well as with applicable zoning

designations. -

The San Francisco General Plan, which provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions,
contains some policies that relate to physical environmental issues. The proposed project would not
conflict with any such policy. The project site is located within the Core Production, Distribution, and
‘Repair (PDR-2) zoning district and a 65-J Height and Bulk district in the Bayview neighborhood. The
proposed use is permitted with a Conditional Use authorization from the Planning Commission per
Section 227(d) of the San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code) which would authorize establishment of
a nonindustrial Public Use within the district. At approximately 30 feet in height, the proposed building
would comply with the 65- height and bulk district. '

b) The development occurs within city limitson a site of less than five acres surrounded by urban uses.

The approximately 1.1-acre (46,980 sf) project site is located within a fully developed area of San
Francisco. The surrounding uses include warehouses, light industrial, parking, offices, and residential
uses. The proposed project, therefore, would be properly characterized as in-fill development of less than

five (5) acres, completely surrounded by urban uses.

¢) Theproject site has no habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species.

Tha nraiack cifg,isordthingdaiel gmshs h’t’ﬂ:&&f‘ﬁ&Uﬂg‘i’ﬂ&”%&Mf%%&%ﬁed%§08&?nw%&‘ux%d

such as distribution of flyers, emails, and portable message or informational signs.
Information provided should include contact name(s) for the SFMTA project manager, public
information officer, and/or the SFMTA General Enforcement Division contact number (311).

3) Construction contractors should encourage construction workers to use carpooling and
public transit to the construction site in order to minimize parking demand.

Improvement Measure I-TR-3: Queue Abatement

As an improvement measure to reduce the potential for queuing of vehicles accessing the project site,
the SFPD should ensure that recurring vehicle queues do not occur on Evans Avenue or Toland Street
adjacent to the site. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking
facility) blocking any portion of the Evans Avenue or Toland Street sidewalk or travel lanes on Evans
Avenue or Toland Street travel lane for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily

and/ar wwreolklxr hacie



Exemption from Environmental Review S o Case No. 2012.1172E
' 1 Newhall Street

Traffic. The project site is located within the block surrounded by Cargo Way to the north, Newhall
Street to the south, Jennings Street to the east, and Mendell Street to the west, in the Bayview
neighborhood.

Based on the trip rate for office use in the Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Environmental Review (Guidelines) (October 2002), the proposed project would generate
an estimated 725 average daily person-trips, of which there would be about 62 p.m. peak hour person-
trips (generally between 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.). These peak hour person-trips would be distributed among
various modes of transpdrtation, including 42 automobile person-trips, 12 transit trips, five (5) walking
_ trips, and two (2) trips by other means, which include bicycles and motorcycles. This would result in
about 32 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips. This change in traffic in the project area as a result of the proposed
project would be undetectable to most drivers, although it could be noticeable to those immediately
adjacent to the project site. The proposed project would add a small increment to the cumulative long-
term traffic increase on the local roadway network in the neighborhood and to other land use and
development changes in the region. However, the volume of additional trips would ‘not result in
" considerable contributions to any intersection cumulative impacts.

Vehicular access would be provided through two curb cuts on Newhall Street at the secured parking lot
on the northwest side and at the visitor parking lot on the southwest side at Newhall Street. There would
be adequate on-site queuing space on the ramp which would prevent queuing of the vehicles accessing
the project on Newhall Street. The effect on traffic flow on Newhall Street from project vehicles entering
and exiting both secured and visitor parking lots would therefore, not be substantial. '

Parkiﬁg. In addition to the existing parking lots located on the project site, street parking is also available
on all adjacent streets with weekly parking restrictions for street cleaning. The proposed project would
provide approximately 30 parking spaces on an existing at-grade parking lot. Approximately 23 parking
" epareg wiold bsooravidedin a.camire, ot lacatad, at tha narthuract cida nf tha nraioact cita  Qavran (7 wicitar
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significant impact. An unmet demand of 64 parking spaces associated with the project would not have a
substantial adverse impact on overall parking conditions in the vicinity. Parking conditions are not static,
as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from day to night, from month to month, etc.
Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a permanent physical condition, but
changes over time as people change their modes and patterns of travel.

Further, to the extent that lack of parking encourages people to switch mode, the resulting shifts to transit
service would be in keeping with the City's “Transit First” policy and numerous San Francisco General
Plan Policies. The City’s Transit First Policy, established in the City’s Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115,
provides that “parking policies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage
travel by public transportation and alternative transportation.” As discussed below, the project area is
well-served by local public transit (Muni lines 19 Polk and 44 O’Shaughnessy) and bike routes (5, 7, 68,
and 70), which provide alternatives to auto travel

There may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic congestion at
intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion. The

L‘S‘m’f@ﬁ'ﬁﬁ&.’bﬁtﬁhﬁjﬁﬁ&‘%rﬁff £nm motomtinlanonm Ao allnnte niich nn smen clusline cod Tanlidne £5w o
Environmental Review Officer: Sarah B. Jones
Senior Environmental Planner: Lisa Gibson
Environmental Coordinator: Elizabeth Purl
Transportation Planner: Andrea Contreras
Archeologist: Allison Vanderslice
Air Quality Planner: Jessica Range

Environmental Consultants

Weiss Associates
2200 Powell Street, Suite 925
Emeryville, California 94608

Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700
San Francisco, California 94104

Carey & Company
460 Bush Street,
San Francdisco, California 94108

LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, California 94114

Project Sponsor

Department of Public Works

City and County of San Francisco
* 30 Van Ness, 4t Floor

San Francisco, California 94102

Attention: Magdalena Ryor

Project Architect

Crime Lab Design
2430 5t Street, Studio M
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therefore not cause a substantial iricrease in the amount of pedestrian and vehicle conflicts. Sidewalk
widths are sufficient to allow for the free flow of pedestrian traffic. Pedestrian activity may marginally
increase as a result of the proposed project, but not to a degree that could not be accommodated on local
sidewalks or would result in safety concerns. Although the proposed project would result in an increase
in the number of vehicles in the project vicinity, this increase would not substantially affect bicycle travel
and safety in the area.

Loading. The existing building provides three (3) loading docks with overhead doors at the north end of
the lot. The proposed project would continue to use the approximately 12-foot wide x 32-foot long
loading spaces and provide a new canopy above the overhead doors. The loading area would require the
installation of a new curb cut located on the northwest side of the parking lot at Newhall Street to access
to the secured parking lot and loading bays/docks. The loading dock would accommodate loading
demand and would have no significant impacts.

" Construction. During the project construction period, construction-related trucks would travel in and out

of the site. It is not anticipated that any construction-related lane closure would be required; however, if
required, a lane closure permit would be secured to accommodate this work. Lane and sidewalk closures
are subject to review and approval by the Department of Public Works (DPW) and the Transportation

Advisory Staff Committee (TASC), which consists of representatives from the Fire Department, Police -

Departiment, MTA Traffic Enginéering Division, and Department of Public Works. TASC provides
recommendations to minimize the effects of construction projects on the public right-of-way. TASC
review and subsequent compliance of the proposed project with its recommendations would therefore
help minimize traffic effects due to any temporary lane closures during project construction. The project
construction truck traffic would result in a temporary decrease in the capacities of local streets in the

project area due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of project-related construction trucks. _

Due to its temporary nature and limited duration, project-related construction impacts on traffic would
not be considered significant. -

Noise. An approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the project area would be necessary to produce an
increase in ambient noise levels noticeable to most people. As described above, the proposed project
would not cause a doubling in traffic volumes. The project's marginal increase to the existing traffic

. volumes (see Traffic, p.4), would not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project
vicinity. The noise generated by the -proposed new use would be considered common and generally
acceptable in an urban area, and would not be considered a significant impact.

During project construction, all diesel and gasoline—powered engines would be equipped with noise-
arrestmg mufflers. Dehvery truck trlps and construction equipment would generate noise that that may.
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exceed 80 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools (such -as
jackhammers and impact wrenches) must have both intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the
Director of Public Works. Section 2908 of the Police Code prohlblts construction work between 8:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m., if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the project property line, unless a
special permit is authorized by the Director of Public Works. Construction noise impacts would be
temporary and intermittent in nature. Considering the above, the proposed project would not result in a

significant impact with respect to noise.

Air Quality. In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are

identified for the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter .

(PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (S02) and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air
pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as
the basis for setting permissible levels. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has
established thresholds of significance to determine if projects would violate an air qualify standard,

contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in

criteria air pollutants within the San Francisco Bay Area Air BasirL To assist lead agencies, the BAAQMD,
in their CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2011), has developed screening criieria. If a proposed project
" meets the screening criteria, then the project would result in less-than-significant criteria air pollutant
impacts. A projeét that exceeds the screening criteria may require a detailed air quality assessment to
determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would exceed significance thresholds. The proposed

project would not exceed criteria air pollutant screening levels for operation or construction.!

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.e, severe but of short-term) adverse effects to human health, including
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a.
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’

would not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollitants. Furthermore, the
proposed project would be subject to, and comply with, California regulations limiting idling to no more
than five minutes,2 which would further reduce nearby sensitive receptors exposure to temporary and
variable TAC emissions. Therefore, construction period TAC emissions would result in a less than
significant impact with respect to exposing. sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air pollution.

In conclusion, the proposed project would not result in significant air quality impacts.

Water Quality. The proposed project involves interior renovations and would involve 5,000 square feet
or more of ground surface disturbance; thus the project would require a Stormwater Control Plan. The
project would not generafe wastewater or result in discharges that would have the potential to degrade
water quality or contaminate a public water supply. Project-related wastewater and stormwater would
flow to the City's combined sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in the City’s
‘National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution
" Control Plant prior to discharge. Therefore, the prbposed project would not result in sighificant water

quality impacts. ‘
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archeological resources. Thus, no environmental concerns involving cultural resources would be

associated with the proposed project.

Geologic and Seismic Hazards. Project construction wpuld include excavation and the use of precast

concrete piles for the seismic retrofit of the existing building. The proposed project would be required to

conform to the San Francisco Building Code, which ensures the safety of all new construction in t_he City.

Geologic and seismic hazards are considered as part of the Department of Building Inspection (DBI)

review process. Background information provided to DBI would provide for the security and stability of

the subject building and adjoining properties during construction. Potential damage to structures from

geologic hazards on the project site would be addressed through the DBI requirément for a geotechnical
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In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the
project could have a significant effect on the environment.

- Nowwdzr 8,202

SARAH B. JONKS | Date of Issuance of Final litigated
Environmental Review Officer Negative Declaration
cc Magdalena Ryor, Project Sponsor

Malia Cohen, Supervisor, District 10
Julian Banales, Neighborhood Planner
Distribution List, Bulletin Board, Master Decision File

325



326



T1/S/01 pastasy

& .2 0o o ~ oL
[~ w - . W w nqu xq .
2 mM L2 «© gw AVIOOUd DNILIO4dTT ANV DNIHOLINOKW NOILVIILLINW
) £858 58 B2 o=%3 . DL/ASA @dAS / ANNTAAY SNVAT S661
Dk BE5s 88 X2 &g
o) % . LAAT 8% &% & ET [[eonewomne sprepue)s UOSSIUI [eUL] § 191, 10 W] § 191], Sumpaws saurdus yyrm juswdmby ,
Lo
>
O pofoxd s 1 payuea8 aq v (11)(q)(1)y 01 suondadoxyg e
N
wa_, % -‘uonerauad 1amod aysuo 107 (q)(1)V yHm aouerdirod
EV.. JO UOHBJUSWINDOP JIUIGNS [[eys rosuods afy ‘soueisumoIn
o snyy 1apupy “Ajdde uorstaoxd uonidaoxa sny) Jo syuauranmbaz

ay yeys pue ayis 193foxd o 1e SjqIseajur 0 peIfu] St
1amod JO 32In0os darjeUIaife Ue Jeuy OYH Y} JO uonoe)siies

a3 03 aduapras Jurpraoid uoneurropun papnugns sey
zosuods pafoid ay 31 pajurerd aq Avw (e)(1)v 01 suondaoxy e

isuondaoxg (@
N.AmUmD.\C %wﬁmbm TOIIU0)) SUOISSTUIH [9S31(]
POULIBA € [9A9T MIVD € UILM paponar are e saurdug e
. pue ‘sprepueis
SUOTSSIUIA PROI-JJO 7 11T (MHIVD) Preod $adInosay Iy

October 2, 2013; Amended on November 15, 2013 (amendments to the
PMND are shown in deletions as strikethough; additions in

1995 Evans Avenue / San Francisco Police Department (SFPD)

Forensic Service Division (FSD) & Traffic Company (TC)
Industrial Use District PDR-2: Core Production, Distribution, and

LANNING DEPARTMENT 30:¢ 13 py 3

c
o
S
©
-
5 2
] =
Q §
o fre} ; q
S s 8 eruIoIe)) 1o (Y Jasn) Hualdy UOHD3}01] [EJUSUILIOIIAUR
...M ‘B M, $2)1R)G PN IS PIAOXI 10 Jodwr jery) saurdug e
% m M, } -:aaey reys yuawdmbae peor-go v (q
4 , “m Qo ‘panqryoxd aq reys saurdua Jasarp drqerrod
o A9y ‘s1qepreae are 1amod JO SaDINOS SATJEUIANE 0} SSIDIE I (e
o 2 2 5 o9 g Tqett S ! 1 UM
. a '
w ..m = W 83 ..m sjuawanmbaz SUIMOTIO] a1 199U [TeYS SaniAle
v )] B = P _..mo W 2 UOQONIISUOD JO UOHEIND JIHUS 3} I9A0 SINOY [B10} (0T WeL} d10ur
nluu = w m | M & § 1303 Superado pue ramodasioy gz wewp 19)eax8 yuawdinba peorgjo Iy T
= = Hm o m.. m g m . :sjusurarmbaz
<t —a g 2 @ d 8¢ L
o m ol & M & M S Surmoryoy auy s aowrerpdurod aford reyap [reys JINA SY1, senads
L — Anengy iy Sunuuey g reyuswruorrauy ue £q reaordde pue maraar 103 (O3)
— L. IDYJO MIIASY [EIUSUILIOIIAUY U} 0} (JINH) We] ] UOTIZIUTLTA] SUOTSSTLUY
< 8 8§ penuod uonPNIsuo)) e yuIgns [reys Josuods pafoxd sy 4ruzad uonpnnsuod
o Da % M .  .3pelorg © JO 3DUBNSS 0} 1011 ‘U] ] UOMPZIUMILIPN SHOISSIUET UOFIONLISHOD)
. W m ..m Wo . M .n.w TI01JDZ UL SHO1SS1I] HOTIOTIISHO) 7-0V TN 24NSDITA] HOLDSTLA
8 = B :
A S& N B S ALITVAD M1V
1dwy samseayA] uonedury paidopy

Isay

474



[B,2012
Date of Issuance of Final Pﬁitigated

Negative Declaration

Malia Cohen, Supervisor, District 10
Julian Banales, Neighborhood Planner

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the
Magdalena Ryor, Project-Sponsor

project could have a significant effect on the environment.

Environmental Review Officer

SARAH B. JONE$
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- FORENSIC SERVICES DIVISION AND TRAFFIC COMPANY
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INITIAL STUDY
1995 EVANS AVENUE / SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT
FORENSIC SERVICES DIVISION AND TRAFFIC COMPANY
° PLANNING DEPARTMENT CASE NUMBER 2013.0342E

A PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location

The site of the proposed project is 1995 Evans Avenue, at the southeastern comer of the intersection of

. Evans Avenue and Toland Street in the northern part of the Bayview neighborhood of San Francisco.
The site lies between U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) and Interstate 280 (I-280), approximately 1,200 feet
south of Cesar Chavez Street. The site comprises Lots 002B, 004, 005, and 006 of Assessor’s Block 5231
(Figure 1), which form a 96,000-square-foot (sf) rectangle along 400 feet of Evans Avenue and 240 feet of
Toland Street (Figure 2). The site is located in industrial use district PDR-2 (Core Production,
Distribution, and Repair — Bayview) and an 80-E helght and bulk district; the allowable basic floor area
ratio limit is 5:1.

Four vacant buildings, totaling approximately 40,500 sf in floor area, occupy the project site (Figure 3).
The main building was constructed in 1954 on previously undeveloped land in the northwest corner of
the site. The building is a single-story, 24-foot-high structure, with the exception of a two-story portion
along the northeast facade. It is approximately 30,000 sf in area. A retail storefront is located at the
northwest corner of the building, facing the intersection of Evans Avenue and Toland Street (Figure 3).
A 15-foot-tall covered loadmg area (apprommately 8,000 sf) was added to the buﬂdmg’ s east side in 1956.
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Adopted Mitigation M;

duration of each construction phase. For each 3
equipment using alternative fuels, reporting s
amount of alternative fuel used.

Certification Statement and On-site Requirel
commencement of construction activities, the.
(1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all appli
have been incorporated into contract specifici

Within six months of the completion of consh,
include detailed information required in A(4

Reporting. Monthly reports shall be submitter
the construction phase and off-road equipmer.
including information required in A(4). In ad:
using alternative fuels, reporting shall includq
fuel used.

sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final repor+
activities. The final report shall indicate the st
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Subject: Mayor' - Ordinance - Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation Bond Election
Importance: High -
Dear All,

On behalf of Charles Higueras and Frank Filice, | am forwarding the following files, that were sent to me by Sandy Ngan,
in response to your inquiry to receive documents referenced in the ESER 2014 Ordinance:

¢ GPR for ESER 2014 Bond Program;

¢ CEQA Clearance for ESER 2014 Bond Program; ‘
e C(lass 32 Exemption— Medical Examiner’s Office (1 Newhall);’
e Final MND - TC&FSD (1995 Evans);

e Final MMRP - TC&FSD (1995 Evans).

Please contact Frank Filice at 415-558-4011 with any questions you might have.

Best regards,

M. Magdalena Ryor, PhD, LEED AP BD+C, PMP, CCM
Project Manager

Department of Public Works

Building Design & Construction (BDC}

City and County of San Francisco

30 Van Ness, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 557-4659

magdalena.rvor@sfdpw.org

http:/ /www . sfdpw.org




The closest San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency (SFMTA) Bus Route is No. 19 from Hunters Point to
Fisherman’s Wharf, which stops on Evans Street at Napoleon Street to the north of the site. The Evans Street
stop for the T-Third Street rail line is approximately one-half mile from the site.

Project Characteristics

The proposed project entails demolition of the existing buildings, removal of pavement, and construction of
a new building with a separate parking garage to house the San Francisco Police Department’s (SFPD)
Forensic Services Division (FSD) and Traffic Company (TC) (Figure 5). The FSD, a division of the SFPD’s
Investigation Bureau, is a forensic testing laboratory that examines evidence and provides expert testimony
to support cases involving firearms, forensic biology (DNA), narcotics, arson debris, gunshot residue from
the hands of shooters, and forensic documents. The TC, an independent command within the SFPD’s Field
Operations Bureau, operates a fleet of solo motorcycle officers who provide traffic enforcement, accident ‘
investigations, and education. The TC is presently housed at the Hall of Justice building at 850 Bryant Street

in San Francisco, and the FSD function is presently located at the Hunters Point Shipyard.

Demolition of existing structures and removal of pavement from the site would be completed prior to the
construction of a new 128,000-sf building and associated parking garage.! The proposed FSD/TC building
would be four stories, approximately 64 feet in height inclusive of a 1-foot parapet, with a mechanical
penthouse extending approximately 15 feet above the roofline, for a total building height of 80 feet.
Elevations of the proposed building facades are shown on Figure 6 and a site section with heights is shown
on Figure 7. Two elevators would provide access to the upper floors. The FSD would occupy 110,000 sf and
the TC would occupy 18,000 sf of the FSD/TC building. The TC would be located on the first two floors of

tha eemthwadtern coction of the FSD/TC hivldine and EST.facilities WO’}JF!..}'L‘? bonsed,in ‘ﬂwlgl(gmqininﬂ spAce _ .

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

www sfplannin g.org
Revised 10/5/12
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types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the
proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The
purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the
presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA.

1 OGO DiuIes v "

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

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

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

Archeological Monitoring Program. 1f the ERO; in consultation with the archeological consultant,
determines that an archeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, this AMP
shall minimally include the following provisions:

e The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shail meet and consult on the
scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities
commencing, The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine

1 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature,
burial, or evidence of burial. '
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pose to potential archaeological resources and to their depositional context;

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

e The archeological monitor(s) shall be p'resent on the project site according to a schedule
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in
consultation with project archeological consultant, determined that project construction
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits;

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

» If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the
vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to
temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity
(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile
driving activity may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be
terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation
with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the
encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable
effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological
deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.

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

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted
in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project
sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft
ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall
identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the

LHEUJUE]LdI Tllunltuur‘lgiucua BC UL OIIC TN HNCOC acliviey - -7 77777 om oo
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recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive
methods are practical.

1 s

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:
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Information that may put at l‘lSk any archeologxcal resource shall be provxded in a separate
removable insert within the final report.

e ¥

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and
the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental
Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one
unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National
* Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public
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piece of off-road equipment with a CARB Level 3 VDECS is: (1) technicaily not
feasible; (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions due to expected
operating modes; (3) installing the control device would create a safety hazard
or impaired visibility for the operator; or (4) there is a compelling emergency
need to use off-road equipment that are not retrofitted with a CARB Level 3
VDECS and the sponsor has submitted documentation to the ERO that
requirements of this exception provision apply. If granted an exception to
A(1)(b)(ii), the project sponsor must comply with the requirements of
A(I)c)(iii).

2 Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final emission standards automatically meet this
requirement; therefore, a VDECS would not be required.
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The new FSD/TC building would be of steel frame construction with a foundation supported by 275 to 400
14-inch-square pre-cast and pre-stressed concrete piles approximately 90 feet deep. The parking garage
would be supported by 100 to 200 piles of the same dimensions and depth. The FSD/TC building would be
set back from the property line 15 feet along Toland Street, 24 feet along Evans Avenue, and 26 feet along the
southern property boundary. The parking garage would be set back 46 feet from the property boundary at
Evans Avenue. A low perimeter concrete site wall along the street edges would protect the FSD/TC building
from vehicular crashes. The FSD/TC building facade with “street-level” presence would be screened with
obscuring and resistive construction. FSD/TC building delivery and secure intake functions would be
shielded ﬁ:om Rublic view, Exterior bu.llqu% materials would consist of asenLy;, glass, u@dy,me;al panels

qUIpulcm IIdiiuiaciuicl llJlllClll TUCLILCativil Jturnivet, Calr
engme certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel
usage and hours of operation.

For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, CARB
verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation
date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of
alternative fuel being used '

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

488



Construction of the facility is anticipated to take 30 months. Demolition of existing structures would occur
during 2016 and is anticipated to require three months to complete. Limited excavation would be required
for installation of subsurface structures, such as the elevator shafts, diesel fuel tanks, and a water storage
tank. Excavation of 1,100 cubic yards (cy) of soil is anticipated to a depth ranging from approximately 5 to
over 24 feet. The site grade would be raised by about three feet with approximately 10,000 cy of fill. Pile
driving for support of the FSD/TC building and parking garage foundations would be conducted for a
period of four months. The total duration of construction is estimated to be 30 months, beginning in 2016
and ending in 2018. Hours of construction are expected to be from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. The estimated cost
of the project is $55,500,000. : ‘

Required Approvals

William Spencer Company of Brisbane, California, owns the property on which the project would be
constructed. The City and County of San Francisco plans to purchase the property from the current owner.
Funding for the purchase would be obtained via the Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond
Program.

The project would require the following approvals from the City and County of San Francisco:
e Approval for bond funding by Board of Supervisors (Approval Action);

e Approval of a Planned Unit Development by the San Francisco Planning Departiment

(SF Planning Department);
e Approval of a Subdivision Map and Issuance of a Street Tree Permit, Grading Permit and
Right-of-Way (ROW) Permits from the San Francisco Department of Public Works (SFDPW);

e Issuance of a Building Permit by the Department of Building Inspection;

e Approval of a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) by the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(SFDPH); and,

e Approval of a Storm Water Control Plan (SWCP) by the SFPUC.

Case No. 2013.0342E 18 v 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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B. PROJECT SETTING

The site of the proposed project is an approximately 2.2-acre parcel in the northern part of the Bayview
neighborhood of San Francisco at 1995 Evans Avenue, on the southern corner of the intersection of Evans
Avenue and Toland Street. The property is bordered by public roadways, with Toland Street on the western
edge and Evans Avenue on the northern edge. The eastern property edge abuts a parcel owned and used by
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for vehicle storage. A 17-foot-wide inactive railway
spur runs along the southern site boundary. Beyond the railway spur, to the southwest, is a warehouse
occupied by Ceiling Systems Supply, Inc. Evans Avenue and Toland Street are both two-way streets, with
two traffic lanes in each direction on Evans Avenue and a single lane in each direction on Toland Street.
- Toland Street terminates at the five-way intersection of Evans Avenue and Napoleon Street, a two-way,
two-lane street running approximately east-west (see Figure 1).

The topography of the vicinity of the project site is either flat or gently sloping eastward towards the Bay,

A e R e N R e T T L T
2. 02
' . 1650 Mission St.
General Plan Referral Sue 400
: ’ San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
Date: November 26, 2013 Recsption:
: 415.558.6378
Case 2013.1597R Fax:
2014 Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond 415.558.6409
(ESER) Planning
Information:
‘ 415.558.6377
Block/Lot No.: Bond would fund improvements to various locations. .
Project Sponsor:  Naomi Kelly
Office of the City Administrator
City Hall, Room 362
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Staff Contact: Kay Cheng- (415) 575-9094
kay.cheng @sfgov.org
Recommendation:  Finding the proposed General Obligation Bond, on
balance, is in conformity with the General Plan
Recommended
By: |
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City Administrator, on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco is proposing a $400
_million Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) Bond for the June 2014 ballot. The
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C. COMPATIBILITY WITH ZONING, PLANS, AND POLICIES

Applicable Not Applicable
Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Xl D
Zoning Map, if applicable.
Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable. X O
Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning X O
Department or the Department of Building Insped:on, or from Regional, State, or Federal
Agencies. -

San Francisco Planning Code

The San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code), which incorporates the San Francisco Zoning Maps,
governs permitted uses, densities, and configuration of buildings within San Francisco. Permits to construct
new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) may not be issued unless the proposed project either
conforms to the Planning Code or is granted an exception pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code.
Because the project site is greater than one-half acre in size, a PUD would be required for anv exceptions to
the Planning Code. The proposed project approvals would include a PUD to address the project’s provision
of a smaller number of off-street parking spaces than is required bv the Planning Code.

Use District

The project site is in the PDR-2 use district. Planning Code Section 210.11 provides that the intent of the
PDR-2 zoning district is, “... to encourage the introduction, intensification, and protection of a wide range of
light and contemporary industrial activities. Thus, this zoning district prohibits new housing, large office
developments, large-scale retail, and the heaviest of industrial uses, such as incinerators. Generally, all other
uses are permitted.” According to Planning Code Section 210.11, a wide range of light and contemporary
industrial activities are permitted in the PDR-2 use district. In addition, certain non-industrial and non-

{?%?EI&PH uses can be permitted, including small-scale retail and office, entertainment, certain institutions,

REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NONSTRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY AND
MINIMIZE PROPERTY DAMAGE RESULTING FROM FUTURE DISASTERS.

POLICY 1.3 .

Assure that new construction meets current structural and life safety standards.

The proposed construction of new 4-story 100,000 square foot building along with separate two-story
47,000 square foot parking structure at 1995 Evans and all resulting new buildings should meet current
structural and life safety standards. :

POLICY 15

Support development and amendments to buildings code requn'ements that meet C1ty
seismic performance goals.

The Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure Component of the 2014 ESER Bond proposes
seismic retrofit of 42 facilities throughout the city to be determined through consultation.

POLICY 1.15 _

Abate structural and non-structural hazards in City-owned structures. .

The proposed bond supports upgrading the City’s aging infrastructure and enhance emergency response '
for the highest le'oel of health, safety and welfare achievable for all San Franciscans

‘POLICY 116 :
Preserve, consistent w1th life safety considerations, the architectural character of bulldmgs

. and structures important to the unique visual image of San Francisco, and increase the
1L a1l d $lh a b acnbibarmtrsan s moed Tl odma mm o ooaTon i bl o o feo 2. -a®11 . ..z




Height and Bulk District

The project site is located in an 80-E height and bulk district, with maximum allowed building height of

80 feet (Planning Code Section 250). The proposed FSD/TC building would be 64 feet in height including a

1-foot parapet with a mechanical penthouse extending it approximately 15 feet above the roofline to a total

height of 80 feet. The mechanical penthouse above 64 feet would be approximately 110 feet in length and

120 feet on the diagonal and would not exceed the maximum length (110 feet) and/or diagonal (140 feet)

Eensions for the 80-E bulk district. Thus, the proposed project complies with both the height and bulk
ts.

Special Use District

The project site is situated in the IPZ Special Use District, which prohibits residential and office uses, except
office space accessory to an industrial use (Planning Code Section 249.22(b)). The project is also subject to
Planning Code Section 230, which requires replacement of PDR space if an industrial building is
demolished. Since the Zoning Administrator determined that project is a public service facility whose
operating requirements necessitate location within PDR, the proposed FSD/TC building would meet
Planning Code Section 230 industrial building replacement requirement.

Parking

T T T T T T T AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND {ESER) T T

Comment: If the proposed General Obligation Bond is approved, individual projects that receive funding
to seismically strengthen or retrofit a landmark or building of historic significance should be incorporate
measures to preserve existing historic design features and elements as well as to take measures to
increase the buzldmg s chances of surmvmg future earthquakes.

POLICY 1.18
Identify and replace vulnerable infrastructure and critical service lifelines in high-risk areas.

The Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure component of the bond proposes seismic retrofit of -
facilities to be determined through consultation.

POLICY 1.21
Ensure plans are in place to support populahons most at risk during breaks in lifelines.

The proposed bond supports upgr ading the City's aging infrastructure and enhance emergency reqponse
for the highest level of health, safety and welfare achievable for all San Franciscans

POLICY 1.25

_Prepare for medical emergencies and pandemics
All of five components of the 2014 ESER Bond Program propose repairs and zmprovements that will
allow San Franczsco to more quickly and effectively respond to a ma]or earthquake or other disaster.

OBJECTIVE 2 |
' BE PREPARED FOR THE ONSET OF DISASTER BY PROVIDING PUBLIC EDUCATION

AND TRAINING ABOUT EARTHQUAKES AND OTHER NATURAL AND MAN-MADE
DISASTERS, BY READYING THE CITY’S INFRASTRUCTURE, AND BY ENSURING THE
NECESSARY COORDINATION IS IN PLACE FOR AREADY RESPONSE.

Most earthquake—related deaths and injuries will result from the failure of buildings and other structures
as a result of shaking or ground failure. Damage to structures results in substantial economic losses and
severe social, cultural and economic dislocations. In addition to the characteristics of the earthquake and
of the site, a structure’s verformance will depend on structural type, materials, design, age and quality of



Plans and Policies
San Francisco Plan.s and Policies

San Francisco General Plan )
The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) provides general policies and objectives to guide land use

Snsigiaaslhg fasnenal, Blan Lontainsadlalenanfr.(Caromerpe.and. Indnstpe.. Recrpation_and_Onen Space. .
- planning. '

Both technical and financial resources are needed to repair and retrofit City-owned structures. The City
shall utilize its capabilities to assess hazards and to create and implement bond and other funding
opportunity and to carry out retrofit projects. A number of City buildings have already been structurally
upgraded utilizing bond financing. . o

SAN FRANCISCO : R : 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an Initial Study under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), or issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to
taking any action that requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City is required to find
that the proposed project would be consistent with these priority policies. Consistency with policies
applicable to the proposed project is discussed in Section E (specific subsections are noted in parentheses in
the priority policies listed above).

Regional Plans and Policies
The five principal regional planning agencies and their policy documents that guide planning in the nine-
county Bay Area are:

» Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 2009 Projections;

o Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP);

. Metropé]itan Transportation Commission (MTC) Regional Transportation Plan — Transportation 2035;

e San Francisco Regibnal Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) San Francisco Basin Plan; and,

¢ San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San Francisco Bay Plan.

The project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any adopted environmental plan or policy.

Case No. 2013.0342E 25 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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¢ Proposed Home Depot store at 2000 Marin Street, located just north of the project site on Evans

" Avenuep
o Approved expansion of the San Francisco Wholesale Produce Market (901 Rankin Street and
12101 Jerrold Avenue);s

. o nAI Anme a R _of anmrrnancial hasildine o+ 099 Taland Qlvant Aalfrmila,.
>, [nalduiverse eeanome vade Be thatrtared By protecting our "industrial 3 and service

sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future
_opportunities for residential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Bond would not negatively affect the existing economic base in this area.

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss
of life in an earthquake.

The Bond would not adversely affect achieving the greatest possible preparedness against inj‘ury
and loss of life in an earthquake. If approved, the proposed General Obligation Bond would provide
a source of funds that would enable the City seismically upgrade the City’s aging infrastructure
and enhance emergency response and reduce the potential injuries that would likely be caused by
earthquakes in the Bay region. '

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

SAN FRANCISCD
. PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

E.1 LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING

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

1. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—
Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? E] O E 1
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, D ] X [:I M|
policy, or regulation of an agency with

jurisdiction over the project (including, but not

limited to the general plan, specific plan, local

coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an

environmental effect?

¢) Have a substantial impact upon the existing I:I O = D W
character of the vicinity?

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. (Less than
Significant)

remaining portion oi e Proposea bdtia; niamng harmE Proposed bonaTs T Conmdrmity Wih ™
the priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1(b) and is consistent with the General )
Plan; consolidating the special election with the general election; establishing the election
precincts, voting places and officers for the election; waiving the word limitation on ballot
propositions imposed by Municipal Elections Code Section 510; complying with the
restrictions on the use of bond proceeds specified in Section 53410 of the California _
Government Code; incorporating the provisions of the Administrative Code, Sections 5.30 —
5.36; and waiving the time requirements specified in Section 2.34 of the Administrative

Code. '

Please note this item is cosponsored by Supervisor Chiu.
| request that this item be calendared in Budget and Finance Committee on January 22",

2014.

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

TELEPHONE: (8 (5) 554-6141 /3 /t 70



Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the
project vicinity. (Less than Significant)

The character of the vicinity is dominated by one- to two-story manufacturing, warehouse, and distribution
buildings reaching approximately 15 to 25 feet in height. The project would introduce new uses, a forensic
testing laboratory, motorcycle fleet operations, and the equivalent of office space for police officers, different
from bakery and printing operations that previously occupied the site, but generally compatible with the
existing land uses in the area.

The proposed four-story, 64-foot tall FSD/TC building with two additional 16-foot tall mechanical

Denthouses ‘would be taller than the other byildines in the area. However. the FSD/TC buildineu
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E2  AESTHETICS

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant Not
Topics: ) Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Applicable
2, AESTHETICS—Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic |:[ |:| |Z| D D
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, O O Il X O
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and other features of the built or
natural environment which contribute to a scenic
public setting?
¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual [ O E | D
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare D I:I E D D

which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area or which would substantially’
impact other people or properties?

Analysis of impacts on visual quality or aesthetic resources is somewhat subjective. The project design is
considered in relation to the surrounding visual character, heights and building types of surrounding
uses, the potential for proposed structures to obstruct scenic views or vistas, and potential to create light
and glare. The proposed FSD/TC building design would be considered to have significant adverse
environmental effects on visual quality only if it would cause a substantial and demonstrable negative

change.

Impact AE-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
(Less than Significant)

A projed would have a significant effect on scenic vistas if it would substantially degrade important
public view corridors and obstruct scenic vistas from public areas viewable by a substantial number of
people. View corridors are defined by physical elements such as buildings and structures that direct lines

of sight and control view directions available to the public.

Scenic views and vistas are limited in the project vicinity due to surrounding urban development and
intervening buildings. One- to two-story warehouse, manufacturing, and distribution buildings, with
heights ranging from approximately 15 to 25 feet, largely define the scale and character of the project
area. Views from public streets and sidewalks consist primarily of the surrounding warehouse and
distribution buildings and wooden poles and suspended wiring for the overhead power lines. The
elevated 1-280 freeway features prominently in near-range views down Evans Avenue to the north and
east. Distant views accessible from the surrounding streets include Potrero Hill to the north; partial views
of Bernal Heights to the southwest; and San Bruno Mountain from Toland Street looking south. The 1-280
freeway obstructs distant views to the east.

The proposed FSD/TC building would be positioned at the corner of Toland Street and Evans Avenue
with a 15-foot setback from the property line along Toland Street and a 24-foot setback from the property
e B . =
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The FSD/TC building would have two 16-foot tall mechanical penthouses set back from the building

facades, one atop each leg of the “U.” The bottom of the inverted “U” would front Evans Avenue along

a 212-foot facade that would be articulated with an approximately 12-foot-deep recess to accommodate

the visitor entrance near the western corner (Toland Street), which would lead to a three-story lobby at
the corner of Evans Avenue and Toland Street. The eastem end of this facade would step back

approximately 20 feet to accommodate an employee entrance. The Toland Street fagade would be 190 feet

in length, and would appear as a single plane without entrances or other recesses. Per the preliminary

design, the majority of the facades on Evans Avenue and Toland Street would be glazed (Figure 6).

The two-level parking structure would be located in the eastern portion of the project site. This structure
would be approximately 17.5 feet in height, including a 3.5-foot screening wall around the second (top)
parking level, which would not be covered. A stair and elevator tower would extend an additional 20 feet
in height along approximately one-fourth of the Evans Avenue facade. The entire parking garage, except
for the stair/elevator tower, would be set back about 45 feet from Evans Avenue (Figure 5).

While the height of the main FSD/TC building would be taller than other buildings in the project vicinity
and the proposed project would result in a noticeable change on the project site, the project would not
substantially affect views along Toland Street or Evans Avenhue due to the proposed setback of the
building from these streets. Views of features such as Bernal Heights and Potrero Hill looking west and
northwest, respectively, from the I-280 freeway could be affected by the four-story FSD/TC building.
However, given the height of the freeway —approximately 50 feet above the street grade—and the speed
at which vehicles are traveling on the freeway, the proposed project would not substantially obstruct
existing views of these features. Therefore, the project would not adversely affect the distant scenic views
that are available from the surrounding public streets.

Because there are no existing residences in the project vicinity, there are no views from residences that
would be substantially and adversely affected by the project. While the proposed FSD/TC building could
be visible in longer-range views from some private residences, such as those on Potrero Hill, it would
generally blend into the existing densely built urban fabric of the area, due to the distance of the site from
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Impact AE-3: The proposed project would result in a change to the existing character of the project site,
but this change would not degrade the visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
(Less than Significant) :

The visual character of the project site and vicinity is urban, with a diversity of building sizes, styles, and
ages. The dominant scale and character of development within the project vicinity are one- to two-story
warehouse, manufacturing, and distribution buildings that range between approximately 15 to 25 feet in
height. While the proposed FSD/TC building would be taller than other structures in the vicinity, this
would not result in a substantial degradation of existing visual character or quality of the project site or
vicinity, because the existing visual character is not cohesive or particularly notable (in the way that, for
example, a grouping of similarly designed buildings in a historic district might be). There are currently
four structures on the project site, including a two-story former bakery building with a connecting
loading dock (the main building), a one-story former lumber yard office building, a one-story storage
shed, and a one-story garage. The main building occupies the portion of the project site at the corner of
Toland Street and Evans Avenue and is developed up to. the property line. The lumber yard office
building is located along the Evans Street frontage approximately 158 feet behind the main building. The
storage shed and garage are adjacent to each other along the sou
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artment of Public Works

| ESER 201 A Police mﬂm_:o:m and Infrastructure

= ESER2014 bond will be applied consistent with the designated
Focused Scope, Comprehensive and Seismic categories established
for the Neighborhood Fire Station in ESER2010, i.e. highest priority
projects for operational effectiveness. Possible 50/50 split of bond
funds between Focus and Comprehensive, Seismic/Replacement

Total Project Budget Need

»  $253M (rough oqo_mﬂodn magnitude) across all facilities
Funding Sources |

= ESER2014 Bond - $30M

Schedule

» Schedule will be developed to maintain SFPD service response
levels and operational efficiency. Stations will remain open
wherever feasible, and station closures will be carefully phased

B e A e S bt L SR B,

future development in the site vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution

Tmnact C-AE-1: The nronnsed nroiect. in combination with nast. nresent. and reasanahlv faregeps
to a significant aesthetics impact. (Less than Significant)
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Although the proposed project would change the visual character of the project site, the new buildings
would not be of such a height and scale that they would be visible for long distances. Therefore, any



E3  POPULATION AND HOUSING

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

3. POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, ] O X O ]
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 | Il O X - O
units or create demand for additional housing, ’
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing?

¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, D : D D ) & I:I
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in San Francisco,
either directly or indirectly. (Less than Significant)

In general, a project would be considered growth inducing if its implementation would result in
substantial population increases and/or new development through the extension of roads or other
infrastructure that might not occur if the project were not implemented. No residential units are present
on the project site and none are proposed. The current zoning does not allow residential use of the site.

Bl LI | 1 PR | [ S e | -
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No residential units are present on the site and the site is not zoned for residential use. Consequently, the
proposed project would not displace housing units or a substantial number of people and would result in
no impact related to displacement of housing or people.

Impact C-PH-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 population and housing impact. (Less than Significant)

The project would not result in any significant impact with respect to population and housing since the ‘
proposed project does not include any residential uses and would not result in demolition of existing
housing or necessitate the construction of relocation housing. Planned and foreseeable future projects are
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Therefore these projects would not interact with the proposed project to result in cumulative adverse



E.4 CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

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

4. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES—Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the |:| I:] D E |:|
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5, including those resources listed in
Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code? :

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the D X D D I:I
significance of an archeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique O Il ] ] _ ]
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those O D X ] O

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Impact CP-1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance
~ of historic architectural resources. (No Impact)

Historical resources are those that meet the terms of the definitions in Section 21084.1 of the CEQA
Statute and Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Historical resources include properties listed in, or
formally determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or
listed in an adopted local historic register. The term “local historic register” or “local register of historical
resources” refers to a list of resources that are officially designated or recognized as historically
significant by a local government pursuant to resolution or ordinance. Historical resources also include
" resources identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting certain criteria. Additionally,
properties not listed but otherwise determined to be historically significant, based on substantial
evidence, would also be considered historical resources.

A historic resource evaluation (HRE) was prepared for the proposed project by Carey & Company to
evaluate whether the proposed project would have any adverse effect on historic resources at the project
site or in the project vicinity.® The following discussion summarizes the HRE. The proposed project
includes the demolition of four buildings totaling approximately 40,500 sf, including a two-room office
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None of the buildings at 1995 Evans Avenue appears to be eligible for listing in the CRHR, either
individually or as a group. The main building, although associated with Parisian Bakeries Inc. (Parisian),
one of San Francisco’s earliest and most prominent sourdough bakeries, is not associated with the
bakery’s formative years. Parisian’s tenure in the main building at 1995 Evans Avenue occurred late in
 the bakery’s history, when it was owned by a large corporation, rather than by individuals. During the
first few years after moving to the subject building, the bakery does not appear to have been operating
under its own name. The building also lacks distinguishing architectural character. Of the other buildings
on the project site, only one is more than 50 years old. That building, dating to 1940 and constructed as
the office of a lumber company, similarly lacks historic and architectural significance. No records were
discovered that would indicate that the founder of Parisian had been associated with the buildings or the
site, although various bakers have been linked to the bakery’s history, including French immigrants
Emile Pierron, John Pale, and Leon J. Hillou. These bakers do not appear to have been of renown in the
city and they have no association with the buildings at 1995 Evans Avenue, as their involvement in the
bakery had ended long before the bakery’s move to Evans Avenue. Therefore, the property does not
appear to be eligible for listing in the CRHR based on an association with the lives of persons important
to local, California, or national history. No buildings on the property appear to meet any of the criteria for
listing in the CRHR. As there appear to be no historic resources on the proposed project site, it has been
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The FSD/TC building foundation would include between 275 and 400 14-inch, pre-cast and pre-stressed
concrete piles to a depth of 90 feet below ground surface (bgs). The parking garage would include
between 100 and 200 14-inch, pre-cast and pre-stressed concrete piles, also to a depth of 90 feet. With the
i nd the sanitarv storage tank, no proposed ¢ subsurface structures would




The project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact
information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant
shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall
be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required
pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with
this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports
prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for
review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by
the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could
suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO,
the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the
only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c).

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

descendant group.

Archeological Testing Progmm The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for
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If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be
adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:

A)  The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avo1d any adverse effect on the significant
archeological resource; or : '
B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO .determines that the

archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that
interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant,
determines that an archeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, this AMP shall
minimally include the following provisions:

o The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope
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Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in

accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor,

and FRO chall mmimmmm@mmwﬁﬁﬂe
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archeologlcal consultant shall subrmt a draft ADRP to the ERO The ADRP sha]l 1dentlfy how the

proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is
expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are
applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the
expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, shall
be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed
project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological

resources if nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

Field Methods and Procedures. Descnpuons of proposed field strategies, procedures, and

operations. :
Cataloguing and Laboratory Anulyszs Descnptlon of selected cataloguing system and artifact

analysis procedures.
Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and ratlonale for field and post-field discard

and deaccession policies.

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

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

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

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



Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the
ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked,
- searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms
(CADPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high
interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and

distribution than that presented above.

Impact CP-3: The proposed project would not indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant)

Paleontological resources include fossilized remains or traces of animals, plants, and invertebrates,.

including their imprints, from a previous geological period. Collecting localities and the geologic
formations containing those localities are also considered paleontological resources as they represent a
limited, non-renewable resource and once destroyed, cannot be replaced.

Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of
paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types
representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not
favorable, fossils will not be present. L1tholog1cal units that may be fossiliferous include sedimentary

formations.

The Late Bay Mud deposits beneath the proposed site could support paleontological resources; however,
it is unlikely for clayey sand and sandy clay fill materials due to their age. No unique geologic features

are present on the project site.

Bay Mud dep051ts would be reached only during p11e driving to a depth of up to 90 feet and during
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The treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any
soils-disturbing activity would comply with applicable state laws, including immediate notification of the
coroner for the City and County of San Francisco upon discovery of human remains. If the coroner
determines that the remains are Native American, the NAHC would be notified and would appoint a
most likely descendant (PRC Section 5097.98).

To the southwest of the project site is a partially excavated prehistoric midden village (CA-SFR-17) in
‘which numerous human remains have been found over the years. No such remains have been found in
prehistoric sites closer to the site of the proposed project and there is no indication that human remains
are present beneath the site; however, without additional evidence indicating the absence of remains,
implementation of the proposed project would result in a significant impact related to the disturbance of
human remains. The SF Planning Department Environmental Planning Division's archeologist
determined that implementation of M-CP-2: Archeology Resources (Accidental Discovery), discussed
above, would reduce the proposed project’s impact on archeological resources, including buried human
remains, to a less-than-significant level 16
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10
11
12
13
14

The Board of Supervisors could ratify a new agreement prior to entitlement of the proposed project that
could provide approximately 5 million tons of capacity, which would represent 20 or more years of use
beginning in 2014. The City’s contract with the Altamont Landfill expires in 2015.%

As discussed in Section E.16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project would involve
the use of small quantities of hazardous materials such as chemical sterilents, acids and bases, solvent
preservatives and cleaners, compressed gases, and blood and bodily fluids from crime scene
investigations. Proper facilities are provided for the safe disposal of biological and chemical hazardous
wastes. These provisions include collection containers in individual laboratories and centralized
collection locations in the FSD/TC building where materials can be containerized and prepared for
transportation for off-site treatment and disposal (see Section E.16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials).
Hazardous waste, including hospital, commercial, and household hazardous waste, is handled separately
from other solid waste. Recology operates a facility at the San Francisco Dump (Transfer Station) for
people to safely dispose of the hazardous waste generated from their homes or businesses.s2

Given this and the long-term capacity available at the app]icabie landfills, the solid waste generated by
project construction and operation would not result in a landfill exceeding its permitted capacity, and the
project would result in less-than-significant impacts with respect to solid waste.

Impact UT-4: The construction and operation of the proposed project would follow all applicable
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)

The California Integratéd Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires municipalities to adopt an
Integrated Waste Management Plan (IWMP) to establish objectives, policies, and programs relative to
waste disposal, management, source reduction, and recycling. Reports filed by the San Francisco
Department of the Environment show that the City generated approximately 870,000 tons of waste
material in 2000. By 2010, that figured decreased to approximately 455,000 tons. Waste diverted from
landfills is defined as recycled or composted. San Francisco has a goal of 75 percent landfill diversion by
2010, and 100 percent by 2020.% As of 2012, 80 percent of San Francisco’s solid waste was being diverted
from landfills, having met the 2010 diversion target.*

Ordinance No. 27-06, San Francisco’s Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Program, requires
a minimum of 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris to be recycled and diverted from
landfills. Additionally, Ordinance 100-09, which requires everyone in San Francisco to separate their
refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash would apply to the project. With waste diversion and
expansions that have occurred at the Altamont Landfill, there is adequate capacity to accommodate
San Francisco’s solid waste. Waste disposal for the proposed project would comply with both
the construction and demolition debris diversion rate and the requirements of Ordinance 100-09

91 San Francisco is currently participating as a responsible agency in the environmental review process that Yuba County has
begun for the Recology Ostrom Road Green Rail and Permit Amendment Project (Project) and to conduct CEQA review

seisfid reironumny’ LI NEIYNDOIMooa Fire ana FPoiice Stations, the Emergéhcy
Firefighting Water System, seismically secure facilities for the Medical Examiner, the
Police Department’s Traffic Company, and the Police ADepartment’s Forensic Services
Division, and other critical infrastructure and facilities for earthquake safety and-related
costs necessary or convenient for the_ foregoing purposes; authorizing landlords to
pass-through 50% of the resulting property tax increase to residential tenants in

accordance with Chapter 37 of the Administrative Code; finding that the estimated cost




(San Francisco’s Mandatory Recyding and Composting Ordinance), which require all persons in San
Francisco to separate recyclables, compostables, and landfilled trash and participate in recycling and
composting programs.

The examination of evidence requires handling of biological and chemical hazardous materials.
Accordingly, the proposed project would include appropriate facilities for the safe disposal of biological
and chemical hazardous materials. These provisions include collection containers in individual
laboratories and centralized collection locations in the FSD/TC building where materials can be
containerized and prepared for transportation for off-site treatment and disposal.

Therefore, solid waste generated from the project’s construction and operation would not substantially
affect the projected life of the landfill, and less-than-significant impacts related to solid waste would
occur. '

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future development in the site vicinity, would not result in a camulatively considerable contribution
to a significant ufilities or service systems impact. (Less than Significant) ‘

Cumulative development in the project site vicinity would incrementally increase demand on citywide
utilities and service systems, but not beyond levels anticipated and planned for by public service
providers. Given that the City’s existing service management plans address anticipated growth in
the region, the proposed project would not be expected to have a considerable effect on utility service
provision or facilities under cumulative conditions, and cumulative effects would be less than

significant.
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Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not result in an impact on existing school facilities. (No impact)

The proposed project would involve the construction of a building for the SFPD FSD and TC, which
would include no residential dwelling units. A large percentage of staff that would be employed at the
proposed site would be relocating from other SFPD locations. A small fraction of the workforce would be
newly hired to work at the proposed site, and a small fraction of this workforce could be new residents of
San Francisco with school age children. As a result, it is anticipated that the number of new students
resulting from the proposed project would be minimal. Therefore, the proposed project would result in
no impact related to the construction of new school facilities.

Impact PS-4: The proposed project would not increase demand for government services, and there
would be no impact on government facilities. (No impact)

Because the proposed project does not involve residential uses, and would result in few, if any, new
employees not currently residing in San Francisco, it would not result in substantial increased demand
for other governmental facilities such as libraries, community centers, or other public facilities (parks are
discussed in Section E.10, Recreation). Overall the proposed project would have no impact on
governmental services.

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

Significant)

The proposed project is not expected to significantly increase demand for public services, beyond levels
anticipated and planned for by public service providers. Cumulative development in the project area
would incrementally increase demand for public services, but not beyond levels anticipated and planned
for by public service providers. Thus, project-related impacts to public services would not be
cumulatively considerable, and cumulative impacts would be léss-than-significant.
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E.13  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Not Applicable
13. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the
project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly O O X O |
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 Wildlife
Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian | | 1 O X

habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally O O W O X
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any | O X O ]
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?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances O D X O d
protecting biological resources, such as a tree i
preservation policy or ordinance? |

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Il O | O X
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community )
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

The proposed project is located in a developed area that is completely covered by impervious surfaces;
the only vegetation near the property boundaries consists of a few street trees along Evans Avenue. The
project area does not include riparian or wetland habitat or other sensitive natural communities as
defined by the CDFG and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); therefore, Question 13.b
is not applicable to the proposed project. In addition, the project area does not contain any wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the CWA; therefore Question 13.c is not applicable to the proposed project.
Moreover, the proposed project does not fall within any local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plans; therefore, Question 13.f is not applicable to the proposed project.

Case No. 2013.0342E - 101 . ' 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse impact on special status v
species, would not interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife, and would not conflict with policies or ordinances regarding biological resources.

(Less than Significant)

The project site is entirely covered with impervious surfaces and does not provide habitat for any rare or
— et el crentderend o e Thoa Jbeimormrnrad j mandact seavldgesd afladtharacrdetan el )

all contracts that are funded with the proceeds of bonds authorized hereby also shall be
subject to the pfovfsions of Chapter 14B of th‘e Administrative Code (the "Lbcal Business
Enterprise and Non-Discrimination in Contfacting Ordinance"), which assists small and micro
local businesses to increase their ability to compete effectively for the award of City contracts.
The proposed program can be summarized as follows:

A. EMERGENCY FIREFIGHTING WATER SYSTEM. A portion of the Bond shall
be allocated to the renovation and séismic upgrading of the emergency firefighting water
system'(the "EFWS") and related facilities, including but not limited to cisterns, pipes and

tunnels, and related facilities (colleétively, the "EFWS Project").

Mayor Ed Lee, Supervisor Chiu
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conformance with the City’s recently adopted Better Streets Plan, including conformance with the street
tree goals for a particular street type.®

Because the proposed project would have no adverse impact on special status species or interfere with
fish or wildlife movement, and because the project would be consistent with relevant biological resources
policies and ordinances, its impact would be less than significant.

Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present or reasonably
* foreseeable projects, would not result in impacts to biological resources. (Less than Significant)

As discussed above, the project site does not contain biological resources, and the project vicinity has few
street trees which do not provide a habitat for endangered or threatened plant or animal species.
Therefore, the project would not impact such species. As a result, the proposed project would not have
the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources and would have a less-than-
significant cumulative impact on biological resources.

98 Planning Code, Article 1.2, Section 138.1.
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E14 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
’ Significant Mitigation Significant
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Not 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 | O = | 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.)

il) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iif) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction? .

iv) Landslides?

b) Resultin substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

O oo od
O oo Od
M XX KK
O oo OO0
U0 0o oo

¢) Belocated on geologic unit or soil that is
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?

X
]
H

d) Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in D |:|
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code,
creating substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting D | O ) 1 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 [:l I X I:I D

unique geologic or physical features of the site?
The proposed project would be connected to the existing sewer system and would not require use of
septic systems. Therefore, Question 14e is not applicable to the proposed project.

Existing Site Conditions. Based on a review of historical bay shoreline maps, the project site is located on
former tideland that was filled sometime between 1915 and 1950. Directly beneath the fill is a portion of
the former tidal portion of the Islais Creek channel and adjacent tidal marshes.®

The subsurface at the site consists of artificial fill material underlain by Young Bay Mud. The fill material
consists of sandy silt and silty sand, sand, and fine- to medium-size gravel to a depth of about 8 feet bgs.
The Young Bay Mud consists of silty clay with organic material (peat) present beneath the fill material.

% Ramirez-Herrera, M.T., Sowers, .M., and Richard, C.M.,, 2006, Creek & Watershed Map of San Francisco: Oakland Museum of
California, Oakland, CA 1:25,800 scale.
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Based on groundwater monitoring activities conducted at the site, depth to groundwater ranges between
approximately 4.5 to 9 feet bgs. Groundwater flow direction is predominantly toward the east. Islais

* Creek, which extends toward the San Francisco Bay, is located approximately 500 feet to the northeast of

the site.100

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not result in exposure of people and structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known
earthquake fault, expansive soils, seismic ground-shaking, liquefaction, lateral spreading, or
landslides. (Less than Significant)

The pro]ect site is not in an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone, and no known or potenha]ly active fault
ex15ts on the site.101 The Pproject s1te is not located in the immediate vicinity of any active earthquake fault

- riT oAa P P- VP .. | £ 41 ~ 11')1 Tadala ~la slan 1 o £

Administrative Code Section 5.31, the Citizen’s General Obligation Bond Oversight
Committee shall conduct an annual review of bond spending, and shall provide an annual
report of the bond program to the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors_.

B. TRANSPARENCY. The City shall create and maintain a Web page outlining and
describing the bond program, progress, and activity updates. The City shall also hold periodic
public hearings and reviews on the bond program and its implementation before the Cépital
Plahning Committee, the Police and Fire Commissions, and the Citizen’s General Obligation
Bond Oversight Committee. v

Section 5. The estimated cost of the bond financed portion of the project described in
Section 2 above was fixed by the Board by the following resolution and in the émount
spéciﬁed below:

Resolution No. , $400,000,000.

Such resolution was passed by two-thirds or more of the Board and approved by the
Mayor of the City (the "Mayor"). In such resofution it was recited and found by the Board that
the sum of mOnéy specified is too great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and
revenue of the City in addition to the other annual expenses or other funds derived from taxes
levied for those pur'poses‘ and will require expenditures greater than the amount allowed by
the annual tax levy. | |

The method and manner of payment of the estimated costs described in this ordinance

are by the issuance of bonds of the City not exceeding the principal amount specified.

Mayor Ed Lee, Supervisor Chiu ' .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 5
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Construction of the proposed project would include excavation for some elements of the proposed
83-foot tall, four-story, 128,000-sf FSD/TC building. The FSD/TC building foundation would be supported
on 14-inch square pre-cast and pre-stressed concrete piles up to 90 feet deep. The FSD/TC building would
require 275 to 400 piles; the parking garage would require 100 to 200 piles.

For any development proposal in an area with liquefaction potential, the DBI will require the project
sponsor to prepare a geotechnical report pursuant to the State Seismic Hazards Mapping Act in support
of the building permit application. The report would assess the nature and severity of the hazard(s) on
the site and recommend project design and construction features to reduce the hazards(s). To ensure
compliance with all San Francisco Building Code provisions regarding structural safety, when DBI
reviews the geotechnical report and building plans for a proposed project, it will determine engineering
and design features necessary to reduce potential damage to structures from ground-shaking and
liquefaction. Consequently, potential damage to structures from geologic hazards on the project site
would be mitigated through the DBI requirement that appropriate engineering and design features be
incorporated into the project that are consistent with the findings from the geotechnical report pursuant
to DBI’s implementation of the Building Code. Any changes incorporated into the foundation design
required to meet the Building Code standards that are identified as a result of the DBI review process
would constitute minor modification of the project and would not require additional environmental
analysis. In light of the above, impacts related to seismic or geologic hazards would be less than

significant.

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion.
(Less than Significant) :

In general, project-related construction activities could create conditions where soils are more susceptible
to erosion. Without proper soil stabilization controls, construction actvities such as excavation,
backfilling, and grading could increase the potential for exposed soils to be eroded by wind or storm
water runoff, resulting in long-term soil loss. Project construction activities could also result in the loss of
topsoil—a fertile soil horizon that typically contains a seed base if there is a well-developed topsoil
horizon and it is mixed with other soil horizons or otherwise lost during excavation and backfilling.

The project site is paved and soils beneath the pavement are composed of varied compacted filled

material; hence, no loss of topsoil would result from the proposed project. Soil erosion could occur during
- enmrts g ndhon cubeyitace matorialwrild he removed jniustall, gthaintace utilities and the site erade I

"SAN FRANCISCO EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND,
2014. To.improve fire, earthquake and_emergency response by: improving and/or replacing
deteriorating cisterns, pipes, and tunnels, and related facilities to ensure firefighters a reliable

water supply for fires and disasters; improving and/or replacing neighborhood fire and police

Mayor Ed Lée, Supervisor Chiu :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS o Page 6
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during major seismic events.!% Liquefaction-related phenomena can include lateral spreading, ground
oscillation, loss of bearing strength, vertical settlement from densification (subsidence), buoyancy effects,
sand boils, and flow failures, all of which could cause damage to the proposed structures. Design and
construction of the structures would incorporate appropriate engineering practices to ensure seismic
stability, as required by the SFBC, Chapter 16, Structural Design, and Chapter 18, Soils and Foundations.
Sections 1607 through 1614 contain the formulae, tables, and graphs by which the project engineer would
develop the structural specifications for building design and which would be used by DBI to verify the
applicability of SFBC's specifications. Sections 1804 through 1812 contain similar information for the
design and verification of adequate soils and foundation support for individual elements of the project.
Section 1802 requires the use of this information in the seismic analyses prepared for the site-specific
investigations that must be prepared in connection with the permits for individual elements of the

project.

Compliance with site-specific requirements established by state and local codes and enforced by DBI
would serve to avoid significant liquefaction hazards. Structural design ‘would incorporate
recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical investigations and include measures such as
o17aN °U%‘Eb“f:é€f3\fﬂ5}5‘flc’@“m whirh transfer Inads to competent strata beneath the zaone suscentible

Section 10. For the purpose of paying the principal and interest on the bonds, the
Board shall, at the time of fixing the general tax levy and in the manner for such general tax'
levy provided, levy and collect annually each year until such bonds are paid, or until there is a
sum in the Treasury of said City, or other account held on behalf of the Treasurer of said City,
set apart for that purpose to meet all sums coming due for the principal and interest on the
bonds, a tax sufficient to pay the annual interest on such bonds as the same becomes due
ar_1d also such part of the principai thereof as shall become due before the proceeds of a tax

levied at the time for making the next general tax levy can be made available for the payment

of such principal.

Mayor Ed Lee, Supervisor Chiu
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 7
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NOVETRBET 258" 251, 2 tapy of Which 18°6h il é’?fv'ﬁlmfhe Clerk of the Sard in File No. 131190
and incorporated by reference, the Board finds that the bond proposal as it relates to funds for
the EFWS Project is not subject to CEQA because as the establishment of a government
financing mechanism that does not involve any commitment to specific projects to be
constructed with the‘funds, it is not a project as defined by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.
The use of bond proceeds to finance any project or portion of any project with funds for the
EFWS Project portion of the Bond will be subject to approval of the Board upon completion of
planning and-any further required environmental review under CEQA for the individual EFWS
projects.

‘ (ii) Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure. For the reasons set forth in the
letter from the Environmental- Review Officer of the Planning Department, dated November
25, 2013, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 131190 and
incorporated by reference, the Board finds that the bond proposal as it relates to funds for
Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure is not subject to CEQA because as the

establishment of a government financing mechanism that does not involve any commitment to

Mayor Ed Lee, Supervisor Chiu :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . Page 8
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reference, the Board finds that the bond propcsal'as it relates to funds for Police Facilities and

E.15 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

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

15. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste | O X |:| D
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or O O X R |
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)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattem D D x D D
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?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of d O PX] 0 O
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 runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or off-

win FEsuvjout o appruvarur uis Luaiu upu IWWUWWWWWW
environmental review under CEQA for the individual Critical Firefighting Facilities and
Infrastructure projects.

(iify  Police Facilities and Infrastructure. For the reasons set forth in the letter from
the Envi.ronmental Review Officer of the Planning Department, dated November 25, 2013, a

copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 131190 and incorporated by

Infrastructure is not subject to CEQA because as the establishment of a government financing
mechanism that does not involve any commitment to specific projects to be constructed with
the funds, it is not a project as deﬁned by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The use of bond
proceeds to finance any projept or portion of anyl project with funds for the Police Facilities
and Infrastructure portion of the Bond will be subject to approval of the Board upon completion
of planning and any further required environmental review under CEQA for the indh)idual
Police Facilities and Infrastructure projects. |

| (iv)  Medical Examiner Facility. The Environmental Review Officer in the Planning _

Department determined that the Medical Examiner Facility project is exempt from

L R I E. o 4 S . . P Y L I B .. Y 1 - -] { . D Y L T T



Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project would not substantially degrade water quality or contaminate a public water
supply. As discussed in Section F.11, Utilities and Service Systems, all wastewater from the proposed
project and storm water runoff from the project site would flow into the City’s combined sewer system to
be treated by the standards contained in the NPDES permit for the SFPUC’s SE Plant prior to discharge
into San Francisco Bay. Additionally, during wet weather events, combined sanitary and storm water
flows from the project area would be treated at the North Point Wet Weather Facility. Treatment would
be provided pursuant to the effluent discharge standards in the NPDES Permit for the facility. The
proposed project includes the construction of a below grade sanitary waste storage tank with an
approximate 8,000-gallon capacity level that will be used for storage of sanitary waste during emergency
conditions which may potentially affect the combined sewer system (see Impacts UT-1 and C-UT-1 under
Section E.11 Utilities and Public Services). :

The proposed project would be required to meet the standards for storm water management identified in
the San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance (SFSMO) and the SFPUC storm water manage-
ment requirements per the San Francisco 2010 Stormwater Design Guidelines (SDGs). The project sponsor
would be required to submit for SFPUC’s approval a Stormwater Control Plan (SCF) that complies with
the SDGs using a variety of BMPs. Because the project would disturb over 5,000 sf of ground surface that
would discharge to the combined sewer system, the BMPs must meet SFPUC performance requirements
and reduce the total storm water runoff volume and peak runoff rate from the project site.

U Tradliv wuliipalrt

Mayor Ed Lee, Supervisor Chiu
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 9
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Groundwater levels vary with time and rainfall conditions; however, based on these observations,
dewatering may be required during project construction. Any groundwater pumped and discharged
during construction of the proposed project is subject to the requirements of the City’s Sewer Use
Ordinance (Ordinance Number 19-92, amended 116-97), supplemented by the SFDPW’s Order
No. 158170, requiring a permit from the SFPUC’s Wastewater Enterprise Collection System Division.

A permit may be issued only if an effective pre-treatment system is maintained and operated. Each
apvl o vy UHO VIMIIQGL VS,

(€)  With the implementation of the mitigation measures required in Exhibit A to this
ordinance, the environmental impacts resulting from the Traffic Company and Forensic
Services Division Facility project on subsurface cultural resources, air quality emissions,
construction hours and operational traffic would be reduced to a less than significant level as

described in the FMND.

Mayor Ed Lee, Supervisor Chiu
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 10
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In 2007, FEMA issued preliminary FIRMs for review and comment by the City, and anticipates
publishing revised preliminary FIRMs after completing a more detailed analysis of flood "hazards
associated with San Francisco Bay as requested by the Port of San Francisco and City staff. As proposed,
the FIRMs would designate portions of waterfront piers, Mission Bay, Bayview Hunters Point, Hunters
Point Shipyard, Candlestick Point, and Treasure Island as Zone A (areas subject to inundation by tidal
surge) or Zone V (areas of coastal flooding subject to wave hazards).1 The project site is not located
within Zone A, Zone V, or a SFHA identified on the Interim Floodplain Map.!1¢

The project site is located within an area identified by the SFPUC as prone to flooding due to combined
sewer backups or flooding, which can affect locations, such as certain areas south of Market Street,
developed at elevations below the water level in the combined sewer lines!! Through the building
permit review process for the proposed project, the SFPUC would require that the ground level of the
proposed FSD/TC building be located at or above the official grade of the street to minimize the potential
of a sewer backup during storm events, as well as to minimize the potential for street storm flow to enter
the property. In addition, if plumbing fixtures below the elevation of the side sewer vent cover are to
be utilized for this project, a backflow device would be required to be installed on such plumbing fixtures
in accordance with the San Francisco Plumbing Code. To reduce flood hazards, the elevation of the
proposed project site would be increased by approximately three feet to elevate the FSD/TC building
above the observed level of ponds that currently form at and near the project site during storm events
that combine heavy rain and high tide. :

In light of the above, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to
exposing people, housing, or structures to a substantial risk of loss due to flooding.

Impact HY-5: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. (No Impact)

The project site is not located within a tsunami hazard zone; therefore, no significant tsunami hazards
exist at the site.2113 A seiche is an oscillation of a water body, such as a bay, that may cause local
flooding. A seiche could occur on the San Francisco Bay due to seismic or atmospheric activity. However,

based on historical record, seiches are rare and there is no significant seiche hazard expected at the project
HICUIIE dlIU 1eVEIIUYE Ul LIE WILY allu Ludlily dnua wiil feyune cApsnumuuced yidawst uian

the amount allowed therefor by the annual tax levy; reciting the estimated cost of such
proposed project; fixing the date of election and the manner of holding such election
and the procedure for voting for or against the proposition; fixing the maximum rate of
interest on such bonds and providing for the levy and collection of taxes to pay both
principal and interest; prescribing notice to be given of such election; finding thata
portion of the proposed bond is not a project under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and adopting findings under CEQA for the remaining portion of the
proposed bond; finding that the proposed bond is in conformity with the eight priority
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1(b), and is consistent with the General Plan;
consolidating the special election with the general election; establishing the election
precincts, voting places and officers for the election; waiving the word limitation on
ballot propositions imposed by Municipal Elections Code, Section 510; complying with
the restrictions on the use of bond proceeds specified in Section 53410 of the
California Government Code; incorporating the provisions of the Administrative Code,
Section 5.30-5.36; and waiving the time requirements specified in Administrative Code,
Section 2.34. '

Existing Law

General Obligation Bonds of the City and County of San Francisco may be issued only with
the assent of two-thirds of the voters voting on the proposition.



Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative
significant effects related to hydrology or water quality. (Less than Significant)

Flood and inundation hazards are site-specific. However, other proposed developments in the project
area, in combination with the proposed project, could result in intensified uses and a cumulative increase
in wastewater generation. The SFPUC, which provides wastewater treatment in the city, has accounted
for such growth in its service projections. The proposed project. would result in a reduction of impervious
surface at the project site. Given the proposed project’s landscaping and its required compliance with the
‘SFPUC-required SCP, the proposed project would not combine with other projects in a manner that could
result in significant cumulative impacts related to hydrology or water quality. Thus, the project’s
contribution to any cumulative impacts on hydrology or water quality would be less than significant.
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From the review of environmental agency databases, the Phase I ESA noted that the project site was listed
on numerous current and inactive databases associated with USTs under various names of the Parisian
Bakery, the former occupant. The project site is also listed on the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) Geotracker database, which indicates that a UST gasoline leak was reported on May 1, 1987.
Geotracker indicates that dleanup was completed and the case closed on May 29, 1998.116

The Phase I ESA includes references to several reports documenting removal of USTs, soil and ground-
water sampling, groundwater monitoring, and excavation of contaminated soil at the project site.
Reportedly, four USTs were removed from the site between 1987 and 1997:

» Two 8,000-gallon gasoline USTs located east of the primary FSD/TC building and loading docks;
e  One 1,000-gallon UST located along the western perimeter of the site beneath Toland Street
sidewalk; and
"~ o One 3,000-gallon diesel UST located along the northern peﬁﬁetef of the site beneath the
Evans Street sidewalk.

Soil and groundwater sampling indicated the presence of residual hydrocarbons and lead. Three
groundwater monitoring wells were installed: two near the former 8,000- gallon UST location and

ovanaar tbe 1N00QaAlloys JIQT Incation, Sdnertadhic cyrundeatat el aospe. isdigedein 99%5ad - - -

Obligation Bonds to finance the construction, acquisition, improvement, and retrofitting of 19
Fire Stations, a new Public Safety Building, repair, replacement and expansion of the City’s
Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) and other firefighting infrastructure and facilities related
to earthquake safety, as summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1: 2010 Earthquake Safety and Emergency Responée General Obligation Bond Budget

Description Total Budget

Neighborhood Fire Stations® : : $64,000,000
Public Safety Building 239,000,000
DPW Subtotal $303,000,000
Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS)? ' $34,400,000
Firefighting Cisterns 36,000,000
| Firefighting Pipes and Tunnels 32,000,000
PUC Subtotal 102,400,000
Oversight and Cost of Bond Issuance 6,900,000
Total ESER Budget $412,300,000

Source: San Francisco Department of Public Works -

The Fire Stations and the new Public Safety Building projects totaling $303,300,000 are bemg
managed by the Department of Public Works (DPW). The City’s AWSS, firefighting cisterns, and

! Renovations were planned for Fire Stations # 2, 5, 6, 13, 15, 17, 18, 22; 28, 31, 38, 40, 41, 42, 36, 43, 44, Fire Boat
Headquarters #35 at the Port, and the Equipment Logistics Center.#45.

% The Auxiliary Water Supply System is an independent fire protection system, also referred to as the Emergency
Firefighting Water System which was designed as a secondary defense against fires in the event the domestic water
system fails and includes a reservoir, two storage tanks, two pump stations, approxi_rnately 135 miles of pipes with
approximately 1,600 hydrants and 52 connection along the waterfront to allow fire engines to pump water from the
Bay. The AWSS also includes 153 underground cisterns throughout the City, which store water available for

firefighting.
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Hazardous Soil and Groundwater

| Industrial printing operations and industrial-scale bakery operations occurred on the project site.
Additionally, the site is within the former Islais Creek Estuary, which was filled during the f]r?t half of
the 20% century, likely between the mid-1920s to mid-1930s in association with the Islais Creek
Reclamation District project.!” As described in Topic 14, Geology and Soils, the project site is under1a1'n
by relatively shallow fill materials and late bay mud, below which bedrock is present. The shallow fill
man.sontain Brerdas metsiahaiiSLild b saRintered durir fion. Compliance wi

As shown in Table 2 below, a total of $332,135,000 ESER Bonds have been sold and
appropriated to date, leaving a remaining balance of $80,165,000 to be sold and appropriated
of the total $412,300,000 authorized. According to Mr. Charles Higueras, Program Manager for

the ESER Bond Program, the remaining ESER Bonds are anticipated to be sold by the summer
of 2014. ‘

Table 2: Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation Bond Total Budget,
’ and Bond Sales and Appropriations to date :

First Bond Second Bond Third Bond Fourth Bond Total
Project Total Project Sale and Sale and Sale and Sales and

Description Budget Appropriation | Appropriation | Appropriation Appropriation
Public -
Safety ‘ ‘ :
Building $239,000,000 $63,096,285 | $164,120,973 . 0 0 $227,217,258
Fire

- Stations 64,000,000 7,148,344 17,616,196 0 '5,765,572 30,530,112
Auxiliary ’
Water
Supply '
System 102,400,000 8,396,928 0 37,999,848 25,000,000 71,396,776 |.
Oversight/ ‘ ,
Issuance 6,900,000 878,443 1,592,831 265,152 254,428 2,990,854
ESER
Budget $412,300,000 $79,520,000 | $183,330,000 $38,265,000 $31,020,000 $332,135,000

Source: San Francisco Department of Public Works . ‘

The single largest project under the current ESER General Obligation Bonds is the construction
of a new $239,000,000 Public Safety Building, on City-owned land on Third Street between
China Basin and Mission Rock in the Mission Bay Area, which will include (a) a new Police
Headquarters and a new Southern District Police Station, which are both currently located in
“the Hall of Justice and (b) a new Mission Bay Fire Station. Construction began in January of
2012 and is anticipated to be completed during the summer of 2014, with a move-in date of
November of 2014. '

In addition, $64 million of the current ESER Bonds are being used to complete improvements
on 23 Fire Stations located throughout the City, including (a) replacement of two stations
(Station 5 in Western Addition and Station 16 in Cow Hollow), (b) comprehensive renovations
at two stations (Station 36 at 109 Oak Street and Station 44 at 129 Grand Street), seismic work

Z;Jide 22A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance is required when a project disturbs
more than 50 cy of soil; the proposed project involves the excavation of approximately 1,100 cy of soil;
therefore, the project is subject to the Maher Ordinance, which is administered and overseen by' !-.he
SFDPH. The Maher Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the services .of a qualified
professional to prepare a Phase I ESA that meets the requirements of Health Code Sectlo.n 22.A.6.' The
Phase I ESA would determine the potential for site contamination and level of exposure risk astsocnated
with the project. Based on that information, the project sponsor ‘may be required‘ t.Q com-iuct 301-1 @d/or



Notification includes the following:

¢ Names and addresses of operations and persons responsible;

s A description and location of the structure to be demolished/altered including size, age and
prior use, and the approximate amount of friable asbestos;

e Scheduled starting and completion dates of demolition or abatement;
» Nature of the planned work and methods to be employed;
e Procedures to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements; and

s The name and location of the waste disposal site to be used.

The BAAQMD randomly inspects asbestos removal operations. In addition, the BAAQMD will inspect
any removal operation when a complaint has been received.

The local California OSHA office must be notified of asbestos abatement to be performed. Asbestos
abatement contractors must follow state regulations contained in 8 CCR 1529 and 8 CCR Section 341.6
through Section 341.14 where there is asbestos-related work involving 100 sf, or more of ACMs. Asbestos
removal contractors must be certified as such by the State of California Contractors Licensing Board. The
owner of the property where abatement is to occur must have a Hazardous Waste Generator Number
assigned by and registered with 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 appropriate disposal. Pursuant to California law, the DBI would
not issue a required permit until an applicant has complied with the notice and abatement requirements
described above. These regulations and procedures, already established as part of the permit review
process, would ensure that ACM impacts would be less than significant.

Lead-Based Paint. Based on the construction dates of the existing buildings, before the use of lead-based
paint was banned, there is the potential to encounter lead within the existing structures. In the event
that lead-based paint is found on the project site, the project sponsor would be required to comply with
Section 3435 of the SFBC which requires specific notification and work standards and identifies

prohibited work methods and penalties.

SFBC Section 3425 typically applies 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 child care centers. Performance standards, including establishment of containment barriers
and identification of prohibited practices that may not be used in disturbances or removal of lead-based

caarhune ~tne I dice SR uTentici MR uimer corrprumptaroeinenckwarhiack 20 SERC Sackion 242K ..

Services Division and other critical infrastructure and facilities.

File 13-1189: The proposed resolution would determine and declare that the public interest and
necessity demand the construction, acqmsmon, improvement and retrofitting of Neighborhood
Fire and Police Stations, the Emergency Firefighting Water System, seismically secure facilities
for the Medical Examiner, the Police Department’s Traffic Company, the Police Department’s
. Forensic Services Division and other critical infrastructure and facilities for earthquake safety
and the payment of costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing purposes.

In addition, both the proposed ordinance (File 13-1190) and proposed resolution (File 13-1189):

e find that the estimated cost of the proposed capital improvement projects are too great to
be paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the City and County of San
Francisco and will therefore require expenditures greater than the amount allowed in the
existing annual tax levy;

e fix the maximum rate of interest on the bonds and provide for the levy and collection of
property taxes to pay both the principal and interest on the bonds;



SFBC Section 3425 also includes notification and requirements for signage. Prior to the commencement of
work, the responsible party must provide written notice to the DBI Director, including:

* Address and location of the project;

¢ Scope of work, including specific location;

e Methods and tools to be used;

e Approximate age of the structure;

e Anticipated job start and completion dates for the work;

¢ Indication if the bujlding is residential or nonresidential, owner-occupied or rental property;

¢ Dates by which the responsible party has fulfilled or will fulfill any tenant or adjacent property
notification requirements; and

¢ Name, address, telephone and pager numbers of the party who will perform the work.

Further notice includes signs and requirements for signage when containment of lead paint contaminants
is required; notice to occupants; availability of pamphlets related to protection from lead in the home; and
notice of Early Commencement of Work (Requested by Tenant). SFBC Section 3425 contains provisions
regarding inspection and sampling for compliance and enforcement by DBL In addition, the ordinance
describes penalties for non-compliance with the requirements of the ordinance. Compliance with these
regulations and procedures in the SFBC would ensure that impacts of lead-based paint due to demolition
would be less than significant.

Other Hazardous Building Materials

Other potential hazardous building materials such as PCB-containing electrical equipment or fluorescent
lights could pose health threats for construction workers if not properly disposed of and create.a
significant impact in case of worker exposure or a release to the environment. These materials are
regulated and would be managed, handled, transported, and disposed of according to federal, state, and
local laws and regulations. Consequently, potential impacts of the proposed project related to exposure to
hazardous materials would be less than significant.

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school. (Less than Significant) ' '

RISE Institute (1760 Cesar Chavez Street), located approximately 1,200 feet to the north-northeast, is the
only school within one-quarter mile of the project site.'® As previously discussed, the project would
involve the use of small quantities of hazardous materials in forensic laboratory operations, as well as
storing diesel fuel in an 8,000-gallon UST. No storage, handling, or disposal of significant quantities of
any other hazardous materials would occur. Emissions of hazardous substances would be in amounts
exempt from permitting and would not be considered significant. Therefore, with adherence to applicable
state and federal regulations and local code requirements, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact related to hazardous emissions or materials within a quarter of a mile of a school
location.

118 SF Planning Department Website, Home / Resource Center / Map Library / Areas Within 1000 feet of a School - http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=2337. February 2010.
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Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving fires, nor interfere with the implementation of an emergency response plan.

(Less than Significant)

San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the SFBC and Fire Code. Final building
plans are reviewed by the SFFD, as well as DBI, in order to ensure conformance with these provisions.
Potential fire hazards, including those associated with underground storage of diesel fuel and laboratory
operations would be addressed during the permit review process to ensure adequacy of emergency
equipment (e.g. hydrant water pressure) and emergency access. The use of hazardous materials is
regulated by the SFHMUPA, within the SFDPH. To comply with hazardous materials regulations, the
SFPD would develop an HMBP which would indlude site-specific emergency response procedures for
hazardous materials. Consequently, impacts of fires and interference with emergency response plan

implementation would be less than significant.

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative
significant effects related to hazardous materials. (Less than Significant)

Impacts from hazardous materials are generally site-specific and typically do not result in cumulative
impacts provided applicable safety and remediation requirements are followed at each site. The proposed
project could contribute to cumulative impacts if workers or the public were exposed to legacy
untas ti-are Sarrtencisvo vihers, e roias wotra setded dy srowaTh rabe 3 HERw S

Table 3: Summary of Projects and Costs for the Proposed 2014 ESER Bond

Projects 2014 Bond Explanation

Fire Stétions $70,000,000 | The ESER 2010 Bond Report identifies up to $327 million of
various renovations needed to correct all deficiencies and
rehabilitate and upgrade all 42 Fire Stations and Bureau of
Equipment at 2501 25™ Street and Emergency Medical Services
at 1415 Evans Avenue’®.

Auxiliary Water 70,000,000 | PUC spent 1.5 years assessing and appraising the AWSS system

Supply System and identified a $294 million (2013 dollars) need to upgrade,

(AWSS) replace, repair and improve the City’s cisterns and water system
pipe and tunnel network to withstand potential earthquake.

Police Stations and 30,000,000 | A March 2013 comprehensive facility report identifies up to

Infrastructure . $250 million of various mechanical, electrical and other
renovation and seismic upgrades needed to correct all
deficiencies at 9 of 10 police district stations*

. y , -The Police Department’s Traffic and Forensic services would be
POIIC? DePartmesnt S 165,000,000 consolidated in a new 110,000 square foot (90,000 sf for
Traffic Com_pa ny ‘ Forensics + 20,000 sf for Traffic) building at 1995 Evans Avenue -
and Forensic with separate 42,000 sf parking structure. City currently has lease
Services Facility6 with purchase option for the site, approved in November 2013.
Medical Examiner 65,000,000 | -The Medical Examiner would be relocated from 18,000 square
Facility7 feet in the Hall of Justice at 850 Bryant Street to an existing City-

owned 29,000 square foot industrial warehouse at 1 Newhall
Street currently used for City and County storage to add a
second floor for a total 43,000 square foot Medical Examiner
facility, including labs, medical/autopsy and office space.

Total $400,000,000




E.17  MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Nof Applicable
17. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES—
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known | ] ] X O

mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally- O O o . X ]
" 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 'l O X O 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)

No known mineral resource is located on or near the project site. All land in San Francisco, including the
project site, is designated Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the CDMG under the Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act of 197519 This designation indicates there is inadequate information available for
assignment to any other MRZ, and thus the proposed site is not a designated area of significant mineral
deposits.

Because the project site is already developed, future evaluation or designation of the site would not affect -
or be affected by the proposed project. There are no operational mineral resource recovery sites in the
project vicinity whose operations or accessibility would be affected by the construction or operauon of
the project. Thus, the project would have no impact on mineral resources.

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

The proposed laboratory and office uses for the project site would not consume significantly large
amounts of fuel, water, or energy beyond the level anticipated for the project area. New buildings in San

Lrav b roenmssorviced taviic arc dou ot aS e ot ods umat caame evaE e nerdunig winey pitote—————————————————————

lab and fingerprint records, with staff to provide expert testimony to support criminal cases, including crime scene
investigators. Forensic Services are located in (a) the Hall of Justice, (b) vehicle impound Iot at 450 7 Street, and
(c) Hunters Point Shipyard.

’ The Medical Examiner is charged with coordinating investigations and certifications of deaths, determining the
cause, circumstances and manner of fatalities in San Francisco.
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Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant energy and minerals impact. (Less than Significant)

As described above, no known minerals exist at the project site, and therefore the proposed project would
not contribute to any cumulative impact on mineral resources. The California Energy Commission is
currently considering applications for the development of new power generating facilities in San
Francisco, the Bay Area, and elsewhere in the state. These facilities could supply additional energy to the
power supply grid within the next few years. These efforts, together with conservation, will be part of the
statewide effort to achieve energy sufficiency. 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 an expansion of power facilities. Therefore, the energy demand associated with the
proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative impact. Overall, the proposed project would
result in less-than-significant cumulatively considerable impacts related to mineral and energy
resources.
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E.18 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

- Less Than

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

advisathat, ITThe propoced %Féf&?kmcﬁﬁgﬁ R g S raTad By T b e d Bl  Fire
Department staff would work with DPW staff and PUC staff would work with Fire Department
and DPW staff to prioritize the needs of each specific facility, station and project and then
" focus the scope of the individual projects. All issuances of the bonds and appropriations of the
bond fund proceeds would be subject to Board of Supervisors approval, at which time CEQA
review and approval of the specific projects would be detailed and the costs identified.

As shown in Attachment | provided by Mr. Higueras, the $165,000,000 estimated cost for the -
Police Department’s Traffic Company and Forensic Services Facility and the $65,000,000

estimated cost for the Medical Examiner Facility are based on more detailed planning and initial

design work conducted by consultant Harley Ellis Deveraux dba Crime Lab Design. This upfront-
work was funded with General Fund monies, including $1,626,289 for the Medical Examiner

facility and $2,550,000 for the Traffic Company and Forensics Services facility, which would be

reimbursed by the proposed 2014 ESER Bond funds, if approved by the-voters. These upfront

General Fund monies were previously appropriated in the FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13 budgets.
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Because the site does not contain 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, and would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural land use or a
Williamson Act contract, nor would it involve any changes to the environment that could result in the
conversion of farmland. There is likewise no forest land on the project site. Therefore, the proposed
project would have no impact to agricultural or forest resources.

Impact C-AF-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 confribution
toa 51gmf1cant agriculture and forest resources impact. (No Impact)

Neither the proposed project nor any of the nearby projects would result in conversion of farmland or
forest land to non-farm or non-forest use, nor would any of the proposed developments conflict with
existing agricultural or forest use or zoning for these uses. The proposed project would not contribute o
any cumulative adverse impact relative to farmland and forest land and, therefore, there would be no
cumulative effects and no impact would occur.
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E.19 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Léss Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant N_ot
Topics: ' Impact Incorporated Impact Noimpact  Applicable

19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE—
Would the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the O X | ] 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, il O 24 O O
but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively °
considerable” 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 [l O
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly? '

As discussed in the above text, the project is anticipated to have only less-than-significant impacts in the
areas discussed with the implementation of identified mitigation measures. Significant impacts to
archeological resources and air quality would be mitigated through implementation of mitigation
measures described above, summarized in this section, and presented in full in Section F.

E.A0.) Thoo menvaead nevast i located inao archaclogjcally, sensitive area and constructon.actiyities,
the $65,000,000 cost for the Medical Examiner facility do not include the costs for furniture, '

fixtures or equipment, which cannot be paid from the proposed GO bond. Such costs are

estimated at $11.9 million for the Police’s Traffic and Forensics facilities and $10.7 million for

the Medical Examiner’s facility. Mr. Strong advises that these additional furniture, fixtures and

equipment costs are included in the City’s 5-Year Financial Plan and would likely need to be

funded with General Fund monies, subject to future appropriation approval by the Board of

Supervisors.

Proposed Bond Financing Costs

If the proposed $400,000,000 ESER General Obligation Bonds are approved by the San
Francisco voters in June of 2014, Ms. Nadia Sesay, Director of the Office of Public Finance
anticipates that these bonds would be sold in four issuances between 2015 and 2021, as shown
in' Attachment Il. According to Ms. Sesay, the $400,000,000 of ESER General Obligation Bonds
are projected to have an annual interest rate of 6.0 percent over approximately 20 years, with
- annual debt service payments extending from 2015 through 2040, depending on the issuance.
Overall, these bonds will result in estimated total debt service payments of $688,978,400,
including $288,978,400 in interest and $400,000,000 in principal, with estimated average
annual debt service payments of $26,499,169.

Repayment of such annual debt service will be recovered through increases to the annual
Property Tax rate. As summarized in Attachment Il, a single family residence with an assessed
value of $500,000, assuming a homeowners exemption of $7,000, would pay average annual
additional Property Taxes to the City of $48.06 per year to cover the debt service on the



land use, aesthetics, population and housing, cultural resources, transportation, noise, air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, wind and shadow, recreation, utilities, public services, biological resources,
geology, hydrology, hazardous materials, mineral resources, and agricultural resources. The proposed
project’s contributions to cumulative traffic at intersections in the vicinity would not be substantial. The
proposed project would not be considered to substantially contribute incrementally to cumulative
regional air quality conditions, or to contribute to significant cumulative noise impacts. The proposed
project would be consistent with the land use and height controls for the site and would not contribute to
a cumulatively considerable land use or visual impact. No other significant cumulative impacts are
anticipated. Accordingly, the impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant and the
project would not have unavoidable environmental effects that are cumulatively considerable.

E.19.c) The propose project is located in an area identified by the city and the BAAQMD as having poor
air quality, termed “air pollution hot spots.” The proposed project would require construction activities
Vi Tprupvecu e bud wat- s rtrart ounga oo P-gorlu--proposanr Tell".c"l:‘é?ﬁ-'es'“’Jlfc‘ﬁp‘l‘é\'l;l’fﬂfgljy“&
authorized ESER 2010 General Obligation Bond indicating that the 2010 General Obligation
bonds reflected the first phase of funding for improvements to essential public safety facilities.
In addition, the City’s 2014-2023 Capital Improvement Plan, as recently approved by the Board
of Supervisors, addresses the need for multiple ESER General Obligation Bond measures to be
approved by San Francisco voters to address the City’s additional public safety facility needs. As
noted in the City’s Ten Year Capital Plan, a third ESER General Obligation Bond is anticipated to
be submitted to the San Francisco voters for approximately $290 million in 2021, to address
additional Police, Fire, AWSS, Hall of Justice and other City needs.

However, a review of the 2010 ESER bond indicates that the Voter Information Pamphlet did
not report to the voters that there were anticipated to be additional ESER General Obligation
bond measures to further improve San Francisco’s public safety facilities. While the City’s Ten-
Year Capital Plan are public documents, for full disclosure and transparency purposes, if the

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
10 ‘

307



F. MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Archeology Resources (Testing)

'Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall
retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified
Archaeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact
information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant
shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall
be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required
pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with
this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). Al plans and reports

‘prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for
review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by
the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could
suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO,
the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the
only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c).

SaN MRENUHCOBURKE SRS OPITis iegmmitios: On decnvery of am avabplacialisitElseanivieodar 7h
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Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological
monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. No archeological data recovery shall be
undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO-
determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely
affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:

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

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

... internretive n1ce of the respiirce is feasihle.

03 CONCRETE 3.88% 1,084,059{ $ 2546
05 METALS 11.53% 3.224,631] 8 7574}
06 |WOOD, PLASTIC + COMPOSITE 0.08% 23.4186] 0.55
07 |THERMAL + MOISTURE PROTECTION 2.24% 627,419| $ 1474
08 |OPENINGS : ) 1.93% 540,116| $  12.69
09 FINISHES 9.38% 2,623,006| $  61.61
10 |SPECIALITIES 0.89% 2484111 8 5.83
11 EQUIPMENT 9.76% 27284771 % 64.08
12 |FURNISHINGS 3.71% 1,036.816| §  24.35
13 |SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION 8.11% 2,267,476| $ _ 53.26
14 JCONVEYING EQUIPMENT 1.00% 280,000 $ 6.58
21 FIRE SUPPRESSION 1.22% 342,307| § 8.04
- 22 PLUMBING 5.04% 14098311 $ 33.12
23 |HVAC 16.56% 4,620,715| $ 108.74
26 ELECTRICAL 11.90% 3,326,031 % 78.12
27 |COMMUNICATIONS 1.58% 442,026]$  10.38
28 ELECTRICAL SAFETY + SECURITY 0.08% 21,288| $ 0.50
31 . |EARTHWORK 2.43% 678,739| 15.94
32 |EXTERIOR IMPROVEMENTS 2.85% 796,436( 8  18.71
33 |UTILITIES 1.05% 294,460| $ 6.92
TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION . - R R :
COSTS - 100.0%| " '27,955,607| § 656.62
SUB BIDDING CONTINGENCY 3.50% 978,446
DESIGN CONTINGENCY 8.50% 2,459,395
ESCALATION 12.50% 3,924,181 midpoint - Jan. 16, 15
Subtotal : 7,362,022
|- [DIRECT COSTS ESCALATED _ ) | 35,317,629 | ]
JOBSITE MANAGEMENT 5.50% 1,942,470 . $123,790/month’- 14~month schedule
INSURANCE + BONDING 1.30% ] 484,381
FEE 3.00% 1,117,803 CM/GC
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY 12.00% 3,354,673 % of construction direct cost
CM/GC CONTINGENCY 2.00% - 559,112 % of construction direct cost _
ART ENRICHMENT 2.00% 559,112 % of construction direct cost
Subtotal ~. 8,017,551
L [TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS [ ] 43,335,180 | - ]
L PROJECT CONTROL . ]
Client Department Services 1.00% 433,352
DPW Project Management 6.00% 2,600,111
City Administrative Services 1.00% 433,352
Regulatory Agency Approvals 2.50% 1,083,379
A/E Services 13.00% 5,633,573
Environmental Services 1.50% 650,028
CM Services . 9.00% 3,900,166
Geotech, Surveys, & Data Collection 0.50% 216,676
" Move Management ) 1.00% 433,352
Parinering Allowance . " 0.50% 216,676
Reserve 6.25% 2,708,449
Total Project Control 35.50% 18,309,113
[ Site Control : ]
Site Purchase -
Division of Real Estate Services -
Total Site Control N
il Finance Costs -
DPW Estimate of Cost of Issuance 1.50% 650,028 -
City Services Audits . 0.20% 86,670
CGOBOC 0.10% 43,335
Total Finance Costs 1.80% 780,033 .

‘Othiér Misc. Costs

Preliminary Planning - 1600 Owens 1,220,000
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Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in
accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor,
and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The
archeological ‘consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the
proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is
expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are
applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the
expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, shall
be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed
project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological
resources if nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

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

s Cataloguing and Laboratory Aﬁalysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact
analysis procedures.

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

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

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

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

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

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply
with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the
City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. -

5097 9RY The archenlnciral conaiiltant. nroiect smonsor.. and MT D shall make all reasonable efforts to



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

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Emissions Minimization

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project
sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (EMP) to the Environmental -
Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality Specialist.
The EMP shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:

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

a) Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be
prohibited;
b) All off-road equipment shall have:
¢ Engines that meet or exceed either United States Environmental Protection Agency -
(USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 2 off-road emissions
standards; and

L\ Avo\Ve

and Emergency Response Bond: %“jf;;; R,
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¢ If an exception is granted pursuant to A(1)(c)(ii), the project sponsor shall provide the
next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedules
shown in the table below.

OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE

CARB Level 2 VDECS

1 Tier 2
2 Tier 2 CARB Level 1 VDECS
3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel *

*Alternative fuels are not VDECs

HOW TO USE THIS TABLE:

If the requirements of (A){1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need
to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Shall the project sponsor not be able o supply
off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2
would need to be met. Shall the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road
equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compllance Altemative 3 would
need to be met.

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited
to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations

aJeseRdne Jdling fan rffizaadand an-road eﬂummegsul selblaand gishlagems whall be nastedin._

improvement nceds.
ESER 2014 will:

Sensmncally upgrade nclghborhood fire
stations

* rehabilitate and seismically upgrade
selected neighborhood fire stations
throughout the City .

Seismically upgrade the emergency
-firefighting water system (also referred to
 at the Auxiliary Water Supply System or
AWSS)

onstruct additional cisterns that provide

- dii-emergency source of water for

. firefighting :

*  repair, replace and improve the most

~ . vulnerable components of the emergency -
firefighting water system pipe and tunnel
network to withstand a major earthquake
address safety and seismic reliability
concerns at the core facilities

Seisnlically upgrade district police stations
réhabilitate and seismically upgra(ic
the City

-~ address a broad range of deficiencies,
beginning the renovation and/or the

environments, and the facilities necessary
for the San Francisco Police Department
to function effectively during and after
natural disasters and other calamities
when emergency responsc capabilities will
be.critical

Relocate and seismically upgrade the
medical examiner’s facility

+  provide a seismically safe structure,
professional work environments, and
.morgue necessary for citywide emergency
resporse capabxlmcs by the medical
examiner

Projects &
programs

Cost (millions)

Neighborhood $70

Fire Stations

| Emergency

$70
Firefighting
Water System

| Stations

District Police $30

- selected police district stations throughout -

Traffic Company $165

-and Forensic
Services Facilities

Office of - $65
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Within six months of completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit a final
report summarizing construction activities to the ERO. The final report shall indicate the start and
end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed
information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting
shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.

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

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4: Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for Diesel Generators
All diesel generators shall have engines that: (1) meet Tier 4 Final or Tier 4 Interim emission
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Improvement Measure I-TR-2: Construction Measures

The Department of Public Works (SFDPW) should require the following of the construction
contractor: '

1) Construction contractors should be prohibited from scheduling any truck trips, such as
concrete mixers, heavy construction equipment, and materials delivery, etc; to the
construction sites during the a.m. (7:00 to 9:00 am.) and p.m. (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) peak
commute periods. . ,

2) All construction activities should adhere to the provisions in the City’s Blue Book, including
those addressing sidewalk and lane closures. To minimize construction impacts on nearby
businesses and residents, the SFMTA should alert motorists, bicyclists, and nearby property

—— Jasan sramuTD e ond .s-fa‘rt;je-'_hq, rmrvptem e~ mem Al s '-b.—i)vcs mnntrrana wbadits o deatbe -~~~
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G. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on July 23, 2013, to interested
parties. The Planning Department received one comment letter in response to the notice. The commenter
expressed concerns regarding street flooding that consistently occurs at the project location during
moderate rainfall. The commenter suggested that a corrective measure for the flooding shall be
incorporated into the 1995 Evans Project given project would be undertaken by the City and County of
San Francisco. Section E.15 addresses hydrological setting for the project and addressees the potential
flooding impacts of and to the project itself. The project will result in a decrease in storm water runoff
from the 1995 Evans property when compared to existing conditions, but will not ameliorate flooding in
the project vicinity. Measures to reduce existing flooding in the general area, not related to the project,

urrprgteddrecapd. in thicarsiteoprertal domeot o o o -

landscaping, including hedges, ground cover, and street trees. Thus, the project site has no value as

habitat for rare, threatened, or endangered species.

d) Approval of the prbject would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water
quality. ' :

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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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 environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

PX] Ifind that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the envfronment,
~ 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.

[] 1find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the emrironment; and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. :

[[] 1find 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 measures 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.

[ 1find 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 project, no further environmental
documentation is required.

pate (Xhler [,.2‘9/3

Sarah'B. Jones v

Environmental Review Officer
for

_ John Rahaim
Director of Planning

Case No. 2013.0342E 135 . 1895 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSDITC
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l. LIST OF PREPARERS

Initial Study Authors
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning Division

_ 1650 Mission Street, Suite 500
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parking spaces would be provided for visitors and would be located at the south side of the site. Access
to the secured parking lot would be provided through a new curb cut on the northwest side of Newhall
Street, while access to the visitor parking lot would be provided through an existing curb cut located at
the southwest side of the lot at Newhall Street. In addition, eight (8) bicycle parking spaces would be
provided at the visitor lot through four (4) secured bicycle lockers and four (4) unsecured bicycle spaces
(bike rack). ' ,
The parking demand for the new uses associated with the proposed project was determined based on the
methodology presented in the Transportation Guidelines. Based on the methodology, on an average
weekday, the demand for parking would be about 94 spaces. The proposed project would include 30 off-
street parking spaces (23 secured parking and 7 public parking spaces). Thus, the project would have an
estimated unmet parking demand of 64 spaces. While the proposed off-street parking spaces would be
less than the- anticipated parking demand, the resulting parking deficit would. not be considered a

SAN FRANGISCO ] 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find

parking at or near the project site and then seek parking farther away. if convenient parking is -

unavailable. The secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in
vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area and thus,
choose to reach their destination by other modes (i.e., walking, biking, transit, taxi). If this occurs, any
secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the
proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the transportation analysis as well
as in the associated air quality, pedestrian safety, and noise analyses, reasonably addresses potential

secondary effects.

Transit, Bicycles, and Pedestrians, The 19 Polk and 44 O’Shaughnessy Muni lines run on Evans Avenue
approximately 800 feet south of the project site. No other transit lines are located near the project site. A
dedicated bicycle lane runs along Evans Avenue which connects to a shared bicycle route (Route 5)
running along 34 Street to the east of the project site. In addition, bicycle routes 7, 68, and 70 are also
located near the project site. Pedestrian circulation is served by built sidewalks and painted crosswalks in
the surroundiﬁg area. The proposed change of use from office/warehouse to public use for the Office of
the Chief Medical Examiner would not generate substantial additional trips and thus, would not
substantially change transit, bicycle, or pedestrian conditions in the project vicinity. During project
constructon. truck fraffic and anv construction activities mav be noticeable to transit users. bicvcle riders.

November 15, 2013

CASE NO. 2013.0342E

G PROGRAM
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San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the City Police Code). Section 2907 of the Police Code
requires that noise levels from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not
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the contribution of emissions from all modeled souices greater than 100 per one million population,

from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed "a_ir
pollution hot spots,” were identified based on two health-protective criteria: (1) excess cancer risk from
and/or (2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 micrograms per cubic meter. Land use

TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures
pollution. The proposed project would include construction activities for the approximately 18-month

construction phase. However, construction emissions would be témporary and variable in nature and

The proposed project is not within an air poltution hot spot. Therefore, the proposed project would result
in a less than significant impact with respect to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air

projects within these air pollution hot spots require special consideration to determine whether the

T Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011. Table 3-1.

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

. project’s activities would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations.
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" Code. In hght of the above, no environmental concerns mvolvmg geologic and seismic hazards would be

associated with the proposed project.

Hazardous Materials. The proposed project would involve subsurface soils work for seismic upgrades
and the placement of a new elevator. A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment* was cohducted and
conciuded that there was no evidence found during the site reconnaissance {o indicaie ihal current or
historical activities conducted on the property have contributed to contamination of subsurface soil or
groundwater in the area of the property. In addition, any interior work involving the handling and
removal of hazardous building materials, such as asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint,
would cdmply with federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, no environmental concerns involving
hazardous materials would be associated with the proposed project. ‘

Neighborhood Concerns. A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on
March 29, 2013, to community organizations, tenants of the affected property, and properties adjacent to
the project site, and those persons who own property within 300 feet of the project site. No members of
the public commented on the 'proposed project. :

SUMMARY:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current

\M

November 15, 2013

"CASE NO. 2013.0342E
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double underline) CA 94103-2479
Case No.: 2013.0342E Reception:
Project Title: 1995 Evans Avenue / San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) 415.558.6378
Forensic Service Division (FSD) & Traffic Company (TC) ' ;
Zoning: Industrial Use District PDR-2: Core Production, Distribution, and 421);.558.6409
Repair — Bayview
80-E Height and Bulk District 3gﬂgm
on:
Block/Lot: Block 5231 / Lots 002B, 004, 005 and 006 415558.6377
Lot Size: 96,000 square feet '
Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Police Department
Contact: Magdalena Ryor, San Francisco Department of Public Works
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department
Staff Contact: Elizabeth Purl- (415) 575-9028
: elizabeth. purl@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The site of the proposed project is 1995 Evans Avenue, at the southeastern corner of the intersection of
Evans Avenue and Toland Street in the northern part of the Bayview neighborhood of San Francisco. The
site comprises Lots OOZB,V 004, 005, and 006 of Assessor's Block 5231. Four buildings, totaling
approximately 40,500 square feet (sf) in floor area, occupy the site. Between 1954 and 2005 the site was
used by the Parisian Baking Company. Recent use includes newspaper printing and warehousing.
Currently, the buildings and site parking lot are vacant, with the exception of occasional unauthorized
parking. The proposed project entails demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a new
128,000-sf building with a separate 47,000-sf parking garage to house the San Francisco Police
Department's (SFPD) Forensic Services Division (FSD) and Traffic Company (TC). The FSD is a division
of the SFPD’s Investigation Bureau with a forensic testing laboratory that examines evidence and
provides expert testimony to support criminal cases. The TC includes a fleet of motorcycle police officers
who provide traffic enforcement, accident investigations and education. The project would accommodate
approximately 285 full time equivalent employees.

FINDING
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria

of the Citidelinee of the State Sorretary for Recotireee QocrhHone 18064 (MDNetorminitng Sliomrificantd Tfant)
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Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Police Department
Contact: Magdalena Ryor, San Francisco Department of Public Works
Lead Agency: ~ San Francisco Planning Department
Staff Contact: Elizabeth Purl- (415) 575-9028
elizabeth.purl@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The site of the proposed project is 1995 Evans Avenue, at the southeastern corner of the intersection. of
Evans Avenue and Toland Street in the northern part of the Bayview neighborhood of San Francisco. The
site comprises Lots 002B, 004, 005, and 006 of Assessor’s Block 5231. Four buildings, totaling
approximately 40,500 square feet (sf) in floor area, occupy the site. Between 1954 and 2005 the site was
used by the Parisian Baking Company. Recent use includes newspaper printing and warehousing.

Currently, the buildings and site parking lot are vacant, with the exception of occasional unauthorized.

parking. The proposed project entails demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a new
128,000-sf building with a separate 47,000-sf parking garage to house the San Francisco Police

Department's (SFPD) Forensic Services Division (FSD) and Traffic Company (TC). The ESD is a division.

of the SFPD’s Investigation Bureau with a forensic testing laboratory that examines evidence and
provides expert testimony to support criminal cases. The TC includes a fleet of motorcycle police officers
who provide traffic enforcement, accident investigations and education. The project would accommodate
approximately 285 full time equivalent employees.

FINDING
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria
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Building and Parking Garage ‘
Table 2. Proposed Project Employee and Travel Characteristics

0
<t

D
<

Table 3. Proposed Project Vehicle Trip Generation - Weekday PM Hour
~ Table 4. PM Peak-Hour Intersection Levels of Service (LOS) and Average Stopped Delay in

48

Seconds per
Table 5. Nearby Street Noise

57
62

Table 6. Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds

70

Table 7. Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-Down Schedule

72
78

Table 8. San Francisco Forensic Services Division Project Estimated Daily Regional Emissions (2016)

Table 9. Greenhouse Gas Reductions by Sector from the AB32 Scoping Plan

83

Table 10. Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies Applicable to the Proposed Project
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storage shed occupy the southeastern corner of the site. The parking garage is rectangu.lar in plan with a

shallow gable roof, metal cdladding, three metal roll-up doors, and two flush metal man doors at the

northeast elevation. The shed also has a gable roof, a flush metal door at the southeast elevation, and a

window and roll-up metal door at the northeast elevation. A fourth ancillary single-story building of
640 sf is located at the northeastern corner of the site. The four buildings occupy approximately

45 percent of the lot. -

All of the buildings are currently vacant. Recent use of the main building includes a hydroponics supply

operation, newspaper printing, and warehousing. The most recent business, Hydroponic Connection,
vacated the site in 2013. The San Francisco Examiner’s newspaper printing operation, which used the site

prior to Hydroponic Connection, also ceased operation in 2013 and the printing equipment was relocated

to the Examiner’s East Bay facility. In 1940, the West Oregon Lumber Company erected and used the

ancillary building at the northeastern corner as an office (Figure 4). It is not known if the subsequent

owners or tenants used this building. The shed at the southeastern corner of the site was constructed in

1960 and is believed to have been used for storage. The site parking lot was recently used for bus storage

and is now vacant. Unauthorized cars are occasionally parked in the lot.
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Wong, Linda (BOS)

From: Ngan, Sandy [Sandy.Ngan@sfdpw.org]
- Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2014 10:19 AM
To: Wong, Linda (BOS); Young, Victor
Cc: Maglaque, Sheila B.; Higueras, Charles; Roux, Kenneth
Subject: _ RE: Mayor - Ordinance - Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation
Bond Election

* Attachments: Agreement to Implement_BDC-PM13093011020.pdf

Linda and Victor,

Thanks for the meeting this morning. Per our discussion, attached is the Agreement to Implement (it has a signature)
that should be kept in the same file as the MMRP for the Traffic Company & Forensics Services Division component of
the ESER Il Bond. With this, | belleve we are good on the rest.

Please feel free to give me a call if you have any additional questions about the ESER 2014 Bond.

Thanks,

SANDY NGAN

REGULATORY AFFAIRS

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
INFRASTRUCTURE DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION
30 Van Ness Ave., 5" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

T | (415) 558-4092

- £ | Sandy.Ngan@sfdpw.org

From Filice, Frank

Sent: Monday, January 13, 2014 12:56 PM

"To: Wong, Linda; Ngan, Sandy

Cc: Maglaque, Sheila B.; Higueras, Charles; Roux, Kenneth

Subject: FW: Mayor - Ordlnance Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation Bond Election
Importance High

Sandy please connect with Linda Wong at the Clerk of The Board office to review the Board legislation and point out
. how each of the attached documents fits into the bond Ieglslatlon Linda office is at room 244 City Hall. Thisis a stra|ght
forward exercise.

Frank V. Filice

Manager of Regulatory Affairs

San Francisco Department of Public Works
infrastructure Design & Construction

30 Van Ness Ave 5th Floor

415.558.4011 (Phone)

415.558.4519 (fax)

frank.filice @sfdpw.org
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From. Ryor, Magdalena : o R

Sent: Friday, January 10, 2014 12:01 PM

To: Roux, Kenneth; Wong, Linda; Jones Jermain; Young, Victor; Melissa. Whltehouse@sfqov org
Cc: Hinllerag ( ( . }

Figure 3. Photographs of Current Uses

Clockwise from top left: Storefront fagade of the main building at the corner of Evans Avenue and Toland Street looking southwest.
View of main building looking along Toland Street to the east. West corner of the storefront fagade of the main building at the corner
of Evans Avenue and Toland Street Jooking east. Eastern side of main building looking southeast along Evans Avenue.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

oy « 1650 Mission St,
Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures Suite 400
: San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
~ Case No.: 2013.0342E
Project Title: 1995 Evans Avenue / San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) ::;egtg:;:& 278
Forensic Service Division (FSD) & Traffic Company (TC) -
Zoning: Industrial Use District PDR-2: Core Production, Distribution, and Fax:
Repair — Bayvie\v ‘ v 415.558.6409
80-E Height and Bulk District Planning
Block/Lot: Block 5231 / Lots 002B, 004, 005 and 006 Information;
Lot Size: 96,000 square feet 415.558.6377
Praject Sponsor:  San Francisco Police Department _
Contact: Magdalena Ryor, San Francisco Department of Public Works
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department /
Staff Contact: Elizabeth Purl- (415) 575-9028

elizabeth.purlesicov.o re

MITIGATION MEASURES

The project sponsor has agreed to implement the following mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Archeology Resources (Testing)

Figure 4. Photographs of Current Uses

Clockwise from top left: Back of main building with covered loading dock looking northwest. Entrance from Evans Avere
with view of loading dock on right. Ancillary structure at southeastemn corner with Interstate Highway 280 in background.
Former office of lumber company at eastern comer of the site.

Case No. 2013.0342E 5 : 7 1895 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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2013.0342E

Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures
1995 Evans Avenue

September 27, 2013

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological sitel associated with
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other descendant group an appropriate
representative of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the
descendant group'shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of
the site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of
recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated
archeological site. A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the

representative of the descendant group.
Archeological Testing Program: The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO

for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program
abk L hacrradaatad deozccordanas pith Jb‘e‘angyo_ygd‘éjjzﬁ_'l}n_g ATP shall identifv_the property

not utilized for common areas or facility infrastructure. Floor plans of the FSD/TC building are shown on
Figure 8 through Figure 12. FSD facilities would include forensics laboratories, laboratory support space,
and offices. The TC would use the building for offices and storage. o

Table 1 provides project characteristics for each building and the functions of each division.

A 47,000-sf, two-level parking garage would be constructed with 82 spaces for TC swomn-officer personal
vehicles, 110 spaces for TC- motorcycles, and storage space for 25 impounded vehicles. The parking
garage would include four handicap spaces and two car share spaces. Parking garage floor plans are shown
on Figure 13. Three parking spaces for visitors would be located along Evans Avenue (Figure 5).
In addition, 16 Class 1 and eight Class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be located to the northwest of the
parking garage near the main employee entry of the FSD/TC building. Receiving and one off-street loading
space would be situated between the parking garage and the FSD/TC building as shown on Figure 5.
Employee access to the facility would be via secure entrances to the parking garage structure from Toland
Street and Evans Avenue and a walkway from the parking garage to the FSD/TC building. Employees and
visitors arriving on foot or via public transit would enter the FSD/TC building lobby located on Evans
Avenue. A vehidle access bay would also be constructed at the northeastern side of the site.

1 Approximately 23,000 sf of the total may be constructed as a potential future building expansion. This Initial Study analyzes impacts
associated with full build-out at the site. For the 23,000-sf future building expansion, approximately 16,100 sf will be utilized for
additional forensic testing laboratory space and 6,900 sf will be utilized for additional office space.

Case No. 2013.0342E ' 6 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures 2013.0342E
September 27, 2013 1995 Evans Avenue

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains |
and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity
shall comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of
the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California
State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely
Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor,
and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with
appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA
Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. ' ‘

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of
any discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research

heological / i 'Qq/d_at; recoverv Drolzram(s) undertaken. ‘

methods emploved in the
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Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures » 2013.0342E
September 27, 2013 1995 Evans Avenue

interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a dlfferent final
report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

Mitigatlon Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Emissions Minimization

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project
sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (EMP) to the Environmental
Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality
Specialist. The EMP shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:

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

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

by All off-road equipment shall have:

¢ Engines that meet or exceed- either United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 2 off-road
emissions standards; and

e Engines that are retrofitted with a CARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions
Control Strategy (VDECS).2

c) Exceptions:
¢ Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted -
information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that an
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site and that
the requirements of this exception provision apply. Under this circumstance,
the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with A(1)(b) for onsite
power generation.

e Exceptions to A(1)(b)(ii) may be granted if the pro;ect sponsor has submitted

infarmatinn nrovidine evidence to the satisfaction of the ERQO. th o)
07-29-13 @ o

. Figure 11. Proposed FSD/TC Building Fourth-Floor Plan

Case No. 2013.0342E 13 ) 19895 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures 2013.0342E
September 27,2013 1995 Evans Avenue

Reporting. Monthly reports shall be submitted to the ERO indicating the construction phase and
off-road equipment used during each phase including information required in A(4). In addition,
for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include actual amounts of
alternative fuel used. '

Within six months of completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit a final
report summarizing construction activities to the ERO. The final report shall indicate the start and
end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include
detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels,
reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.

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

Mitigation Measure M-A?( Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for Diesel Generators
]

All dies_eI generators shall have engines that: (I) meet Tier 4 Final or Tier 4 Interim emission
standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 emission standards and are equipped with a California Air Resources
Board (CARB) Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS).

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

. The project sponsor has agreed to implement the following improvement measures.

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Transportation Demand Management

As an improvement measure to reduce the parking shortfall and encourage use of alternate

mndac thno Fll"nlnl‘" ernnenr chanld r‘cu{;:‘r\n and  imnlamank A Tllj-ﬂ_ﬂnc\r%al . D maa d —

chosen for durability, long-term performance, and appropriateness for a modern forensic testing laboratory
" and office structure.

The entire site would be raised approximately three feet in elevation for flood protection and would be
paved, with the exception of areas that would be landscaped as shown on Figure 5. Under the proposed
project, the sidewalk along Evans Avenue adjacent to the project site would be maintained at 10 feet in
width, and a 6-foot planter strip would replace the parking lane in front of the project site (with the
exception of the three guest parking spaces). On Toland Street, the project would construct an 8-foot wide
sidewalk (with adjacent 8-foot planter strip) where no sidewalk currently exists. Trees would be planted
along the perimeter of the site and along the sidewalks of Toland Street and Evans Avenue. Permeable
pavers, rain gardens, a bio-swale and a roof garden (Figure 5) would be installed to reduce storm water flow
from the site in compliance with the San Francisco Public Utility Commission’s (SFPUC’s) Storm Water
Design Guideline. Storm water would discharge to the SFPUC’s combined sewer system.

The project would include provision for drinking and fire suppression water, power, and sanitary sewerage.
The buildings would be designed in accordance with the Essential Services Buildings Seismic Safety Act to
minimize fire hazards and to resist the forces of earthquakes, gravity, and wind.? The TC space would be
designed for immediate occupancy and normal operational use, with specialty water, sanitary, fire
protection, and emergency power systems for 96-hour self-sufficient operation. FSD components would
include controlled shutdown and emergency systems adequate for preservation of evidence but not
on-going operations. Two emergency power generators fueled by an underground diesel storage system
would provide backup power in the event of an outage. Storage tanks for fire suppression and emergency
potable water would be installed at the northwestern perimeter of the site). An 8,000-gallon sanitary storage
tank (see Figure 14) would be installed below grade, external to the FSD/TC building and connected via
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¢ Require 2 TDM contact person who would be responsible for conducting employee
surveys, coordinating carpool/ridematch services, and conducting annual _TDM events;

s Provide information to employees and visitors on transit options and locations where
transit passes can be purchased; and ' ‘

e Require a transit pass subsidy for FSD and TC employees purchasing transit passes.

These measures would be in addition to those set of citywide commuter benefits provided to all
City employees that allow them to reduce their monthly commuting expenses for transit,
bicycling, vanpooling, and parking,. '

Improvement Measure I-TR-2: Construction Measures

The Department of Public Works (SEDPW) should require the following of the construction
contractor:

1. Construction contractors should be prohibited from scheduling any truck trips, such as
concrete mixers, heavy construction equipment, and materials delivery, etc, to the
construction sites during the am. (7:00 to 9:00 am.) and p.m. (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) peak
commute periods. )

2. All construction activities should adhere to the provisions in" the City’s Blue Book,
including those addressing sidewalk and lane closures. To minimize construction impacts
on nearby businesses and residents, the SFMTA should alert motorists, bicyclists, and
nearby property owners of upcoming construction through its existing website and other
available means, such as distribution of flyers, emails, and portable message or
informational signs. Information provided should include contact name(s) for the SFMTA
project manager, public information officer, and/or the SFMTA General Enforcement

— o Divisioncontacfnumber 311\ ___ . ey

level reflects post-expansion workforce), with 120 working at the TC and 178 at the FSD. About nine of the
FSD employees would be working during the evening and nighttime hours of 6:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. At the
TC, 48 employees would work during the day shift, 36 on the swing shift, and 36 on the night shift. Three to
six of these employees would be civilian staff, with the remainder being law enforcement officers.

2 California Health and Safety Code (HSC), Chapter 2, Section 16000 through Section 16023.

Case No. 2013.0342E 17 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures 2013.0342E
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queue does exist, the SFPD should abate the queue within 90 days from the date of the written
determination.

I agree to implement the above mitigation measure(s) as a condition of project approval.
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' GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL ' ' CASE NO. 2013.1597R
' 2014 EARTHQUAKE SAFETY

AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND (ESER)

1. Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure: seismic retrofit of 42 facilities
throughout the city to be determined through consultation; no specific projects
identified. ‘

2. Emergency Firefighting Water System: construct additional cisterns, improve
Emergency Firefighting Water system pipe and tunnel n_etwork; no specific projects
identified.

3. Police Facilities and Infrastructure: address highest priority needs at its 9 district

and ha¥3'H5¢ of eommnsrinal R’ ligr mdustrad ey aSalsR By cediaTwanasy DSRSGHE L1
nearest residences are at the Potrero Terrace and Potrero Annex public housing units 0.3 mile north of the
project site. The nearest parks to the project site include Islais Creek Park and Tulare Park, which are about
0.4 mile east of the project site, and Selby & Palou Mini Park, which is approximately 0.6 mile south of the
project site. Although no building in the vicinity exceeds two stories in height, many buildings include
features such as high ceilings, large loading docks, and ground floor access generally not present in most
offices and commercial buildings. A range of industrial construction styles typical of the latter half of the
twentieth century is present, and includes reinforced concrete, steel, and wood-framed buildings clad in
corrugated sheet metal, masonry, or stucco. The tallest nearby structure is the 1-280 elevated freeway, located
approximately 200 feet southeast, paralleling the southeastern boundary of the site. Its height at this location
is approximately 60 feet above street level and well above the height of buildings in the area.

Evans Avenue is a major artery serving the area; it intersects Cesar Chavez Street approximately 1,000 feet
north-northeast of the site. Exits and entrances to the U.S. 101 and I-280 freeways are about one-half mile

from this junction.

- New housing, large office developments, large-scale retail, and the heaviest of industrial uses, such as
incinerators, are not permitted in the PDR-2 district in which the site is located. Generally, all other uses are
permitted. Activities in these areas may emit noises, vibrations, odors, and other emissions. Chemical,
biological, and other hazardous, explosive, or flammable materials may be stored and used in buildings in

the PDR-2 use district.

- The site is located in an Industrial Protection Zone (IPZ) special use district, which is intended to protect
light and heavy industrial uses, and within one-quarter mile of an Existing Fringe Financial Service
restricted use district, which prohibits new fringe financial services, including check cashing and payday
lending. Residential, live/work, and office uses are not permitted in the IPZ. Office space accessory to an
industrial use is allowed.

The area immediately outside of the PDR-2 use district in which the proposed project would be located is
primarily residential to the north, west, and south. Commercial and industrial uses are to the east toward the
inlet for Islais Creek and San Francisco Bay.

Case No. 2013.0342E : 20 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL . CASE NO.2013.1597R
2014 EARTHQUAKE SAFETY
AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND (ESER)

OVERALL GOAL - The purpose of the Community Safety Element is to facilitate comrf\unity
resilience and reduce future loss of life, injuries, property loss, environmental damage, and
social and economic disruption from natural or technological disasters.

& & Te5eRtal areas beyond are 1n a 4U-X height and DULK GISITICI, WItN SOIMe I 45-A, 45-A, D0-A, 0-A,
68-X, and OS (open space) height and bulk districts. Notable exceptions to this pattern are San Francisco
General Hospital, located three quarters of a mile northwest of the site in a 105-E height and bulk district,
and the area north of Islais Creek, about one-half mile northeast of the site, which includes some 68-X, 80-E,
and 85-X height and bulk districts centered on the Third Street corridor and its intersections with 25t Street

and Cesar Chavez Street.



GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL

- CASE NO. 2013.1597R
2014 EARTHQUAKE SAFETY

and similar uses that would not conﬂlct with primary industrial uses or are Compahble with the operahonal
characteristics of businesses in the area.

The proposed use i.ncludes: ,

Forensic testing laboratories and laboratory support areas for the FSD (63,000 sf in size);
Administrative offices and support areas for the FSD (27,000 sf in size);

Common and building support areas (e.g., stairs, toilets, conference rooms, mechanical and electrical
facilities) (20,000 sf in size);

TC operations, including accident investigations and education (18,000 sf in size); and

Two-level parking garage for the TC police motorcycle fleet, sworn office vehicles, and impounded
cars (47,000 sf). -

PDR districts are intended to preserve and expand the City's existing stock of light industrial activities,
which are important to the health and function of the City's economy, but cannot adequately compete
against residential and office land uses in the real estate market. The SanFrancsco-Planring Deparbnent's
¢SF Planning Department} Zoning Administrator determined that the FSD and TC are a “public service
facility, excluding service yard” and that "’opérating requirements necessitate [their] location within the
[PDR-2] district” as defined in Planning Code Section 227(e). A public service facility is permitted‘as a
principle use in a PDR-2 use district.

Case No. 2013.0342E 22 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL ' - CASE NO. 2013.1597R
2014 EARTHQUAKE SAFETY
'AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND (ESER)

POLICY 2.14

Support the Emergency Operations Center, and continue mamtenance of alternative
‘operations centers in the case of an emergency.

All of five components of the 2014 ESER Bond Program propose repazrs and improvements that will
allow San Francisco to more quickly and effectively respond to a major earthquake or other disaster.

POLICY 2.19

Seek funding for preparedness projects.

All of five components of the 2014 ESER Bond Program propose repairs and improvements that will
allow Sari Francisco to more quickly and effectively respond to a major earthquake or other disaster.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT - POLICE FACILITIES _ | X
OVERALL GOAL - The purpose of the Police Facilities Section of the Community Facilities |
_ Element is to establish objective, policies, and criteria, for meeting San Francisco's long-range
police facility requirements. The objectives address broad goals as they relate to the
distribution, location, design and use of police facilities.

OBJECTIVE 1

DISTRIBUTE, LOCATE, AND DESIGN POLICE FACILITIES IN A MANNER THAT WILL
ENHANCE THE EFFECTIVE, EFFICIENT AND RESPONSIVE PERFORMANCE OF
POLICE FUNCTIONS.

- POLICY 1.2

Provide the number of district stations that balance service effectiveness with community
desires for neighborhood police facilities.

The Police and Facilities and Infrastructure component of the ESER bond proposes to address highest
priority needs at its 9 district stations and related facilities ie, academy, stables and shooting range.

POLICY 1.4

Distribute, locate, and design police support facilities so as to maximize their effectiveness,
vecitonth.~ 1anc SR fntrr tlanmterao=canliciie |(Cumuiicate maie arismmons gy mew—e—eee—ms i — s = ey

Housing, Community Facilities, Urban Design, Environmental Protection, Transportation, Air Quality,
Community Safety, and Arts) that set forth goals, policies, and objectives for the physical development of the
City. The proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any General Plan goals,
policies, or objectives. The compatibility of the proposed project with the General Plan goals, policies, and
objectives that do not relate to physical and environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as
part of their assessment whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. Any potential conflicts
identified as part of the process would not alter the physical environmental effects of the project.

Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan

The project is located in the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan (Area Plan) and in the Oakinba Activity Node.
Activity nodes are “community-identified catalyst areas in which to focus public investment.”® The Area .
Plan calls for maintaining industrial zones for production, distribution, and repair activities in the Oakinba
subdistrict to strengthen the role of the Bayview’s industrial sector in the economy of the district, the City,
and the region. The industrial nature of the proposed project is consistent with the objectives of the Area
Plan. :

The Accountable Planning Initiative
In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative,
which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish the following eight priority policies:
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The Fire Facilities Section of the Community Facilities Element is intended to serve as a guide
to the greatest degree possible the following objective: ' '

OBJECTIVES

DEVELOPMENT OF A SYSTEM OF FIREHOUSES WHICH WILL MEET THE
OPERATING REQUIREMENTS OF THE FIRE DEPARTMENT IN PROVIDING FIRE.
PROTECTION SERVICES AND WHICH WILL BE IN HARMONY WITH RELATED
PUBLIC SERVICE FACILITIES AND WITH ALL OTHER FEATURES AND FACILITIES OF
LAND DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION PROVIDED FOR A OTHER
SECTIONS OF THE GENERAL PLAN.

The Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infmstructure Component of the 2014 ESER Bond proposes
seismic retrofit of 42 facilities throughout the city to be determined through consultation.

REQUIRED GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL SUBMITTALS FOR SPECIFIC PROJECTS

In the future, if the Bond is approved by the voters, individual projects that include the
following elements should be referred to the Planning Department for General Plan conformity
determination, pursuant to-Section 4.105 of the Charter and Sections and 2A.53 of the '

Administrative Code:

* Demolition of buildings / structures
= Construction of new bulldmgs / structures

Case No. 207803828 - 4
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2014 EARTHQUAKE SAFETY
AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND (ESER)

The proposéd project is found to be consistent with the eight priority policies of Plannﬁg Code
Section 101.1 in that: :

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
oppcrtunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced.

The Bond would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for
employment in or ownership of such businesses.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood.

The Bond would huve no adverse effect on the City’s housing stock or on-neighborﬁood character.
3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
The Bond would have no adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable hoﬁéing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The Bond would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, averburdemng
the streets or altering current neighborhood parking.

Tindil osgiundae wiun vnugaboll nndipuiayy, $tan®iias S EINIAcT LIEE WIS P UPUSTH PLUJOLL VUM 2o
have a significant adverse environmental effect provided that the project sponsor implements mitigation
measures presented in Section F of this document. A discussion is included for most issues checked "Less
Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated,” "Less Than Significant Impact," "No Impact,” or "Not
Applicable.” For all of the items without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar projects,
and/or standard reference material available within the SF Planning Department, such as the Transportation
Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, or the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps,
published by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). For each checklist item, the evaluation
has considered the impacts of the project both individually and cumulatively.

Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1). The
analysis can be based on: (a) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related impacts
that could combine with those of a proposed project; or (b) a summary of projections contained in a general
plan or related planning document. The analysis in this Initial Study employs both list-based and projections
approaches, depending on which approach best suits the individual resource topic being analyzed. For
instance, the aesthetics analysis considers individual projects that are anticipated in the project area that may
alter the visual character and views in and surrounding the project area, while the transportation and
circulation analysis relies on a citywide growth projection model that encompasses the proposed project and
other nearby projects, which is the typical methodology that the SF Planning Department applies to analysis
of transportation impacts.

The reasonably foreseeable probable future projects within one-quarter mile of the project site considered in
the cumulative analysis, as applicable, include the following:

o Recently completed expansion of the Restaurant Depot store at 2045 and 2121 Evans Avenue,
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This Bond, if approved, would establish a government financing mechanism to seismically upgrade
the City’s aging infrastructure and enhance emergency response in the City. Specific projects are
not identified in the proposed financing mechanism. If the General Obligation Bond is approved,
landmarks or buildings of historic significance, and other individual structures proposed to receive
funding may be requzred to receive separate General Plan referrals and/or other City authorization

and approvals.

8. That our parks and opeh space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development. ' '

The Bond would ht:_ive no adverse effect on parks and open space or their access to sunlight and

vistas.

RECOMMENDATION Fmdmg the General Obligation Bond, on balance,
in-conformity with the General Plan

SAN FRANGISCO . . 8
PLANNING DEPARTMENT i
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR EDWIN M. LEE

SAN FRANCISCO MAYOR
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 6?§Li}5§r\7@r§“ -
FROM: Mayor Edwin M. Lee
- RE: Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation Bond
_ Election
DATE: December 10, 2013

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is the ordinance calling and providing
for a special election to be held in the City and County of San Francisco on Tuesday, June
3, 2014, for the purpose of submitting to San Francisco voters a proposition to incur the
following bonded debt of the City and County: $400,000,000 to finance the construction,
acquisition, improvement, and seismic retrofitting of Neighborhood Fire and Police Stations,
the Emergency Firefighting Water System, seismically secure facilities for the Medical
Examiner, the Police Department’s Traffic Company, and the Police Department’s Forensic
Services Division, and other critical infrastructure and facilities for earthquake safety and
related costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing purposes; authorizing landlords to
pass-through 50%.of the resulting property tax increase to residential tenants in accordance
with Chapter 37 of the Administrative Code; finding that the estimated cost of such
proposed project is and will be too great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and
revenue of the City and County and will require expenditures greater than the amount
allowed therefor by the annual tax levy; reciting the estimated cost of such proposed
project; fixing the date of election and the manner of holding such election and the
procedure for voting for or against the proposition; fixing the maximum rate of interest on
such bonds and providing for the levy and collection of taxes to pay both principal and
interest; prescribing notice to be given of such election; finding that a portion of the
proposed bond is not a project under CEQA and adopting findings under CEQA for the

L LUP\JDC\.& widliutuui vr a 250vu-ar' Conaticiuth vhdibng av vco auldima vddey varcridn

southwest of the project site; 7 and

s Planned redevelopment (replacement of existing units and expansion) of the Potrero Terrace and
Potrero Annex public housing units on the opposite side of Cesar Chavez Street to the north (700,
871, 901, and 915 Missouri Street; 1 and 65 Turner Terrace; 1, 83, and 97 Watchman Way; 1001-1029
and 1201-1275 Wisconsin Street; 901-995, 900-788, 1000-1090, 1001-1079, and 1100-1148 Connecticut
Street; 1-81, 2-88, 100-174, and 101-173 Dakota Street; 900 Texas Street; 1801-1849 23rd Street;
1620-1720 and 1800-1892, 1801-1855, and 1901-1951 25th Street; and 1720-1828 26th Street).8

In addition to the above projects, the cumulative analysis of transportation and other quantified impacts
incorporates growth forecasts that are the basis for the San Francisco County Transportation Authority
citywide transportation model. These growth projectidns include the effects of major long-term projects such
as the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shlpyard Phase II Project, located one mile southeast of the project
site.
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and distribution uses. These surrounding uses would be expected to continue to operate and relate to each
other as they do presently, without disruption from the proposed project. Because the proposed FSD/TC
building and associated parking structure would be constructed within the existing lot configuration, the
project would not physically divide or interfere with the arrangement of existing uses and activities that
surround it or alter the existing street plan. The proposed project would not impede the passage of persons
or vehicles. The surrounding uses and activities would remain and would interrelate with each other as they
do at the present time. Therefore, lmpacts related to the division of an established commumty would be less

than significant.

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would be consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, ot
regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)

Environmental plans and policies are those that directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets

or standards for environmental quality, such as the BAAQMD’s 2010 CAP. As documented throughout this

Initial Study, the proposed project would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, and regulations such

that an adverse physical change would occur. The proposed project would conform to air quality, storm
~water, construction, and planning requirements discussed herein. ‘

In addition, the proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any such adopted
environmental plan or policy. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact
with regard to conflicts with existing plans and zoning.

Case No. 2013.0342E 28 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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back from the property line by a minimum of 15 feet and the mechanical penthouses would be set back from
the building facades to visually minimize the bulk and massing of the building. Many existing buildings
have a footprint as large as, or larger than, the proposed FSD/TC building, and the proposed FSD/TC
building would be similar in style to buildings in the vicinity. Neither the character of the FSD/TC building
nor the proposed use would have a substantial effect on the character of the area.

As the project site currently contains a defunct bakery building, the project would introduce new uses,
‘including forensic testing laboratory space, a command and dispatch center for the TC motorcycle fleet for
the SFPD. As noted in Section C, Compatibility with Zoning, Plans, and Policies, the Zoning Administrator
has determined that the FSD and TC are a “public service facility, exduding service yard” and that

' “operating requirements necessitate [their] location within the [PDR-2] district” as defined in Planning Code
Section 227(e). These uses would generally be compatible with the existing land uses in the area, which
include light industrial, office, and manufacturing and warehouse space. Therefore, the change in land use at
the project site would not be considered a significant impact. The impact of the proposed project on the
existing character of the vicinity would be less than significant.

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future development in the site vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively con51derable contribution to
a significant land use impact. (Less than Significant)

Together with the other nearby commercial projects, the proposed project would result in an intensification
of activity in the vicnity. The overall character of the vicinity would remain primarily commerdal and
industrial with low-rise industrial and distribution buildings and substantial truck activity. There would be
no substantial change in the character of the vicinity, nor would any planned or foreseeable projects combine
to physically divide the community; therefore, cumulative land use effects would be less than significant.
The rehabilitation and expansion of public housing on Potrero Hill (the Potrero Hill and Potrero Annex
units), while a major project in its own right, would occur in a different neighborhood, on the opposite side
of a major thoroughfare, and would not combine with the proposed project in any substantial way to alter
neighborhood character.

For the reasons discussed above, the proposed project’s impacts related to land use, both individually and
cumulatlvely, would be less than significant.

Case No. 2013.0342E 29 : 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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Views from some nearby non-residential buildings could be altered or diminished by the project. Any
such change would not exceed that commonly accepted in an urban setting. While this loss or change of
views might be of concern to the property owners or tenants in the nearby buildings, it would not affect a
substantial number of people and would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Impact AE-2: The proposed project would not substantially damage any scenic resources. (No Impact)

Scenic resources are visible physical features of a landscape (i.e., land, water, vegetation, animals,
structures, or other features). Scenic resources of the built environment may include City landmarks that
would be identified along a tour route, including, but not limited to, Coit Tower or the Golden Gate
Bridge. '

No scenic resources or landmarks exist on the site. The buildings presently occupying the site do not
contribute to a scenic public setting. Therefore, the project would not damage any scenic resource, and
there would be no impact.

Case No. 2013.0342E . 31 . 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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and their scale, the three smaller buildings are not visually prominent features. All four buildings would
be demolished as part of the proposed project.

Design and aesthetics are, by definition, subjective and open to interpretation by decision-makers and
members of the public. A proposed project would, therefore, normally be considered to have a significant
adverse impact on visual quality under CEQA only if it would cause a substantial and demonstrable
negative change. The proposed project would not cause such a change. The proposed project would
change the visual character of the project site by developing it with a new FSD/TC building that would
most closely resemble an office building. The height would be taller than other buildings in the area and
the massing would include setbacks at the ground level and at some of the upper stories. The proposed
-two-story parking structure would be of similar height and massing to the other buildings in the project
vicinity. Although the project would replace existing buildings with new buildings, it would not
represent an incompatible or intrusive visual feature relative to the existing visual context.

The proposed project’s final architectural design and articulation would be subject to review by the
SF Planning Department and/or Planning Commission via the building permit review process, a process
separate from the environmental review. The project’s final design would be available at that time.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not be expected to result in a substantial and demonstrable
negative change to the existing visual character of the project site vicinity, and the effect would be less

than significant.

Impact AE-4: The proposed project would create a new source of light and glare, but not to an extent
that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or substantially impact other people or

properties. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project would likely introduce new sources of outdoor lighting to the site, including
lighting for the FSD/TC building eniryways and the parking structure. This lighting would not exceed
what is typical for existing buildings in the area. The proposed project would comply with Planning -
Commission Resolution 9212, which prohibits the use of mirrored or reflective glass. For these reasons,
the proposed project would not generate obtrusive light or glare that would substantially affect other
properties. As a result, light and glare impacts associated with the proposed project would be less than

significant.

Case No. 2013.0342E 32 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC

362



Department of Public Works

ESER 2014: Police Stations and Infrastructure

Preliminary Facility Upgrade Designations:

Bayview:

Central:

Ingleside:

Mission:

Northern:

Park:

Richmond:

Taraval:
Tenderloin:

Police Academy:
Golden Gate Park Stables:
Lake Merced Range:

Incremental
Replace |
Comprehensive
Incremental
Incremental
Comprehensive

Comprehensive

Incremental
Comprehensive
Incremental
Incremental
Incremental
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Department of Public Works

ESER 2014: Medical Examiner _umn__:<

* 42,575 ft2 Replacement Facility at 1 Newhall St., India Basin
._.oﬁm_ Project Budget |

= $65M -1 Newhall St. alteration of existing building

= $10.2M for Special Equipment (FF&E)
Pre-Development General Funding

=  General Fund :u_m::_sm_“ _#m___j_:m;\ Design, Final Design): $6.2M
Schedule |

m Umm_@:\_u_,m-no:chn:o: start Winter 2013

= Trade Bids - Spring 2015

- Construction start Summer 2015

= Inauguration Winter 2016
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Furthermore, the project site is currenyy unoccupied,
2013. '

The project sponsor estimates that approximately 298 full-time equivalent staff would be employed at the
project site. Since the projéct site is currently unoccupied, all of these employees would be considered
new to the site; however, most of these employees would be relocating from other police department
locations in San Francisco, which would result in a reduction of employees at these other police
department facilities. Tt is likely that construction of the project would increase forensic capability of the
SEPD and would lead to some increase in employment. Therefore, the proposed project’s potential to
induce population growth would be less than significant.

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of housing units or create
demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacemeht housing, nor would it
displace a substantial number of people necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere. (Less than Significant) :

As noted above, most project employees would relocate from elsewhere in San Francisco. Therefore, most
of the jobs at the site would be filled by existing residents of San Francisco or the San Francisco Bay Area.
‘Even if some new employees would need to relocate to the City or the Bay Area, the number of new
employees would be very small compared to the total regional population and would not necessitate the
construction of new housing in San Frandisco or the general region. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in a substantial demand for new housing, and the project would have a less-than-
significant impact with respect to housing demand.

Case No. 2013.0342E 34 . 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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building constructed by the Wést Ofégon Liifnber Lompany In 194v; a mant punthig corsdY
commercial bakery in 1954 and attached loading dock added in 1956; a storage bu.lldmg constructed in

1960; and a second storage building with loading dock constructed in 1980.

No listings for 1995 Evans Avenue were identified in the CRHR, the National Register of Historical Places
(NRHP), or the San Francisco City Landmark register. The property is not within a designated historic
district 'and was not included in past surveys, such as the 1960s Junior League Survey, SF Planning
Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey, or San Francisco Architectural Heritage surveys. The Historic
Status Code assigned to the property by the SF Planning Department is B-Potential Historic Resource.

10 Cary & Company, Historic Resource Evaluation, 1995 Evans Avenue, August 30, 2013. This document is available for public review
as part of Case No. 2013.0342E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

Case No. 2013.0342E 36 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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The property is not within a designated historic district. The demolition and construction activities would
be contained to the project site and adjacent sidewalks and would not disturb any buildings or structures
adjacent to or in the vicinity of the project site; consequently, no direct impact to any potentially historic
resources in the vidnity would occur. Similarly, the proposed project would not alter any historic
character of the immediate vicinity after project completion since this area does not include any
designated historic resources. The proposed project. would therefore not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and
would have no impact to on-site historic architectural resources or any potentially historic resources in
the vicinity.
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extend more than 10 feet below ﬁnal grade ThlS ﬁnal grade would be approximately three feet higher
than the existing grade. :

Prior to the mid-1920s, historical maps (1859, 1869, and 1905 U.S. Coast Surveys) show the project site as
undeveloped marshland along the southern shoreline of the main Islais Creek channel and the northern
edge of the Islais Creek Marsh. The project site was filled during the first half of the 20th century, likely
between the mid-1920s to mid-1930s in association with the Islais Creek Reclamation District Project.!?
The 2006 U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) Geologic Map of the San Francisco Bay Area shows the project site
less than 500 feet from the southern edge of a serpentine outcrop.

Based on a review of boring logs outside the project site, primarily to the north, artificial fill beneath the
site reaches a depth of around 17 feet bgs. Below the fill, recent bay mud extends to approximately 35 to
50 feet bgs, and in some locations to 90 feet bgs. Sandstone is located beneath the bay mud in most of the
nearby borings. The bay mud identified at the nearby project sites was characterized as Late Holocene
marsh deposits in which prehistoric deposits, if. present, would be located. Anthropogenic midden
deposits have been found along the Islais Creek estuary. Prehistoric deposits are thought to have greater
probability of occurrence along shorelines (or paleo-shorelines). The site is historically mapped near the
shoreline of the former estuary; however, it is located in a marshland and at the mouth of the Islais Creek.
There is low to moderate potential that prehistoric archeological deposits are present in the bay mud

déposits beneath the site.

There are several prehistoric sites documented/recorded along the former Islais Creek estuary. All of
these sites were shell middens or shellmounds. One of two locations where CA-SFR-15 has been
identified is less than a quarter-mile to the southeast of the project site. More distant to the southwest of
the project site along the southem edge of the former extent of the Islais Creek marsh is CA-SFR-17
(formerly, also recorded as CA-SFR-3, -SFR-16, -SFR-18), which is a large, only partially excavated,
prehistoric midden village site in which numerous human remains have been found over the years. CA-
SFR-17 is located on an upstream terrace overlooking Islais Creek and CA-SFR-15 is located along the
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Based on a reasonable presumption that archeolog1ca1 resources may be present within the project
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall
retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified
Archaeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist.

13 Gerald Robert Dow, Bay Fill in San Francisco: A History of Change. Unpublished Master’s Thesis, California State University,
San Francisco, 1973: 162-168. '

Case No. 2013.0342E 38 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the
expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project,
the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the
archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of
archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered
on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA.

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a
written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the
archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in
consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted.
Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological
monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. No archeological data recovery
shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist.

14 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally included any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of
burial. .

15 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any
individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the
California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society
of America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the
Department archeologist. ‘ .

Case No. 2013.0342E .39 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine what project
activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities,
such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation
work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc, shall require
archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archaeological
resources and to their depositional context;

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

e The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation
with project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could

have no effects on significant archeological deposits;

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

e If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity
of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily
redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the
deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an
archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate
evaluation of the resoiirce has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The
archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and
significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this
assessment to the ERO.

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

Case No. 2013.0342E . 40 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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funerary objects.

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

Case No. 2013.0342E 41 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC
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below existing grade). Due to the small footprint of these features minimal excavation wou.ld occur to a

depth at which fossil-containing beds may be encountered. Therefore, any impacts on paleontological
resources would be less than significant.

Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb human remains. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Impacfs on Native American burials are considered under Northwest Information Center (PRC) Section
15064.5(d)(1).When an Initial Study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood of the existence
of, Native American human remains at a project site, the lead agency is required to work with the
appropriate tribal entity identified by the NAHC. The CEQA lead agency may develop an agreement
. with the appropriate tribal entity for testing or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains
and any items associated with Native American burials.

By implementing such an agreement, the project becomes exempt from the general prohibition on
disinterring, disturbing, or removing human remains from any location other than a dedicated cemetery
(HSC Section 7050.5) and the requirements of CEQA pertaining to Native American human remains.

Case No. 2013.0342E 42 ' 1995 Evans Avenue / SFPD FSD/TC

372



et 2 e A m
¥ > g m
G & s ‘
o3 < [ ' g
- - ol 1 vy ‘z =
o f
L z 2 Qo
T ) ; meed
g
3 e
Eski (il A >
] 4
vvvvvvv ﬁj ‘-V‘-“-'-‘l“—“'-- red g, A e -v- - B -

future projects in the vicinity would not result i in cumulative impacts to cultural resources.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

No historic resources would be affected by the proposed project, nor would the project be constructed
within a historic district. Cumulative impacts occur when impacts that are significant or less than
significant from a proposed project combine with similar impacts f:rom other past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable future projects in a similar geographic area.

Archaeological resources are non-renewable members of a finite class. All adverse effects to
archaeological resources erode a dwindling cultural/scientific resource base. Federal and state laws
protect archeological resources in most cases, either through project redesign or by requiring that the
scientific data present within an archeological resource be archeologically recovered. Excavation for
installation of subsurface utilities would occur in terrain underlain primarily by fill materials that are not
" anticipated to contain cultural resources. Pile driving and excavation in a small area would reach into the
late bay mud deposits that may contain prehistoric resources. As discussed above, the proposed project
would have a significant impact related to archeological resources and disturbance of human remains.
The project’s impact, in combination with other projects in the area that would also involve ground
disturbance and which could also encounter previously recorded or unrecorded archeological resources
or human remains, could result in a significant cumulative impact to archeological resources. However,
implementation of mitigation measure M-CP-2 would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

16 SF Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, Preliminary Archeological Review; June 7, 2013, Case No. 2013.0342E.
This document is available for public review as part of Case No. 2013.0342E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA
94103.
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