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- BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

 INTRODUCTION

‘he following findings are hereby adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco ("Board of ‘Supervisors") with respect to the Mission Bay Final
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR"), pursuant to the requirements of

i the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Sections 21000 et
seq. ("CEQA"), the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 15 California Code of
Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., (the “CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the

an Francisco Administrative Code.

he Project is described in Article Il, below. The actions to be taken by the Board of
Supervisors in connection with the Project (*Actions”) are described in Article [ll, below.

rticle IV of this document sets forth the basis for approval of the Project, and the
conomic, legal, technological, social and other considerations which support the

. rejection of the elements of the Alternatives and Variants analyzed in the FSEIR which
- were not incorporated into the Project.

- Article V sets forth findings as to the disposition of each of the mitigation measures
-proposed in the FSEIR. These findings fall into three categories: (1) measures

- recommended for adoption by the Board of Supervisors exactly as proposed in the
 FSEIR and which can be implemented by City Agencies; (2) measures proposed in the
~FSEIR and recommended by the Board of Supervisors for modification or rejection and
- which can be implemented by City Agencies; and (3) measures proposed in the FSEIR
= and recommended by the Board of Supervisors for adoption or rejection and which are
. enforceable by agencies other than City agencies. Where measures are modified, the
- modified language is indicated in the text. .Exhibit 1, attached to these findings,
gg'contams the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The full text of the
~mitigation measures as proposed in the FSEIR is set forth in Exhibit 2, attached hereto.

?ZQ»»Artlcle VI identifies the unavoidable, significant adverse environmental impacts of the
) Project which have not been mitigated to a level of insignificance by the adoption of
mitigation measures as provided in Article V, above.

Article VIl contains a Statement of Overriding Considerations, setting forth specific
- '®asons in support of the Board of Supervisors’ Actions and its rejection of elements of
%1, the Mitigation Measures, Alternatives and Variants not incorporated in the Project.
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~ will oceur. It includes the following major permits and approvals and related and

iIl,_PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A. Project Approvals
The Project requires a series of approvals that define the terms under which the Projec

collateral actions: (1) Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plang
and related Interagency Cooperation Agreements; (2) Mission Bay North and Mission
Bay South Design for Development Documents; (3) Amendments to the General Plan
of the City and County of San Francisco, including rescission of the Mission Bay Plan
and adoption of the Mission Bay Plan as Planning Commission Guidelines applicable {
property outside the Plan Areas; (4) Amendments to the Zoning Map of the City and -
County of San Francisco; (5) Amendments to Article 9 of the Planning Code of the City
and County of San Francisco; (6) General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1
Consistency Determinations; (7) Amendments to the Waterfront Land Use Plan;

(8) Amendment of the San Francisco Subdivision Code and Regulations; (9) Street
Vacations; (10) Mission Bay North and South Owner Participation Agreements,
including Owner Participation Rules and Business Occupant Re-entry Preference
Program; (11) Amended and Restated City Land Transfer Agreement; (12) Amended
and Restated Port Land Transfer Agreement; (13) Amended and Restated Agreement
Concerning the Public Trust; (14) UCSF Land Donation Agreement; (15) Public
Trust/Burton Act Findings; (16) Agency Affordable Housing Policy; (17) Agency Lease
findings; (18) Transfer of Port Administrative Jurisdiction; (19) Termination of )
Transportation Projects Agreement; (20) Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Tax-»-'
Allocation Agreements; (21) Community Facilities District Resolutions of Formation; and
(22) implementation actions associated with the settlement of title-disputes and
resolution of title matters. These approvals, along with implementation of the
Redevelopment Plans, are referred to collectively herein as the "Project".

As described in Article lll, only some of the approvals described above are before the
Board of Supervisors at this time.

B. Detailed Project Description/Relationshio to ESEIR

The following is a description of the uses contemplated by the Project and the Project's -
relationship to the FSEIR. The Project is based primarily on the Project Description
contained in the FSEIR, plus Variant 1 (Terry A. Francois Boulevard Variant/Expanded
Bayshore Open Space Proposal), Variant 2 (Esprit Commercial Industrial/Retail -
Variant), Variant 3A (Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant), and Variant 5 (Castle -
Metals Block Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant) as discussed below. The Project,
including these Variants, is substantially as described in the FSEIR Project Description -
and in FSEIR Chapter VII, Section G, Combination of Variants Currently Under
Consideration by the Project Sponsors. The Project land use program is described in
gross square feet, consistent with the balance of the FSEIR analysis, in Tables VII.G. 1
and VII.G.2 therein. It is also summarized briefly below, generally in leasable squareé
feet, for informational purposes.

2 N:LANOUSEWSTACY\MISSIONE0BA.00C ~ 10-0CT-98




Total Program

Residential (dwelling units):

Commercial industrial (leasable square feet):

Retail (leasable square feet)

o City-serving

¢ Entertainment-oriented

e Local-serving

Total Retail

Hotel (rooms) '

Public opén space (acres)

Public facilities (acres)

UCSF (gross square feet)

orth Pr:

Residential (dwelling units)

Retail (leasable square feet)

¢ City-serving

o Entertainment-oriented
- o Local-serving '

Total Retail

Public open space (acres)

Public facilities (acres)
Mission Bay South Program
Residential (dwelling units)
Commercial Industrial (leasable square feet)
Retail (leasable square feet)

e City-serving:
o Entertainment-oriented
e Local-serving
Total Retail
Hotel (rooms)

Public open space (acres)

The development program for the Project is summarized as follows:
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6.090
5,953,600

219,300
400,000
244,300
863,600
500

49

5.2
2,650,000

3,000

100,000
350,000
55.000
505,000
6

15

3,090
5,953,600

118,300
50,000
189.300
358,600
500

43
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- Planning Department, and contained in Planning Department File No. 96.771E, this

" following approvals: (1) Affirmance of the Planning Commission's certification of the

- the Planning Code of the City and County of San Francisco; (6) Approval of Mission

FSEIR analyzed three Alternatives to the Pro;ect mcludmg the “No Project/Expected

-Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative.” This alternative is a hybnd
’ consnstlng of the project proposed in the Project Description for Mission Bay North, and

Attachmen
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Public facilities (acres) | . 37
UCSF (gross square feet) '2,650,000

The 863,600 leasable square feet of retail space provideé 16,000 leasable square feé
of neighborhood-serving retail beyond the program described in the Combination of
Variants. As further described in the letter dated September 10, 1998 prepared by th

minor additional development is consistent with the land use program‘analyzed in the
FSEIR and would not result in any new significant effects or cause significant effects
identified in the FSEIR to be substantially more severe.

ll. ACTIONS

The Actions of the Board of Supervisors in connection with the Project include the

FSEIR; (2) Adoption of CEQA findings, including mitigation measures and a mitigatio
monitoring program; (23) Amendments to the General Plan of the City and County of
San Francisco, including rescission of the Mission Bay Plan; (24) Amendments to the
Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco; (25) Amendments to Article 9 o

Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans and related Interagency
Cooperation Agreements; (7) Amendment of the San Francisco Subdivision Code;
(8) Street Vacations; (9) Approval of Amended and Restated City Land Transfer
Agreement; (10) Amended and Restated Port Land Transfer Agreement; (11) Approval’
of Amended and Restated Agreement Concerning the Public Trust; (12) Approval of
UCSF Land Donation Agreement; (13) Transfer of Port Administrative Jurisdiction; ..
(14) Termination of Transportation Projects Agreement; (15) Approval of Mission Bay .
North and Mission Bay South Tax Allocation Agreements; and (16) implementation
actions associated with the settlement of title disputes.

. | ' E j

As discussed in Article I1.B above, the Project is bésed on the Project Description
analyzed in the FSEIR, plus Variants 1, 2, 3A and 5, incorporated in their entirety. The.

Growth" Alternative, and five Variants.

Alternative 1 is the “No Project/Expected Growth” Alternative, which reflects a level of -
development based on existing zoning regulations pursuant to Article 9 of the City
Planning Code and the 1990 Mission Bay Plan. The assumed development is
consistent with population and employment projected through the year 2015 accordmg
to ABAG's Projections '96. Alternative 2 is the “Redevelopment North of
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Alternative 1 for Mission Bay South. Alternative 3 is the “Residential/Open Space
Development” Alternative. This is a modified version of full-build out of Alternative B
from the 1990 FSEIR. Alternative 3 is identified in the FSEIR as the “Environmentally
| Superior Alternative” pursuant to CEQA Sections 21002 and 21081. No redevelopment -
' plans for the Plan Areas were assumed under this Alternative. FSEIR Section VIIL.D
- provides detail about other Alternatives which were considered and rejected as |
 infeasible and therefore were not analyzed in the FSEIR.

The FSEIR also analyzes five Variants: (1) Terry A. Frangois Boulevard

* Variant/Extended Bayshore Open Space Proposal, (2) Esprit Commercial

! Industrial/Retail Variant, (3) No Berry Street At-Grade Rail Crossing Variant (including
;. Variant 3A Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant), (4) Mission Bay North Retail

- Variant, and (5) Castle Metals Block Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant.

. In approving the Project, the Board of Supervisors has carefully considered the

- attributes and environmental effects of the Project and the Alternatives and Variants

. discussed in the FSEIR. This consideration, along with the reports from the City staff,
- and considerable public testimony, has resulted in the Project. The Project achieves
- the objectives as set forth in the FSEIR and the Redevelopment Plans as follows:

0 alu d ipa u r i li ve ents

The Project is a comprehensive mixed-use development program,
including substantial new infrastructure, open space and public facilities
that address each of these blighting influences. It includes a development
program that, if implemented, would eliminate high vacancies, abandoned

- buildings, incompatible land uses, depreciated or stagnant property
values, and inadequate or deteriorated public improvements, facilities and
utilities. It also includes a comprehensive environmental remediation
-program, to be implemented through Risk Management Plans (RMPs), to
‘be approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB"),
which will address environmental deficiencies in the Plan Area.

The Project includes an approximately 43-acre site which will
accommodate the development program described in the UCSF LRDP.
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“guidelines to respond to a variety of use types. The proposed Mission
Bay North and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreements

On this basis, The Regents has selected Mission Bay as the Iocatnon
the UCSF major new site among competlng sites.

The Project includes land transfer agreements which would facilita
assemblage of land into suitable developable parcels. The Project als
includes detailed pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular circulation plans
designed to accommodate and facilitate development proposed in the
Plan Areas.

The Plan Areas now consist of largely vacant and underutilized propert,
The Project involves the comprehensive replanning and redesigning of
entire Plan Areas to address this underutilization. It also includes Desi
for Development documents containing detailed design standards and.
guidelines to ensure that quality urban de5|gn is provided throughout th
development.

The Redevelopment Plans include broad land use designations to allow 4
range of appropriate uses within various designations. The Design for
‘Development documents also include sufficient flexibility in their

(OPAs) are designed to facilitate property transfers in response to marke
-conditions while retalmng an appropriate level of discretion and control in
the Agency.

The Project includes proposed OPAs between Catellus and the Agency

which provide the terms and conditions for participation by Catellus in the .
redevelopment of its properties. In addition, the Redevelopment Plans set
forth the parameters for future participation by other private property
owners in the redevelopment of their properties.
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The Project includes the installation of needed site improvements and the
expansion and improvement of the housing supply by construction of
approximately 6,090 very low-, low- and moderate-income and market-
rate units, including approximately 1,700 units of very low-, low- and
moderate-income housing. Approximately 28% of the residential units to
be developed in the Plan Areas will be affordable housing units, a
substantially higher number than required by state law for redevelopment
areas.

The Project includes a significant retail component of approximately
835,000 square feet of retail space, plus additional retail space to be
developed by the Port and the Agency, bringing the total to approximately
863,600 leasable square feet of retail space. The Project would also
include a 500-room hotel and associated uses and about 5,953,600
leasable square feet of mixed office, research and deve!opment and light
manufacturing uses.

ilitati nerqi ercia industrial ors | i e

The Project facilitates emerging commercial and industrial sectors and the
employment associated therewith, including highly trained workers, by:
providing broad land use categories which could accommodate a variety
of such uses; improving transportation access to these areas through the
new bicycle, pedestrian and vehicular network and proximity to a variety
of transit, inciuding the Third Street light rail system; improving safety
within the Plan Areas by removing blighting influences, providing lighting
and other safety features; conducting environmental remediation; and

" providing additional site improvements such as parks community facilities
and other amenities. -
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extent feasible.

The Project is in close proximity to a variety of public transportation
modes and has been designed in conjunction with the City, including
MUNI, to maximize coordination with existing and proposed transit
systems. The Project is also designed with a relatively minimal amount
parking and substantial bicycle parking to encourage use of transit
consistent with the City's Transit First Policy. The Project includes
Transportation Management Plans for both Plan Areas.

11. " Providing land in an amount of approximately 47 acres for a variety of
The Project meets and exceeds this objective by providing approximately

49 acres of land for a variety of publicly accessible open spaces, including .
~ both passive and active uses.

12 ievi e objectives describ ve in th &) itiou nner

The Project provides the ability to achieve these objectives in an
expeditious manner by providing for flexibility in land uses and the ability -
~ to respond to market conditions, and by including a variety of detailed
implementation programs to facilitate development through the
Redevelopment Plans and the OPAs and their attachments, including the
Infrastructure Plans, the Housing Programs and the Financing Plans.

B. Alternatives Rejected and r Rej

The Alternatives and Variants set forth in the FSEIR and listed below are rejected
because the Boarad of Supervisors finds that there is substantial evidence that the
specific considerations described in this Article IV.B and in Article VIl below make
infeasible such Alternatives and Variants.

1. Alternative 1: No Project/Expected Growth

Alternative 1 would not be desirable nor meet the project objectives. Implementation of
this Alternative would amount to a continuation of the existing conditions, which is
characterized by blighting influences and environmental deficiencies. The current uses
and uses permitted under the existing zoning scheme do not provide a feasible
opportunity to alleviate these conditions, as is evidenced by the lack of new

development in this area over the past 30 years, despite entitiements including a zoning
scheme and Development Agreement. Alternative 1 further fails to meet the project
objectives because it does not provide the opportunity to retain and promote UCSF and
the economic and technological benefits associated therewith; includes an inflexible
land use scheme which does not allow a ready response to market conditions; does not
provide the level of residential, retail or commercial-industrial uses contemplated in the
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oject objectives within the foreseeable future and does not facilitate emerging
mmercial-industrial sectors, including those expected to emerge or expand due to
oximity to the UCSF site, and the substantial employment opportunities, including
ose for highly trained workers, associated therewith. The lack of new construction
nder the current zoning scheme and Development Agreement further suggests that
ew development, if it were to occur at all, would not be achieved expeditiously.

edevelopment area would be in place in the North Plan Area, providing some
pportunity for alleviation of existing blighting conditions. However, this Alternative, fike
ternative 1, would retain the current zoning and would not include a redevelopment
an designation for the South of Channel area. Therefore, it would not meet the
bjectives for the South Plan Area as described under reasons for rejection of

mative 3 consists primarily of a substantial residential and open space component.
Alternative was identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative in the

IR. Alternative 3 would meet or exceed the objectives related to provision of

sing, including affordable housing, as well as open space. However, this Alternative
Id not address the important objectives of retaining and promoting UCSF and other .
mercial-industrial sectors which would be expected to emerge or expand due to

r proximity to the new UCSF site, including the economic and technological benefits
ociated therewith, would not provide flexibility in development of the Plan Areas, and
lld not include the retail and the other commercial-industrial components described
e project objectives, nor the substantial employment opportunities related. thereto,
uding those for highly trained workers. '

§Variant has been superseded by a slightly modified new Variant, Variant 3A, which
foposed as part of the Project. Variant 3 is rejected because the modifications

lated with Variant 3A, which provides for an extension of Berry Street south to
mmon Street, will better facilitate transportation circulation while still improving safety
In the Plan Areas by reducing the number of at-grade crossings to one. As

ared to Variant 3, Variant 3A also eliminates a significant impact regarding

gency access. =

riant is substantially the same as under the Project, except that it contemplates
g the mix of uses on the two blocks bounded by Townsend, Third, Berry and
h Streets. This Variant was included to provide flexibility in considering the
Priate mix of uses on these blocks and o assess whether an alternative scheme
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- All of the mitigation measures discussed in the FSEIR are coded and attached hereto -

- Supervisors are referenced by the number and topic in Exhibit 2. Mitigation measure's‘_j
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on these blocks might eliminate any sigpificant traffic impacts that would result from
Project. The analysis concluded that this Variant would not substantially reduce nop
eliminate any significant impacts of the Project. '

V. MITIGATION MEASURES

The findings in this section concern mitigation measures set forth in the FSEIR. Th
findings fall into three categories: (1) a discussion of mitigation measures proposed i
the FSEIR and recommended for adoption by the Board of Supervisors, which can b,
implemented by City agencies including, but not limited to, the San Francisco .
Redevelopment Agency (“Agency”), the Port of San Francisco (“Port"), the Departme
of Public Works (“DPW"), the Department of Parking and Traffic (‘DPT"), the
Department of Planning (“Planning”), the Department of Public Health ("DPH"), the
Office of Emergency Services (‘OES"), the Fire Department, the San Francisco Publi
Utilities Commission (“SFPUC?”), the Public Transportation Commission (“PTC") and thg
San Francisco Unified School District; (2) a discussion of mitigation measures propose'
in the FSEIR and recommended by the Board of Supervisors for modification or ‘
rejection and which could be appropriately adopted and implemented by City agencies:
and (3) a discussion of mitigation measures proposed in the FSEIR and recommended
by the Board of Supervisors for adoption .or rejection which are or would be enforceable
by agencies other than City agencies.

as Exhibit 2. In the text of these findings, mitigation measures adopted by the Board of

within the jurisdiction of other agencies are similarly referenced, together with an
indication of the appropriate jurisdiction. Mitigation measures are organized by subject
matter in the same order that those subjects appear in the FSEIR. Each measureis -
followed by a parenthetical which indicates whether it applies to the Mission Bay North
Redevelopment Project Area (North), Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area
(South), or both (North/South).

The Board of Supervisors finds that the mitigation measures recommended for

adoption, either as they appear in the FSEIR, or as proposed for modification, are
feasible and enforceable through the Project Approvals, or, in the case of UCSF, willb
applied in substantially similar form, which finding is further supported by the analysis
set forth in the Fiscal and Economic Analysis dated August 24, 1998 prepared by the .
Sedway Group for the Agency and the City.

The Agency is listed as an implementing agency for the majority of the mitigation
measures. As further described in Exhibit 1, the Agency's role is generally limited to
oversight through the plan review process to confirm that any relevant measures have
been implemented by other City agencies and non-City agencies with jurisdiction over
such measures. Where a measure is monitored through the site permit or permitting
process, the measure is monitored primarily by DBI and/or DPW depending on the
nature of the improvement, but the Agency generally will maintain a general oversight
role through its participation as a reviewing and approving agency. Thus the measures
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propo: sed for adoption generally will be implemented by the Agency as well as other
City agencies.

A discussion of the measures as they relate to development of the new UCSF site by
the Regents is provided in Article V.D below.

_ MITIGATION MEA M Y PERV
FOR ADOPTION IMP TION BY C! Cl

The following measures in the FSEIR have been found by the Board of Supervisors to
mitigate, reduce or avoid significant effects and are hereby recommended for adoption
and implementation by City agencies, which agencies can and should adopt these
measures. The Planning Commission, the Agency, the PTC, the Port, the Building
Inspection Commission and the SFPUC have already acted to adopt the measures
within their jurisdictions which the Board of Supervisors recommends for
implementation below. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is hereby directed to
transmit copies of these measures to the affected City agencies.

1. Visual Quality and Urban Design

D.1  Lighting and Glare. The Agency, the Planning Department and DB! would
implement this measure as part of the plan review and site permit processes.
The Board of Supervisors recommends that this measure be implemented by the
Agency, the Planning Deparatment and DBI. (North/South)

D.2 &ngm&g&m&_g (South)

D.2.a. B_ggamﬂm_dm The Agency wouId require retention of an architectural
historian to evaluate the building as part of its plan review prior to
demolition or alteration of the structure. If the building is found to be
eligible for the National Register, the building should be retained. The
Agency will consuit with the Planning Department's Office of
Environmental Review (“OER") and the Landmarks Preservation Advisory
Board (“LPAB") as part of its evaluation. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that the Agency and the Planning Department implement
this measure.

D.2.b. Demolition Measures. The Agency would implement this measure as
part of its plan review process, in consultation with OER and the LPAB.

The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency and the Planning
Department implement this measure.

Archeological Resources. The Agency would implement this measure prior to

excavation as part of its plan review process, and ongoing monitoring would be
Implemented as required by the measure. The Agency would consult with OER
- and the LPAB in implementation of this measure. The Board of Supervisors
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D.4

D.5

D.6

D.7

E.1

E.2

E3

E4

implement this measure.(North/South)

2. Transportation

implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel

AttaChmen
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recommends that the Agency and the Planning Department implement this
measure. (North/South)

Archeological Exploration Pregram. The Agency would implement measureg,
D.4.a-D.4.d as part of its plan review, in consultation with OER and the LPAB_ -

The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency and the Planning
Department implement these measures. - (NorthlSouth)

Amhg_qlsgrsaLMmmcing_au&h_Qenm:y_QmLD_umn The Agency would
implement this measure as part of its plan review, in consultation with OER an
the LPAB. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency and the
Planning Department implement this measure. (North/South)

as part of its plan review, in consultation with OER and the LPAB. The Board
Supervisors recommends that the Agency and the Planning Department
implement this measure. (North/South)

P rian - Lev . The Agency would implement this measure as part :
of its plan review. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency i

Third Street/King Street. The Agency _would ensure implementation of

measures E.1.a-E.1.c as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure

maps. The DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures
(North/South)

]'_h|_Ld_§1r_e_ejLB_ej:|:y_s_trg_e_t The Agency would ensure implementation of
measures E.2.a-E.2.c as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure

implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends-
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. (North/South)

Third Street/Owens Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measure E.3 as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure |mplementat|on
of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the AgenCY»_
DPT and DPW implement thls measure. (South)

]'_J.Ld_S_tr_eg!lI;e_Q_Qmmg_n The Agency would ensure implementation of
measure E.4 as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure rmplementatlon
of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
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also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency,
DPTand DPW implement this measure. (South)

Third Street/South Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measure E.5 as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure implementation
of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency,
DPT and DPW implement this measure. (South)

Third Street/Sixteenth Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measures E.6.a-E.6.b as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
- maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. (South)

Third Street/Mariposa Street. The Agehcy would ensure implementation of

measures E.7.a-E.7.c as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. (South)

Eourth Street/King Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measures E.8.a-E.8.c as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The PTC would also be involved in
implementation of measure E.8.b if it elects to commence service before the
Owner's obligation to construct is otherwise triggered. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that the Agency, the PTC, DPW, and DPT implement these
measures. (North)

Fourth Street/Berry Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measures E.9.a-E.9.d as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The PTC would also be involved in
implementation of measure E.9.c if it elects to commence service before the
Owner's obligation to construct is otherwise triggered. The Board of Supervisors

recommends that the Agency, PTC, DPW and DPT |mplement these measures.
(North)

- Eourth Street/Owens Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measure E.10 as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure implementation
of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency,
DPT and DPW implement this measure. (South)

Eourth Street/UCSF Private Street. The Agency would ensure implementation

of measure E.11 as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure
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E.12

E.13

E.14

E.15

E.16

E.17

‘implementation of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parce|
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maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recomme
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement this measure. (South)

Eourth Street/Sixteenth Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measure E.12 as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure implementatiq
of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT wij

also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency,
DPT and DPW implement this measure. (South) - '

Fourth Street/Mariposa Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of

measures E.13.a-E.13.b as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure ,
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parce|.
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends <
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. (South)

nds

' treet/Sixtee treet. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measures E.14.a-E.14.f as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure |
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. DPT would also participate in implementation of measure 14.a. The
Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPW and DPT implement
these measures. With respect to E.14.f, implementation would also be required
by non-City agencies. Accordingly, this measure is also listed in Article V.C
below. (South) . _ :

Owens Street/Sixteenth Street. The Agency would implement measure E.15
as part of its plan review and DPW would implement this measure as part of its
review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will also review the plans. The
Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement
this measure. This measure would also be implemented by non-City agencies.
Accordingly, this measure is also listed under Article V.C below. (South)

Owens Street/Mariposa Street/|-280 Off-Ramp. The Agency would implement .
measures E.16.a-E.16.b as part of its plan review and DPW would implement
these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency,
DPT and DPW implement these measures. These measures would also be
implemented by other non-City agencies. Accordingly, these measures are also
listed under Article V.C below. (South)

1-280 On-Ramp/Mariposa Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of

measures E.17.a-E.17.b as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure
implementation of these measures as part of its subdivision improvement plan.
DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the
Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. These measures would
also be implemented by other non-City agencies. Accordingly, these measures
are also listed under Article V.C below. (South)
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Seventh Street/The Common. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measures E.18.a-E.18.b as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parce!
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. These measures
would also be implemented by other non-City agencies. Accordingly, these
measures are also listed under Article V.C below. (South)

Fifth Street/King Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measures E.19.a-E.19.c as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure

implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. These measures
would also be implemented by other non-City agencies. Accordingly, these
measures are also listed under Article V.C below. (North)

Third Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of measures E.21.a-
E.21.c as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure implementation of these
measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will also

~ review the plans. Consultation with the PTC would also be required for measure

E.21.c. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, PTC, DPW and
DPT implement these measures. (North/South)

Mariposa Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of measure E.22
as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure implementation of this
measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will also
review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPT
and DPW implement this measure. This measure would also be implemented by
other non-City agencies. Accordingly, this rreasure is also listed under Article
V.C below. (South)

. Eourth Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of measures E.23.a-

E.23.b as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure implementation of
these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. Measure E.23.a would involve coordination with and
implementation by the PTC. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the
Agency, PTC, DPW, and DPT implement these measures. (North/South)

King Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of measures E.24.a-
E.24.b as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure implementation of
these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency,
DPT and DPW implement these measures. (North)

Qwens Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of measures E.25.a-
E25d as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure implementation of
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E.26

E.27

E.28

E.29

E.30

E.31

‘that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. (North)

these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. Measure E.25.a would involve coordination with ang
implementation by the PTC. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the
Agency, PTC, DPW, and DPT implement these measures. {South)

M&gmm.andﬂﬂhﬁ.qmmnﬂuﬁ&&m&m The Agency woylg
ensure implementation of measures E.26.a-E.26.b as part of its plan review and
DPW would ensure implementation of these measures as part of its review of
subdivision and parcel maps. Measure E.26.b would also require coordination
with and implementation by DPT and PTC. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that the Agency, PTC, DPW, and DPT implement these measureg
Measure E.26.a would also require implementation by non-City agencies.
Accordingly, this measure is also listed under Article V.C below. (South)

MUNI Line 22-Fillmore. The Agency would ensure implementation of this
measure as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure implementation of
this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps.
Implementation of this measure would be primarily within the jurisdiction of the
PTC. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, PTC and DPW
implement this measure. (South)

MUNI L-Line, 30 Stockton or 45-Union/Stockton. The Agency would ensure
implementation of measures E.28.a-E.28.d as part of its plan review and DPW
would ensure implementation of these measures as part of its review of
subdivision and parcel maps. Primary responsibility for implementation of these
measures would lie with the PTC. The Board of Supervisors recommends that
the Agency, PTC and DPW implement these measures. Measure E.28.a wouid
also require implementation by non-City-agencies. Accordingly, thls measure-is
also listed under Article V.C. below. (South)

Seventh Street/Brannan Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measure E.29 as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure implementation
of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency,
DPT and DPW implement this measure. (South)

Seventh Street/Townsend Street. The Agency would ensure implementation
of measures E.30.a - E.30.b as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. (North)

Seventh Street/Berry Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measures E.31.a-E.31.b as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure

implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends
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2 M&Iﬁlﬂﬂmﬂm&mmém. The Agency would ensure
implementation of measures E.32.a-E.32.b as part of its plan review, and DPW
would ensure implementation of these measures as part of its review of
subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of
Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these
measures. (South)

3 Sixteenth Street/Potrero Street. The Agency would ensure impleméntation of

this measure as part of its plan review, and DPW wouid ensure implementation
of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency,
DPT and DPW implement this measure. (South)

4 Sixteenth Street/Vermont Street. The Agency would ensure lmplementatlon of

this measure as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure implementation
of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will
also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency,
DPT and DPW implement this measure. (South) '

5 Ejgnmﬂ@gjﬂg_nggng_s__[ggt The Agency would ensure implementation of

measures E.35.a-E.35.b as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parce!
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. (North)

6 Third Street/Townsend Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of
measures E.36.a-E.36.b as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. These measures are primarily within the jurisdiction of DPT. The Board
of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPW and DPT implement these
measures. (North)

8 Fourth Street/King Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of this

measure as part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure implementation of
this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will also
review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPT
and DPW adopt and implement this measure. (North)

Eourth Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of this measure as
part of its plan review, and DPW would ensure implementation of this measure
as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPT will also review the
plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPT and DPW
implement this measure. (North)

Seventh Street. The Agency would ensure implémentation'of this measure as
part of its plan review and DPW would ensure implementation of this measure
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E.45

E.46a

E.47

E.49

3. Air Quality

F.1

F.2

F.3

‘would be implemented by the Agency as part of its first Major Phase approval..

-gg_ngttu_qﬁg_nﬂm,o. DPW and/or DBl would implement measures F.2.a-F.2.n.

as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. This measure is Primaril
within the jurisdiction of DPT. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the
Agency, DPW and DPT implement this measure. This measure would alsg -
require implementation by non-City agencies. Accordingly, this measure is hs
under Article V.C below. (North/South)

Extend N-Judah MUNI Metro Line. The Agency would ensure implementation
of this measure as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure
implementation of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps. Primary responsibility for implementation of this measure would be
the jurisdiction of PTC. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agen
PTC and DPW implement this measure. (North/South)

JTransportation Management Organizations. Measures E.46.a would be -
implemented by the Agency as part of its first Major Phase approval. Ongolng’:;

participation and/or monitoring would be required by various City agencies
including the Agency, the PTC, DPW and DPT. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that the Agency, PTC, DPW and DPT implement this measure,
Measure E.46.b is proposed for modification as set forth below. (North/South)

Transportation System Management (TSM) Plan. Measures E.47.a-E.47.h .

Ongoing participation would be required by various City agencies including the_
Agency, PTC, DPW and DPT. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the
Agency, PTC, DPW and DPT implement these measures. (North/South)

Eerry Service. The Agency would ensure implementation of this measure a
part of the first Major Phase approval and the Port would ensure implementat
of this measure on an ongoing basis. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that the Agency and Port implement this measure. (North/South)

TSM Measures. Transportation Measures E.46-E.50 would be implemented b
the Agency as part of its first Major Phase approval and would also address air
quality impacts. Ongoing participation would be required by various City '
agencies including the Agency, the PTC, DPW and DPT. The Board of

Supervisors recommends that the Agency, PTC, DPW and DPT lmplementt 4
measures. (North/South)

through the necessary permitting process. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that DPW and DBI implement these measures. (North/South)

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs). DPW and/or DBI would implement this

measure, in consultation with DPH, through the site permit process. The Board -
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of Supervisors recommends that DPW, DBI and DPH implement this measure.
(NorthISouth)

' Meteorological Station. Measures F.4.a-F.4.g provide for a meteorclogu.al

station in Mission Bay South. If located outside of the UCSF site, the Agency
would implement these measures in consultation with the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (‘BAAQMD"). The Board of Supervisors recommends that
the Agency implement this measure. These measures are also within the
jurisdiction of non-City agencies. Accordingly, these measures are also listed
under Article V.C below. (South)

Dry Cleaning Facilities. The Agency would implement this measure, in
consultation with DPH and DBI, as part of its plan review. The Board of

Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPH and DBl implement this
measure. This measure is also within the jurisdiction of a non-City agency.
Accordingly, this measure is also listed under Article V.C below. (North/South)

_Child-Care Buffer Zones. The Agency would implement this measure, in

consultation with DPH and DBI, as part of its plan review. The Board of
Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPH and DBI implement this
measure. The implementation of this measure is also within the jurisdiction of a
non-City agency. Accordingly, this measure is also listed under Artlcle V.C
below. (North/South)

4, Nglgg_and_mtatm
Noise Reduction in Pile Driving. DPW and/or DBI would implement this

measure as part of the necessary permitting process. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that DPW and DBI implement this measure. (North/South)

Potential Vibrations from CaiTrain. DPW ahdlor DB! would implemeht this.
measure as part of the necessary permitting process. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that DPW and DBI implement this measure. (North)

Heavy Equipment Storage. The Agency would implement this measure, in
consultation with OES, prior to issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy.
Updating would be required on a periodic basis. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that the Agency and OES implement this measure. (North/South)

Emergency Preparedness and Emergency Response. The Agency would
implement this measure, in consultation with OES, prior to issuance of the first
Certificate of Occupancy. Updating would be required on a periodic basis. The
Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency and OES implement this -
measure. (North/South)
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H.3

H.4.

H.5

H.6

H.7

6. Health and Safety

1.1

1.2

7. Contaminated Soils

J.1

~ implement this measure, in consultation with OES, prior to issuance of the first

AttaChment A
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Qmpmhmaﬂs.&mmgms_angmﬁﬂan The Agency would

Certificate of Occupancy. Updating would be required on a periodic basis. The -
Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency and OES implement this
measure. (North/South)

Fire Station No. 30. The Agency and DBI would implement as part of plan
review and site or building permit processes, in consultation with the Fire
Department. The Board of Supervisors recommends that this measure be
implemented by the Agency, DBI and the Fire Department. (North/South)

New Fire Station. The Agency would implement this measure as part of the
plan review process, in conjunction with the City and the Fire Department. The -
Board of Supervisors adopts this measure and recommends that the Agency ang
the Fire Department implement this measure. (South) '

Eacilitate Emergency Access Routes. The Agency would implement this

measure, in consultation with OES, in conjunction with measure H.3. The Board
of Supervisors recommends that the Agency and OES implement this measure.
(North/South)

Corrosivity. DPW and/or DBI will implement this measure as part of the site
permit process. The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW and DBI
implement this measure. (North/South)

Biohazardous Materials Handling Guidelines. DBI would implement this
measure as part of the building or site permit process, in consuitation with DPH. -
The Board of Supervisors recommends that DBI and DPH implement this
measure. (South)

LLs_e_gf_HEJ_’A_Edjg_g - DBI would implement this measure as part of the building:
or site permit process, in consultation with DPH. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that DBl and DPH implement this measure. (South)

Handling of Biohazardous Materials. DBI would implement this measure as
part of the building or site permit process, in consultation with DPH. The Board
of Supervisors recommends that DBl and DPH implement this measure. (South)

Risk Management Plan(s). The Agency would ensure implementation of the
Risk Management Plan described in measures J.1.a-J.1.0, including recorded
deed restrictions, as part of its plan review process. DPH would assist the

Regional Water Quality Control Board ("RWQCB") in implementing portions of
this mitigation measure. DBI and/or DPW would also ensure implementation of
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construction-related portions of this measure through the permitting process.

The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPH, DPW and DB|, as
appropnate ensure implementation of these measures. Implementation of these
measures is also within the jurisdicticn of a non-City agency, the RWQCB.
Accordingly, these measures are also listed under Article V.C below.
North/South)

Site-Specific Risk Evaluation. The Agency, following RWQCB approval, would
ensure implementation of this measure as part of its plan review process. DPH
would assist the RWQCB in implementing this mitigation measure. The San
Francisco Unified School District, DBl and/or DPW, as appropriate, would also
ensure implementation of the construction-related portions of this measure
through the permitting processes. The Board of Supervisors recommends that
the Agency, the San Francisco Unified School District, DPH, DPW and DBI, as
appropriate, ensure implementation of this measure with the RWQCB.
Implementation of this measure is primarily within the jurisdiction of a non-City
agency, the RWQCB. Accordingly, this measure is also listed under Artlcle V.C
below.(North/South) -

8. Hydrology and Water Quality

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP). DPW would implement
measures K.1.a-K.1.i as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps, in
consultation with the SFPUC. DBI would also implement this measure through
the building or site permit processes. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that DPW, DBI, and the SFPUC implement these measures. (North/South)

Changes i i wa uality. DPW would implement this measure as
part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps, in consultation with the
SFPUC. The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW and the SFPUC
adopt and implement this measure. (North/South)

Sewer Improvement Design. DPW would implement this measure as part of its
review of subdivision and parcel maps, in consultation with the SFPUC. The
Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW and the SFPUC implement this
measure. (North/South)

Alternative Technologies to Improve Stormwater Discharge Quality. DPW
would implement this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel
maps, in consultation with the SFPUC. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that DPW and the SFPUC implement this measure. (South)

Central/Bay Basin Stormwater Management Program. DPW would
implement this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps, in
consultation with the SFPUC. The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW
and the SFPUC implement this measure. (South)
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K.6

L.1.

L.2.

L.4.

L.5.

ST

L.6.

9. China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife

L.3.

. permit review. The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW and DBI

: : D¢ e L : 0 DPW
would 1mplement measures K 6 a-K.6.f as part of |ts review of subduvuslon and

parcel maps, in consultation with the SFPUC. DBl would also implement thig
measure through its building and site permit processes. The Board of
Supervisors recommends that DPW, DBI and the SFPUC implement these
measures. (North/South)

Salt Marsh Wetland Habitat Mitigation Plan. DPW would ensure
implementation of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parce|
maps. The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW ensure implementatio
of this measure. Implementation of this measure is also within the jurisdiction gf
non-City agencies. Accordingly, this measure is also listed under Article V.C -
below. (North/South) '

Wetland Habitat Avoidance. DPW would ensure implementation of this
measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DBl would also
ensure implementation of this measure through its building or site permit rewew
The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW and DBI ensure
implementation of this measure. Implementation of this measure is also w1th|n
the jurisdiction of non-City agencies. Accordingly, this measure is also listed
under Article V.C below. (NorthlSouth)

Construction During Pagific Herring Spawning Season. DPW would
implement this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps.

DBI would also ensure implementation of this measure through its building or s:t

implement this measure. (NorthISouth)

Turbidity Prevention. DPW would implement this measure as part of its review
of subdivision and parcel maps. DBI would also ensure implementation of this -
measure through its building or site permit review. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that DPW and DBI implement this measure. (North/South)

Construction in Channel. DPW would implement this measure as part of its
review of subdivision and parcel maps. DB! would also ensure implementatio
of this measure through its building or site permit review. The Board of
Supervisors recommends that DPW and DBI implement this measure.
(North/South) - I

Removal and Disposal Plan. DPW would lmplement this measure as part of
review of subdivision and parcel maps. DBl would also ensure |mplementat|on
of this measure through its building or site permit review. The Board of
Supervisors recommends that DPW and DBI implement this measure.
(North/South)
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10. Community Services and Utilities
m.2. Include Water Conservation in Buildings and Landscaping. DPWand/Of

DBI would implement measures M.2.a-M.2.f as part of the permitting process.
The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW and DBl implement these
measures. (North/South)

.3. Extend Auxiliary Water Supply System. The Agency would implement this

measure as part of its plan review and DPW would implement this measure as
part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. This would be implemented in

- consultation with the Fire Department. The Board of Supervisors recommends
that the Agency, DPW and the Fire Department implement this measure.
(North/South)

M.4. Sewers and Waste Water Treatment. The Agency would implement this
measures as part of its plan review, and DPW would implement this measure as
part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps, in consultation with the
SFPUC. DBI would also ensure impiementation of this measure through its
building or site permit review. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the
Agency, DPW, DBI and the SFPUC implement this measure. (South)

M.5. Stormwater. The Agency would implement this measure as part of its plan
review and DPW would implement this measure, in consuitation with the SFPUC,
as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DBI would also ensure
implementation of this measure through its building or site permit review. The
Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, DPW, DBI and the SFPUC
implement this measure. {South)

This section recites mitigation measures which are recommended for adoption in
dified form. The nature and reason for each modification is set forth. To the extent
t the mitigation measure is modified, it is rejected in its original form either for
fposes of clarification or because the measure has been more clearly defined
lhIOUQh the Project Approvals. The Board of Supervisors finds that the modifications
uld not result in any new, or substantial increase in, significant impacts.

8 Shadows. This measure describes circumstances under which shadow studies
will be required for the Project. Since the date of publication of the DSEIR,
shadow studies were conducted in conjunction with the Mission Bay Citizens'
Advisory Committee as part of the design standard and guideline preparation
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E.46.bMﬁMﬂMﬁg§gmmjm. This measure provides that the City

Attachme:
process. Based upon these studies, the Agency has determined that ’
development complying with the design standards in the Design for Develop Ne
documents related to height, bulk, and coverage and street walls will reasong;
limit areas of shadow on public open spaces during the active months of the ye
and during the most active times of day. Shadow fan studies conducted ag par
of the Initial Study process previously established that the Project will not hgy
any significant, adverse shadow impacts because it will not cast any shadows "
violation of Proposition K, the Shadow Ban Ordinance. The shadow studies - -
prepared for the Design for Development documents further establish that any
shadows would be appropriately limited. Accordingly, Measure D.8 is modifieq
as follows to reflect the process for shadow studies outlined in the Design for -

Development documents: ' ‘

“The Redevelopment Plan documents would require
analysis of potential shadows on existing and proposed
open spaces during the building design and review process
when exceptions to certain standards governing the shape
or locations of buildings are requested that would cause
over 13% of Mission Creek Park (either North or South),
-20% of Bayfront Park, 17% of Triangle Square or 11% of
Mission Bay Commons to be in continuous shadow for a
period of one hour per day from March to September
between 10 a.m. and 4 p.m."

The Agency would implement this measure as part of its plan review. The Board .
of Supervisors recommends that the Agency implement this measure as
modified. (North/South)

should form a Transportation Coordinating Committee (TCC) including
representatives of Project Area property owners, UCSF, SFRA and appropriate
city staff, including DPT, MUNI and DPW, to address area-wide transportation
planning issues and coordinate with other uses and neighborhoods in nearby
areas. The Mission Bay TCC would work closely with the San Francisco Giants -
concerning issues related to parking and traffic that would affect both Mission -
Bay employees, visitors, and residents, as well as ballpark patrons. It is also
appropriate to include surrounding neighborhood organizations in the TCC to
address area-wide transportation planning issues and coordinate with other uses
and neighborhoods in nearby areas. Accordingly, this measure is modified to
include surrounding neighborhood organizations on the TCC. Ongoing

participation and/or monitoring would be required by various City agencies
including the PTC, the Agency, DPW and DPT. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that the Agency, PTC, DPW and DPT implement this measure as
modified. (North/South)
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E 50 Elgub_l_e_ﬂg_:qumg[lejg_c_qmmyxmg This measure provides that, where

feasible, employees be offered the opportunity to work on flexible schedules
and/or telecommute. This measure is properly considered as part of a menu of
measures to be addressed in the Transportation Management Plans (TMP).
Accordingly, this measure is modified to the extent that it is renumbered as
Measure £.47.i and included as an element to be considered in the TMP.
Measure E.47.i would be implemented by the Agency as part of its first Major
Phase approval. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency
implement this measure as modified. (South)

Faciliti 3 Utiliti

‘M4 Transfer School Site. The FSEIR indicates that this measure applies to both

" Plan Areas. However, while this measure includes both North and South
residential development in its threshold calculation, the actuai implementation of
the measure applies solely to Mission Bay South, where the school site is
located. As a matter of clarification, the notation after the measure is modified to
refer only to the South. This measure would be implemented by the Agency as ,
part of its plan review, in consultation with the SFUSD. The Board of : o
Supervisors recommends that the Agency and SFUSD implement this measure ]
as modified. (South)

M6 Construct New Fire Station and Provide New Engine Company. Measures

M.6.a-M.6.b provide for construction of a new fire station and provision of a new o
engine company. This measure is required primarily to address significant
seismic (primarily access-related) and community facilities issues associated _ £
with development in Mission Bay South. Accordingly, these measures are Y
modified to reflect that they apply only to Mission Bay South, consistent with
Measure H.5. The Agency would implement measures M.6.a. — M.6.b in
consultation with the City and the Fire Department. The Board of Supervisors
recommends that the Agency and the Fire Department implement these
measures as modified. (South)

fhe Board of Supervisors hereby finds that there' is substantial evidence that the
Pecific economic, social or other considerations stated below make the following
Measures mfeaslble The Board of Supervisors recommends that these measure be
elected

Transportation
E.20 Seventh Street/Berry Street. Measures E.20.a-E.20.c probose traffic

improvements to the intersection of Seventh Street and Berry Street. As
discussed in Chapter VI of the FSEIR, these improvements are related to rail
crossing signalization and safety facilities, and would apply only to the project
described in the Project Description, which includes a second rail crossing.
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These measures are not required for the proposed Project, which eliminates ;
7th and Berry crossing. Accordingly, these measures are rejected as
inapplicable to the Project. (North)

Third Street/King Street. Measures E.37.a - E.37.b relate to proposed

intersection improvements for Third Street and King Street. Measure E.37 4
requires acquisition of additional right-of-way on the eastern portion of Thirg
Street from Berry Street to King Street, which would require reconfiguration angd
reduction in the proposed plaza area of the Giants Ballpark. The current pla
configuration is instrumental to operation of the ballpark, has been approveq by
a large number of regulatory agencies, and is the subject of an existing lease -
between the Giants and the City. Moreover, this area, which is outside of the
Plan Areas, has been designed as a key component of the pedestrian netwo
for the ballpark and the surrounding area. It is also an important civic
improvement and design feature, serving as the “front door” of the ballpark. Fo
these reasons, Measure E.37.a is rejected. Without implementation of this
measure, intersection impacts at Third and King Streets would deteriorate from
the current LOS C to LOS D with the Project and LOS E with cumulative 2015
conditions, and LOS F if Measure E.37.b is also rejected. This specific
intersection impact is encompassed within the broader statement of significant,
unavoidable intersection impacts contained in Article VI. (North)

Measure E.37.b would require acquisition of additional King Street right-of-way
from Fourth Street to Third Street. While such acquisition would improve the.
level of service of the operation of the intersection, negative pedestrian safety
impacts could result. The additional lane would increase the distance that i
pedestrians traveling in the north-south direction would walk to cross the street. ..
Although the pedestrian signal could be timed to allow pedestrians to only cros
a refuge area in the middle of the street, this refuge area may not be large
enough to accommodate heavy pedestrian volumes, such as those expected
before and after an event at the adjacent Pacific Bell Park. Accordingly, the
imposition. of this measure poses serious pedestrian safety risks at a location
where heavy pedestrian volumes are expected. These risks are, on balance

addition, to provide such an additional right-of-way, block N2 would need to be
reduced by approximately 11 feet along the entire length of the block. This blo
has already been reduced from the earlier development proposal to
accommodate additional traffic circulation features. Accordingly, it is the
narrowest development block in Mission Bay North at 158 feet deep. The
proposed land use program for block N2, including the provision of an affordab
housing site and street front retail, cannot be achieved with the additional right
of-way needed for the mitigation measure. Accordingly, implementation of this
measure would be inconsistent with the objectives related to the development
program for residential and retail uses, and employment related thereto, and
therefore is rejected. Without implementation of this measure, intersection
impacts at Third and King Streets would deteriorate from the current LOS C to
LOS D with the Pro;ect and LOS E with cumulative 2015 conditions, and LOS Fi
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Measure E.37.a is also rejected._ This specific intersection impact is
encompassed within the broader statement of significant, unavoidable
intersection impacts contained in Article VI. (North)

39 King Street. This measure contemplated improvements at King Street between
Fourth Street and Third Street. This measure does not address a significant
impact on its own; rather, E.39 would reduce significant impacts only if
implemented with measure E.37.b and accordingly is rejected for the same

reasons as E.37b. (North)

.40 Third Street. This measure involves improvements to Third Street between
Berry Street and King Street. This measure does not address a significant
impact on its own; rather, E.40 would reduce significant impacts only if
implemented with measure E.37.a and accordingly is rejected for the same

reasons as E.37a. (North)

C ity Ser | Utilit

M.2.g. Water Conservation. This measure is one component of a menu of items to be
considered regarding water conservation. This measure provides that only
limited turf areas should be included in open space plans. An important element
of the Plan Areas is the provision of substantial open space areas, including
primarily grass and turf-covered areas appropriate for a variety of active and
passive recreational uses. Limiting turf areas therefore would be inconsistent
with an open space program designed to ensure a variety of uses, including
sports activity features that require turf areas in the Project. In addition, other
effective measures are available under M.2.a-M.2.h to address water
conservation. Rejection of this measure therefore would not result in any new
significant impacts. Accordingly, this measure is rejected. (North/South)

e Board of Supervusors finds that the followmg measures, which are within the
Sponsnbmty and jurisdiction of non-City agencnes as indicated, can and should be

.f Seventh Street/16th Street. This measure would require approval by the

P‘enmsula Joint Powers Board (“JPB"), the California Public Utilities Commission
- (*CPUC") and CalTrain. The Board of Supervisors recommends that this
measure be approved by the JPB, CPUC and CalTrain. (South)
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E.15.a Q_ﬁe_ns_ﬂ:g_eju_ﬁm_s_tm_e_t This measure would require approval by Caltra
The Board of Supervisors recommends that Caltrans approve this measure,

(South)

E.16 Owens Street/Mariposa Street/l-280 Off-Ramp. Measure E.16.a would re
approval by the JPB, CalTrain and Caltrans. The Board of Supervisors :
recommends that the JPB, CalTrain and Caltrans approve this measure.
Measure E.16.b would require approval by Caltrans. The Board of Supervisor.
recommends that Caltrans approve this measure. (South)

E.17 l_-gg_o_o_n;BampLMgﬂp_o_s_a_SjLe_e_t Measures E.17.a-E.17.b require approva p

Caltrans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that Caltrans approve the
measures. (South)

E.18 Seventh Street/The Common. Measures E.18.a-E.18.b require approval by
JPB, CPUC and CalTrain. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the JP
'CPUC and CalTrain approve these measures. (South)

E.19 Fifth Street/King Street. Measures E.19.a-E.19.c require approval by Caltra
The Board of Supervisors recommends that Caltrans approve these measure:

(North)

E.22. aManp_qg,g_s;Le_e_t Th|s measure requires approval by the JPB CPUC and
CalTrain. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the JPB, CPUC and
CalTrain approve this measure. (South)

E.26.a C n Str i venth Str
This measure requires approval by the JPB, CPUC and CalTrain. The Boa
Supervisors recommends that the JPB, CPUC and CalTrain approve this
measure. (South)

E.28. aM!.M_Lm_ej_O_S_to_cktg_n_QrA_s_u_mp_anmq_ksg_n This measure requires -
- approval by the JPB, CPUC and CalTrain. The Board of Supervisors -
recommends that the JPB, CPUC and CalTrain approve this measure. (Sout

E.42 Seventh Street. This measure requires approval by the JPB and the CPU
The Board of Supervisors recommends that the JPB and CPUC approve this
measure. (NorthlSouth) '

E.43 ILc_[ggs_e_agy_B_ciggg_Tgug. This measure proposes an increase in Bay Br
tolls for single-occupant vehicle trips during commute hours. This measure

- within the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).

The Board of Supervisors recommends that the MTC implement this measure
(North/South)

E.44 AC Transit District. This measure would encourage the AC Transit District!
expand transbay bus service to accommodate cumulative demand and would
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further encourage the MTC to provide funding for such a service expansion and
support the District in its request for funding from other sources. The Board of
‘Supervisors recommends that AC Transit and the MTC implement this measure.

(North/South)

} logical Station. Measures F.4.a - F.4.g provide for a meteorology

~ station in the Plan Area. If the station is sited in the UCSF site, implementation
of these measures will be within the jurisdiction of The Regents. Regardiess of

" its location, the BAAQMD will also have a role in implementing this measure.

The Board of Supervisors recommends that The Regents, as necessary, and the

-BAAQMD implement these measures. (South)

Dry Cleaning Facilities. This measure prohibits dry cleaning facilities in
‘residential areas and provides design and construction requirements to reduce
impacts from toxic air contaminants. This measure will require consuitation with
‘the BAAQMD. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the BAAQMD
participate in implementation of this measure. (North/South)

.Child-Care Buffer Zones. This measure requires consultation of pre-school and
“child care centers with the BAAQMD regarding the locations of their operations.
The Board of Supervisors recommends that the BAAQMD participate in the
“implementation of this measure. (North/South)

Risk Management Plan(s). Measures J.1.a — J.1.0 require the development
and implementation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans (“RMP"). These

neasures would require implementation by the Regional Water Quality Control
oard ("RWQCB"). The Board of Supervisors recommends that the RWQCB

L . This measure would require the
Preparation and implementation of a sait marsh wetland habitat mitigation plan.
measure would be implemented by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the
VQCB and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development

mission (“BCDC"). The Board of Supervisors recommends that the U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers, the RWQCB and BCDC implement this measure.
NorthiSouth) | |
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L.2 \_Iy_ej]_an_d_liab_uaj_A_g:_d_ans_e This measure would require the avondance of sa
marsh wetland habitat along the China Basin Channel shoreline during
installation of suction inlets. This measure would require implementation by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the RWQCB, and BCDC. The Board of
Supervisors recommends that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the RwQgc
and BCDC implement this measure. (North/South)

Measure Proposed For Rejection

E.48 UCSF Parking. This measure would proVide that parking at the UCSF site b .
provided at the same ratios as for similar uses in the remainder of the Plan
‘Areas. This measure is rejected for the reasons set forth below in Section V. D
(South)

D. N ! | T

The Regents are the lead agency under CEQA with respect to UCSF's development.g
the major new site in the Plan Area. Once Catellus and the City transfer land to UCS
the UCSF site will be owned by The Regents and developed by The Regents for

educational purposes, and will therefore be exempt from local land use regulation.
Accordingly, implementation of the mitigation measures related to development of the
UCSF site are within the jurisdiction of The Regents. The FSEIR included analysis of
the impacts of the development of the new UCSF site in Mission Bay, previously
- analyzed in the UCSF LRDP FEIR and approved by The Regents, in order to provide
comprehensive analysis of the Project.

The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the UCSF LRDP and the mitigation measu
and findings adopted by The Regents on January 17, 1997 with respect to the UCSF
LRDP FEIR as it relates to the UCSF site at Mission Bay (the "LRDP Findings") and h
determined that development of the UCSF site will incorporate all of the applicable
mitigation measures proposed by the FSEIR, except for mitigation measure E.48, in °
one of three ways: (1) UCSF has already adopted equivalent mitigation measures as
part of its LRDP FEIR findings; (2) UCSF has adopted policies, procedures, practlces
and requirements which achieve substantially the same level of mitigation as required
the potentially applicable FSEIR mitigation measures as set forth below; or, (3) UCSF
has agreed to implement certain mitigation measures contained in the FSEIR not
explicitly addressed by the LRDP FEIR. A description of how the applicable mntlgatlo
measure will be implemented in substantially the same form, and achieve the same :
- result, as the mitigation measure proposed in the FSEIR follows.

D.1 Lighting and Glare. UCSF LRDP FEIR Measure 12L1-3 was adopted in the
LRDP Findings. It is substantially similar to FSEIR Measure D.1 and would
reduce any lighting and glare impacts addressed by that measure to a level of
insignificance. -
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p.3-D.6 Archeological Resources. Measure 12M4-2 was adopted in the LRDP

D.7

D.8

Findings. It is substantially similar to FSEIR Measures D.3-D.6 and would
reduce archeological impacts addressed by those measures to a level of

insignificance.

Wind Studies. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not contain any substantially
equivalent measures to FSEIR Measure D.7. Compliance with this measure
would be consistent with the UCSF LRDP goals and objectives for the UCSF site
as follows: "Physical development at the new site would follow established
parameters of local master plans and zoning codes for the site and surrounding
area to the maximum extent feasible, including guidelines related to building
scale, proportion and setbacks, to promote compatibility between UCSF and
neighboring uses." UCSF LRDP, pages 167-68. Compliance with these goals
and objectives will ensure that no new or increased significant environmental
impacts will oceur.

D.8.Shadows. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not contain any substantially
equivalent measures to FSEIR Measure D.8. Compliance with this measure
would be consistent with the UCSF LRDP goals and objectives for the UCSF site
as follows: "Physical development at the new site would follow established
parameters of local master plans and zoning codes for the site and surrounding
area to the maximum extent feasible, including guidelines related to building
scale, proportion and setbacks, to promote compatibility between UCSF and
neighboring uses." UCSF LRDP, pages 167-68. Compliance with these goals

_and objectives will ensure that no new or increased significant environmental

impacts will occur.

Trans ion Syste nt Plan. Measure 12C4-1 was adopted in
the LRDP Findings. It is substantially similar to FSEIR Measure E.47 and would

result in a similar contribution to reduction of significant impacts.

Parking Ratios. The LRDP identifies a greater number of parking spaces than
is applied to other similar uses in the Mission Bay area. UCSF plans to monitor
its needs and uses and provide the necessary amount of parking for its demand.

There is no other policy or commitment to implement this measure as set forth in
the FSEIR.

I§_M_M_Qg§g_@§. Me_asurés 12C4-1 and 12D4-2 were adopted in the LRDP
Findings. These measures would implement the portions of Measure F.1 which

- contemplate direct UCSF participation. They are substantially similar to FSEIR

Measure F.1 and would result in a similar contribution to reduction of significant

. impacts.

Construction PM;, Measures. Measure 12D1-1 was adopted in the LRDP
F.lnc.iings. It is substantially similar to FSEIR Measure F.2 and would result in a
similar contribution to the reduction in significant impacts.
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Ig_gjg_Ag_ng_mamm_am; The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not contain a
substantially similar mitigation measure to FSEIR Measure F.3. However, |
has an existing process implemented through its Department of Envuronmen
Health and Safety, which oversees new scurces of air centaminants and pe
compliance. Because UCSF has a stated policy, as discussed in the FSEIR
keeping the incremental cancer risk from stationary sources of toxic emissig
from its facilities at a particular site within the 10-in-1-million emissions stan
and a hazard index of less than 1, the existing UCSF policy and procedure i is-
substantially similar to FSEIR Measure F.3 and would result in a similar
contribution to the reduction in significant impacts.

Drycleaning Facilities. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not identify an equiva
measure to FSEIR Measure F.5. The UCSF LRDP does not contemplate

inclusion of drycleaning facilities with on-site operations, nor does it contempl
residential uses on the UCSF site. Therefore, the LRDP contemplates
compliance with this measure.

Child Care Buffer Zones. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not contain a
substantially similar mitigation measure to FSEIR Measure F.3. UCSF has
indicated that it would apply a number of siting criteria in locating a childcare
center at its Mission Bay site, which focus on the convenience, safety and
security of childcare staff, parents and children. In addition, the location woul
be assessed for potential health risk effects from toxic air contaminant
emissions. The UCSF LRDP FEIR adopted, as its standard of significance
BAAQMD significance criteria of incremental cancer risk of 10-in-1 million for
sum total of operational stationary sources at the UCSF site. UCSF intends to
keep within the 10-in-1 million emission standard. A screening level healith risk.
assessment would be prepared at the time UCSF requires additional project -
specific environmental review. The assessment would identify, in particular, the
location of any childcare center at the Mission Bay site and assess the potentia
effects on receptors. UCSF has stated it will work with the BAAQMD as

Therefore, UCSF has existing policies and procedures substantially similarto -
those described in FSEIR Measure F.6, which would result in S|m|lar contnbutuo
to the reduction in significant impacts.

. Measure 12E1-1 was adopted in the LRDI
Findings. It is substantially similar to FSEIR Measure G.1 and would reduce
noise impacts addressed by that measure to a level of insignificance. ’

Heavy Equipment Storagé. The UCSF LRDP FEIR did not identify an

equivalent measure to FSEIR Measure H.1. However, Measure H.1 is intended
to apply on a Plan Area-wide basis, rather than to any specific use. The City C
implement this measure easily, using non-UCSF property, and still meet the
requirements of the measure. Accordingly, further implementation of this
measure by UCSF is not necessary to avoid significant impacts on seismicity.
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H.2, H.3 Eme : : : se. The UCSF LRDP
FEIR did not contaln substantlal equwalent measures to FSEIR Measures H.2
and H.3. However, UCSF has a substantially similar policy and procedure.
UCSF has indicated it would include the Mission Bay site in the UCSF
Emergency Operations Plan, effective July 1991. The Emergency Plan outlines
management systems, management organization and planned response to
‘emergency situations. In addition, it includes areas of responsibility such as
medical care, communications and hazardous materials, containment and law
enforcement. The Operations Plan provides for coordination and integrated
response to major emergency and disasters and is coordinated with a number of
local and regional emergency response units, including the Mayor's Office of
Emergency Services. UCSF will work with other property owners in the area to
ensure coordination and consistency of the Emergency Operations Plan with any -
other emergency plans for the area. This University policy is substantially similar
to FSEIR Measures H.2 and H.3, and would similarly reduce any emergency

preparedness and response impacts addressed by these measures to a level of
insignificance.

Corrosjvity. UCSF is subject to the comprehensive University Policy on Seismic
‘Safety, which was designed to insure that appropriate engineering and design
for structures that would be founded on soils that are likely to collapse or
subside, or that exhibit expansive characteristics that could damage foundations
or structures would be implemented. This policy is substantially similar to FSEIR
Measure H.7 and would similarly reduce any potential seismicity impacts
addressed by that measure to a level of insignificance.

Biohazardous Materials. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not contain a
substantially equivalent measure to FSEIR Measure 1.1. However, UCSF
accepts federal funding which requires adherence to the procedures contained in
those measures, and, as a matter of institutional policy, adheres to applicable
guidelines related to the use of biohazardous materials. Therefore, UCSF's
policy is substantially equivalent to FSEIR Measure I.1 and would similarly
reduce any impacts addressed in that measure to a level of insignificance.

Biohazardous Materials. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not contain a
substantially equivalent measure to FSEIR Measures 1.2-1.3. However, UCSF
has indicated that it will comply with FSEIR Measures 1.2-1.3. Therefore, there
are no significant environmental impacts associated with these measures.

gem 2 , ation. Measure 12F4-
1 was adopted in the LRDP Flndmgs ln addltlon The Regents and Catellus
Development Corporation have entered into an agreement which provides for the
rémediation of the UCSF site through the implementation of Risk Management
Plan(s) as called for in FSEIR Measures J.1 and J.2. . Accordingly, Measure
12F4-1 and the UCSF/Catellus RMP agreement are substantlally equivalent to
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Measures J.1 and J.2 and would reduce any impacts associated with Meas;
J.1 and J.2 to a level of insignificance.

K.1 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program. Measure 12H1-1 was adopt
the LRDP Findings. it is substantially equivalent to FSEIR Measure K.1 ap,
would similarly reduce any impact associated with that measure to a leve| o
insignificance.

K.2 Sanitary Sewage Quality. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not identify an

equivalent measure to FSEIR Measure K.2. However, UCSF currently
participates in the City’s Water Pollution Prevention Program and the City act,
a state agency in its implementation of the Water Pollution Prevention Progry
accordingly, the program contemplated under FSEIR Measure K.2 would appl
to UCSF.

K.5 Stormwater Program. Measure 12H1-1 was adopted in the LRDP Fmdmgs
is substantially similar to Measure K.5 and would similarly reduce any impacts
associated with that measure to a level of insignificance.

K.6  Structure, Placement and Design to Minimize Dangers of Flooding.
Measure 12H4-4 was adopted in the LRDP Findings. This measure is
substantially similar to FSEIR Measure K.6 and would similarly reduce any
impacts associated with that measure to a level of insignificance.

M.2 Water Conservation. Measure M.2 includes water conservation in buildings
and landscaping. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not contain a substantially simil
measure. However, UCSF has indicated it would include the Mission Bay site
its policy on energy conservation. As described in the UCSF LRDP FEIR, U
must conform to the California Code of Regulations, Titles 20 and 24 to esta
conservation standards in new buildings. In addition, UCSF has adopteda
resource conservation policy (as revised 2-1-97) to improve the efficiency of all
resource consumption and imprave the environment in all existing facilities. T
policy is' substantially similar to Measure M.2 and would similarly reduce any
impacts associated with that measure to a level of insignificance.

With respect to the foregoing, the Board of Supervisors finds that the mitigation _
measures have already been adopted by The Regents, will be applied to developme

of the UCSF site in Mission Bay, and will mitigate the impacts identified in the FSEIR.
Accordingly, the Board of Supervisors finds that The Regents, having jurisdiction over:
development and operation of the UCSF site, have adopted substantially equivalent
measures. There are no new or substantially more severe impacts resulting from
partial rejection of these mitigation measures because The Regents are otherwise
imposing them on the UCSF site in Mission Bay in substantially equivalent form.

To the extent that the language of the mitigation measures applying to development of
the UCSF site appears in slightly modified form either in the LRDP EIR mitigation
measures or in UCSF policies and procedures, the Board of Supervisors partially
rejects the mitigation measures as set forth in the FSEIR as infeasible for the three
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reasons set forth above, because UCSF needs to retain control of, and flexibility in,
development of the new UCSF site over an extended period of time, and because the
City has minimal ability to enforce the mitigation measures as proposed in the FSEIR.

- Moreover, development of the UCSF site is a major objective of the City and essential

to the successful development of the Mission Bay Plan Areas.

With respect to mitigation measure E.48, which The Regents have not already adopted,
the Board of Supervisors rejects its adoption for the following reasons. First, UCSF has
made its own computation of parking needs for the UCSF site based on its own
experience and its absence of control over the extension of transit facilities in the area.
Second, the LRDP FEIR reflects UCSF's plans to limit parking supply to the amount
actually needed based on the timing and effectiveness of the City's proposed transit
services and UCSF's Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. Third,
UCSF is not willing to reduce planned parking below expected needs until it is
demonstrated not to be required due to success of alternative modes. Finally, given the
importance of UCSF to the Project, as discussed above in the objectives of the Project
and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations below, the Board of Supervisors
does not wish to undermine the potential viability of UCSF’s plans by seeking the
adoption of this mitigation measure. '

The Board of Supervisors finds that rejection of mitigation measure E.48 will not result
in any new significant impacts not identified in the FSEIR. Measure E.48 is identified as
‘apart of a Transportation System Management program, which includes measures
E.46-E.50. The FSEIR concluded that even with imposition of all of these measures,
unavoidable significant environmental impacts with respect to transportation and air
quality could stili occur. Although provision of parking in ratios greater than applicable
to other portions of Mission Bay could encourage more people to drive, and thus
contribute to that unavoidable significant impact, the impact is identified and addressed
inthe FSEIR and these findings.

PTION OF A MIT NITORING REPO R M

The Board of Supervisors hereby adopts a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

Program as required by Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code. This Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program is attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and incorporated
herein by reference. The purpose of this program is to determine the stage at which
®ach of the adopted mitigation measures must be imposed in order to ensure that the
Measure is carried out by the responsible official or entity, or, if the obligation lies with a
Private entity, that the City or the Agency enforces the obligation.

AT N N

The_‘ public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters received during the public review

Period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the FSEIR are
OcCated at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco. The Planning
ePartment. Dorothy Jaymes, is the custodian of record.
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VI. SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The Project includes many aspects and features that reduce or eliminate environmer;
impacts which cculd otherwise be significant. The mitigation measures will further
reduce significant environmental impacts. Some significant and unavoidable impacts
remain and are listed below:

. project and cumulative traffic intersection impécts, primarily affecting

intersections at or near 1-280 and |-80 and the South of Market Area
. cumulative bridge on-ramp impacts (lengthening of peak congestion)
. ' prolect and cumulative regional air quality impacts from increased vehicular .

emissions, e.g. exceedence of BAAQMD's significance threshold for reactive
organic gases and oxides of nitrogen, which are ozone precursors, and for
particulate matter

) potentially significant project impacts from toxic air contaminants from mobile
sources, from individual stationary sources (because adequate buffers betw
potential stationary sources and sensitive receptors cannot be shown), fromt
combined risk due to emissions from multiple facilities, and from cumulative risk:
(from the Project and other sources) ‘

. cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal impacts

. cumulative water quality impacts (although the project's contribution to
cumulative water quality analysis could be reduced to less-than-significant levels
if mitigation measures are imposed)

The significant, unavoidable impacts listed in the FSEIR and recited above assume
implementation by the City agencies and other agencies of the mitigation measures
recommended for adoption herein to reduce potentially significant impacts. The Board
of Supervisors has made a determination that these measures can and should be
implemented by City agencies and other agencies. In so determining, the Board of
Supervisors has found that the measures to be implemented by the City are feasible
and implementable through the Project Approvals, supported by the analysis of the
Fiscal and Economic report dated August 24, 1998 prepared by the Sedway Group.
Moreover, the Board of Supervisors has determined that measures within the

jurisdiction of non-City agencies are generally implementable through the normal
course of review and enforcement activities by such agencies and through the exercis:
of their statutory authority. Measures within the jurisdiction of UCSF are specifically
addressed, and Board of Supervisors has determined that UCSF has generally adopte
equivalent mitigation measures as part of its UCSF LRDP approval equivalent to thosé
described in the FSEIR, or has adopted policies, procedures, practices and/or
requirements which achieve substantially the same level of mitigation as required in an
potentially applicable mitigation measures recommended for adoption herein.

| However, to the extent that the mitigation measures within the jurisdiction of
other City agencies and non-City agencies, including UCSF, are not adopted, one of
more of the following additional significant impacts could occur, depending on the .
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ature of the mitigation measure(s) that is/are not implemented: additional and

creased impacts on the transportation and circulation systems; air quality;
ontaminated soils and groundwater; seismic hazards; the historical resource; and,
ggetation and wildlife. There are no specific, feasible mitigation measures available to
e Project, other than those identified in the FSEIR, to reduce these impacts to a level

or the reasons above, the Board of Supervisors finds that the Project incorporates all
asible mitigation measures and has eliminated or substantially lessened all significant
ffects on the environment where feasible. The remaining effects listed above are
sund by the Board of Supervisors to be acceptable due to the overriding

onsiderations set forth below. ' :

Il. STATE ( \'A | 0] AT

otwithstanding the significant effects noted above, pursuant to CEQA Section
1081(b), the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative
Sode, the Board of Supervisors finds, after considering the FSEIR and the evidence in
he record, that specific overriding economic, legal, social and other considerations, as
ét forth below, outweigh the unavoidable significant effects on the environment of the
ject and that the unavoidable impacts are therefore acceptable. In addition, the.
ard of Supervisors finds that those Project Alternatives, Variants and Mitigation
leasures, either partially or totally rejected, are also rejected for the following
sconomic, social or other considerations, in and of themselves, in addition to the
_.peclﬁc reasons discussed in Articles IV and V, above

1. The Project would eliminate blighting influences and correct

~environmental deficiencies in the Plan Area through a comprehensive
plan for redevelopment, including the implementation of Risk
Management Plans to address environmental deficiencies.

2. The Project includes a series of detailed design standards and guidelines
which will ensure a quality urban design scheme.

3. The Project includes the important ability to retain and promote, within the
City and County of San Francisco, academic and research activities
associated with UCSF through the provision of a major new site for UCSF.

4. The retention of UCSF through the Project will provide great incentive for
emerging commercial-industrial sectors, including employment
opportunities for highly trained workers associated therewith, to emerge or
expand due to their proximity to the UCSF new site.

5. The Project enables the achievement of an implementable mixed-use
development plan incorporating many features which would not be
achieved if the area were to be developed in a piecemeal fashion under
existing land ownership patterns and regulations.
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10.

facilitating economically feasible, affordable housing through instaj):

- residents. The estimated total of 23,600 will comprise about 5% of all jc
_held by City residents. Project-related construction employmentis
* projectéed to total 700 annual full-time equivalent jobs over the build-out

~ and women-owned consulting and contracting businesses, hiring of

Attachy
CEQA F|

The Project would strengthen the community’s supply of housmg by

needed site improvements and expansion or improvement of the ho
supply by the construction of approximately 6,090 housing units, ine
approximately 1,700 affordable housing units which will assist in
addressing the critical housing shortage identified on the City's Gener:
Plan Residence Element.

The Project would strengthen the economic base of the Plan Area ap
community by strengthening retail and other commercial functions i i
Plan Area through the addition of approximately 863,600 leasable $qQu
feet of retail space, a 500-room hotel and associated uses and aboyt.
5,953,000 leasable square feet of mixed office, research and
development and light manufacturing uses.

The Project is anticipated to result in significant positive ﬁscal impacts to
the City. These impacts include a cumulative surplus to the City's ‘
General Fund of about $405 million in 1998 dollars. Another

approximately $117 million in net revenues will accrue to other City fund
with dedicated uses, such as senior programs, hotel tax funds (includ
grants for the arts, fine art museums, visitors and convention servic
housing), the Department of Public Works and MUNI. The San Franc
Unified School District is projected to receive a net cumulative surplus
about $5 million.

The development proposed by the Project will also have significant.
positive economic impacts on the City. At full build-out, employment at.
Mission Bay is expected to be about 31,100. Direct and indirect job

generation is estimated to be about 42,000. About fifty-six percent of th
direct and indirect jobs are expected to be held by San Francisco

period, representing a five percent increase in the City’s construction job-::
industry base. The employees working at Mission Bay are expected to
generate total household wealth of about $1.5 billion annually. Total
direct and indirect wages are expected to be $2.15 billion, of which
$1.2 billion is expected to be earned by San Franciscans.

The Project provides a comprehensive system for diversity and economic
development including good faith efforts to meet goals for hiring minori

minority and women laborers, compliance with prevailing wage policies

participation in the City's “First Source Hiring Program” for economically- -
disadvantaged individuals, and contribution of $3 million to the City to hel
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Attachment A
CEQA Findings

fund the waork force development program. The Project also includes the
payment of fees for childcare and school facilities.

The Project includes the opportunity for substantial new publicly
accessible open spaces totaling approximately 49 acres, including a large
Bayfront park-and open space on both edges of the Channel. '

The Project includes an Amended and Restated Port Land Transfer
Agreement which provides an opportunity for more efficient Port container
cargo operations by adding substantial acreage to the Port's container
facility at Pier 80 in exchange for under-utilized Port property within the
Plan Area. Under the Amended and Restated City Land Transfer
Agreement, the City will be provided with a usable assemblage of land in
exchange for currently relatively unusable City property.

‘The Project includes significant new infrastructure, including a

comprehensive vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian circulation system, which
could not be achieved through piecemeal development. The public
infrastructure will include over 33,000 lineal feet of public streets, 157,000
lineal feet of pipes, 20 traffic signals, 49 acres of open space and
demolition of the abandoned 1-280 freeway stub, plus additional
substantial infrastructure as described in the Mission Bay North and
Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plans.

This new infrastructure included in the Project will be financed through a
self-taxing financing device to be imposed upon Catellus. If the Project
generates new propeérty tax revenue, then sixty percent of that new
revenue will be dedicated to retiring Catellus' taxes which initially will
finance the infrastructure to be donated to the City. This system will aliow
for substantial infrastructure to be constructed without contributions from
the General Fund or new taxes on other areas of the City.

In addition to benefits of tax increment for infrastructure, any additional tax

increment generated by the Project will be dedicated to the City’s creation
of affordable housing in Mission Bay.
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