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AUACHMENTA 

MISSION BAY CECA FINPINGS 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Attachment A 
CEQA Findings 

l1~t.. !NTROPUCTION 

1.-.··~-·-.he following findings are hereby adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
1;:county of San Francisco ("Board of Supervisors") with respect to the Mission Bay Final 
~~;'Subsequent Environmental Impact Report ("FSEIR"), pursuant to the requirements of 
~;·the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Sect~ons 21000 et 
-~:~. ("CEQA"), the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 15 California Code of 
:~!;:Regulations Sections 15000 .et~ .. (the "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the 
f San Francisco Administrative Code. 

;[.The Project is described in Article II, below. The actions to be taken by the Board of 
;~_Supervisors in connection with the Project ("Actions") are described in Article Ill,· below. 
if 

'.~Article IV of this document sets forth the basis for approval of the Project, and the 
Feconomic, 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. 
~:· 

i~· .. 
;i·: Article V sets forth findings as to the disposition of each of the mitigation measures 
~'.--.proposed in the FS.EIR. The-se findings fall into three categories: (1) measures .-
[: recommended for adoption by the Board of Supervisors exactly as proposed in the 
~r FSEIR and which can be implemented by City Agencies; (2) measures proposed in the 
fFSEIR 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 
~'- inodified language is indicated in the text. Exhibit 1, attached to these findings, 
~; contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The full text of the 
t- mitigation measures as proposed in the FSEIR is set forth in Exhibit 2, attached hereto. 
['. 

~; Article VI identifies the unavoidable, significant adverse environmental impacts of the 
t Project which have not been mitigated to a level of insignificance by the adoption of 
1 mitigation measures as provided in Article V, above. 

:. Article VII contains a Statement of Overriding Considerations, setting forth specific 
· reasons in support of the Board of Supervisors' Actions and its rejection of elements of 
-._the Mitigation Measures, Alternatives and Variants not incorporated in the Project. 
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11. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Project Approvals 

Attachment~· 
CEQA Finding~. 

The Project requires a series of approvals that define the terms under which the Projectf' 
will occur. It includes the following major permits and approvals and related and 'X 

1 collateral actions: { 1) Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans ') 
and related lnteragency 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 ofthe Missiory Bay Plan as Planning Commission Guidelines applicable ttf;. 
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 P.lanning 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 "Projecf'. 

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

B, Detailed· Project Oescrjptjon/Relationshjp 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 
Vari~nt), Variant 3A (Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant), and Variant 5 (Castle ·.· · 
Metals Block Commercial lndustriaJ/Retail Variant) as discussed below. The Project, 
including these Variants, is subsmntially 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 ESEIR analysis, in Tables Vll.G.1 · 
and Vll.G.2 therein. It is also summarized briefly below, generally in leasable square 
feet, for informational purposes. 
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The development program for the Project is summarized as follows: 

J:Qtal Program 

Residential (dwelling units): 

Commercial Industrial (leasable square feet): 

Retail (leasable square feet) 

• City-serving 

• Entertainment-oriented 

• Local-serving 

Total Retail 

Hotel (rooms) 

Public open space (acres) 

Public facilities (acres) 

UCSF (gross square feet) 

Mjssjon Bay North Program 

Residential (dwelling units) 

Retail (leasable square feet) 

• City-serving 

• Entertainment-oriented 

• 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) 

• City-serving· 

• Entertainment-oriented 

• Local-serving 

Total Retail 

Hotel (rooms) 

Public open space (acres) 

3 

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 

1.5 

3,090 

5,953,600 

119,300 

50,000 

189.300 

358,600 

500 

43 
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3.7 

. 2,650,000 

The 863,600 leasable square feet of retail space provides 15,000 leasable square fe~t·;: 
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 the· 

· Planning Department, and contained in Planning Department File No. 96.771E, this · 
minor additional development i~ 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. 

Ill. ACTIONS 

The Actions of the Board of Supervisors in connection with the Proje~t include the 
· following approvals: (1) Affirmance of the Planning Commission's certification of the · 

FSEIR; (2) Adoption of CEQA findings, including mitigation measures and a mitigation L 
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 of: 
the Planning Code of the City and County of San Francisco; (6) Approval of Mission 
Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans and related lnteragency 
Cooperation Agreements; (7)-Arnendment 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,. 
ofAmended 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. 

IV. ALTERNATIVE$ 

A. Reasons for Selecting the Project 

As discussed in Article 11.B above, the Project is based on the Project Description ...•.. 
analyzed in the FSEIR, plus Variants 1, 2, 3A and 5, incorporated in their entirety. The;. 
-FSEIR analyzed three Alternatives to the Project, including the "No Project/Expected .· · 
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 according ·; 
to ABAG's Projections '96. Alternative 2 is the "Redevelopment North of · · 
Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative." This alternative is a hybrid . , 
consisting of the project proposed in the Project Description for Mission Bay North, and 
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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 Vlll.D 
: provides detail about other Alternatives which were considered and rejected as 
i infeasible and therefore were no~ analyzed in the FSEIR. · 

' The·FSEIR also analyzes five Variants: (1) Terry A. Fram;ois Boulevard 
~· Variant/Extended Bayshore Open Space Proposal, (2) Esprit Commercial 
f, Industrial/Retail Variant, (3) No Berry Street At-Grade Rail Crossing Variant (including 
IL Variant 3A Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant), (4) Mission Bay North Retail 
~· Variant, and (5) Castle Metals Block Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant. 
f 
t 

~, In approving the Project, the Board of Supervisors has carefully considered the 
f: 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: 

1. 

2. 

Eliminating blighting influences and correcting environmental deficiencies 
in the Plan Area. including. but not limited to. abnormally high vacancies. 
abandoned buildings. incompatible land uses. deprecjated or stagnant 
property values. and jnadeguate or deteriorated public improvements. 
facilities and utilities. 

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. 

Retaining and promoting. within the City and Coynty of San Francisco. 
academic and research activities associated with UCSF. which seeks to 
provide space for exjstjng and new programs and consolidate academic 
and support units for many dispersed sjtes at a single major new site 
·which can accommodate the 2.650.000 square foot program analyzed in 
the UCSF Long Range Development Plan ("LRDP"). 

The Project includes an approximately 43-acre site which will 
accommodate the development program described in the UCSF LRDP. 
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On this basis, The Regents has selected Mission Bay as the location·~: 
the UCSF major new site among competing sites. · <.> 

3. ·n 
with improved pedestrian and vehicular circulatjon jn the Plan Areu.: 

The Project includes land transfer agreements which would facilitate!tfr 
assemblage of land into suitable developable parcels. The Project al~d, . 
includes detailed pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular circulation plans /. 
designed to accommodate and facilitate development proposed in theiFo 
Plan Areas. 

4. Re-planning. redesigning and developing undeveloped and 
underdeveloped areas which are improperly utilized. 

5. 

6. 

The Plan Areas now consist of largely vacant and underutilized propeftY.tr 
The Project involves the comprehensive replanning and redesigning off 
entire Plan Areas to address this underutilization. It also includes Desigr( 
for Development documents containing detailed design standards and . ~\. 
guidelines to ensure that quality urban design is provided throughout the'':t· 
development. .-- . ·· 

Provjdjng flexibility jn development of the Plan Areas to respond readily .·'))' 
aod appropriately to market conditions. · ,. 

The Redevelopment Plans include broad land use designations to allow~-·.··-~·· 
range of appropriate uses within various designations. The Design for · 
Development documents also include sufficient flexibility in their 
guidelines to respond to a variety of use types. The proposed Mission 

· Bay North and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreements 
(OPAs) are designed to facilitate property transfers in response to market 
·conditions while retaining an appropriate level of discretion and control in 
the Agency. 

Providing opportunities for partjcjpatjon by owners jn the redevelopment oj.'·_: 
their propertjes. ·· 

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. 

7. Strengthening the community's supply of housing by facilitating 
economjcally feasible, affordable housjng through installation of needed 
site improvements and expansion and improvement of the housing suppff 
by construction of approximately 6.090 yery low-. low- and moderate-

6 
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income and marl<et-rate uoits. jncludjng agproxjmately 1.700 units of very 
low-. low- and moderate-inccome housing. 

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 tow-, 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 wilt be affordable housing units, a 
substantially higher number·than required by state law for redevelopment 
areas. 

Strengthening the economic base of the Plan Areas and the community 
by strengthening retail and other commercial functions jn the Plan Areas 
through the addition of approximately 835.000 leasable sguare feet of 
retail space. a 500-room hotel and associated uses and about 5,953,600 
leasable square feet of mixed office. research and development and light 
manufacturing uses. 

' 
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 development and light 
manufacturing uses. 

Facilitating emerging commercial and industrial sectors including those 
expected to emerge or expand due to the proximity to the new UCSF site. 
such as research and development. bjo-technjcal reseaa;:h, 
telecommunicatjons, business service. mu!ti-medja services, and related 
light industrial. through improvement of transportatjon access to 
commercial and jndustrjal areas. improvement of safety within the Plan 
Areas. and the installation of needed site improvements to stimulate new 
commercial and industrial expansion. emplo.yment. and economic growth. 

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, including 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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10. Facilitating public transit opportunities to and within the Plan Areas to.t.b!l'· 
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 of 
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 Qf 
publicly accessible open spaces. 

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. Achjevjng the objectives described above in the most expeditious manner 
feasible. 

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. 

8. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejectjon 

The Alternatives and Variants set forth in the FS~IR 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.Band in Article VII below make 
infeasible such Alternatives and Variants. 

1. Alternative 1: No Proj'=ct/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, despit~ entitlements 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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~,,,project o~je~tives ~ithin the fo~esee~ble future and does not facilitate emerging 
t 00mmerc1al-mdustnal sectors, including those expected to emerge or expand due to 
"'proximity to the UCSF site, and the substantial employment opportunities, including 
·those for highly trained workers, associated therewith. The lack of new construction 
under the current zoning scheme and Development Agreement further suggests that 
'aew development, if it were to occur at all, would not be achieved expeditiously. 

2. Alternative 2: Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South pf 

;;·his Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the project obje~tives. A 
; evelopment area would be in place in the North Plan Area, providing some 

portunity for alleviation of existing blighting conditions. However, this Alternative, like 
lternative 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 
lternative 1 above. 

3. Alternative 3: Residential/Open Space Developmem 

ternative 3 consists primarily of a substantial residential and open space component. 
is Alternative was identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative in the 
,EIR. Alternative 3 would meet or exceed the objectives related to provision of 

').is.ing, including affordable housing, as well as open space. However, this Alternative 
'• uld not address the important objectives of retaining and promoting ~CSF and other . 
lllmercial-industrial sectors which would be expected to emerge_ or expand due to 
Jr 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 
··· 4ld not include the retail and the other commercial-industrial components described 
Jbe project objectives, nor the substantial employment opportunities related. thereto, 
, ,l~ding those for highly trained workers. 

\Yariant 3: No Berry Street At-Grade-Rail-Crossjng-Varjant 

·.1~ Variant has been superseded by a slightly modified new Variant, Variant 3A, which 
tc:>posed as part of the Project. Variant 3 is rejected because the modifications 
,9ciated with Variant 3A, which provides for an extension of Berry Street south to 
mmon Street, will better facilitate transportation circulation while still improving safety 
~1n 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 
~rgency access. ·· - --· 

V,ariant is substantially the same as under the Project, except that it contemplates 
~ging the mix of uses on the two blocks bounded by Townsend, Third, Berry and 
,l"th ~treets. This Variant was included to provide flexibility in considering the 

/
0 Pnate mix of uses on these blocks and to assess whether an alternative scheme 
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on these blocks might eliminate any sig[lificant traffic impacts that would result from th· 
Project. The analysis concluded that this Variant would not substantially reduce nor ·. ·.· 
eliminate any significant impacts of the Project. 

V. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The findings in this section concern mitigation measures set forth in the FSEIR. These 
findings fall into three categories: (1) a discussion of mitigation measures proposed in'' 
the FSEIR and recommended for adoption by the Board of Supervisors, which can be\/ 
implemented by City agencies including, but not limited to, the San Francisco .... 
Redevelopment Agency ("Agency"), the Port of San Francisco ("Port"), the Department('. 
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 Public <' 
Utilities Commission ("SFPUC"), the Public Transportation Commission ("PTC") and the· 
San Francisco Unified School District; (2) a discussion of mitigation measures proposed~ 
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. · 

All of the mitigation measures discussed in the FSEIR a~e coded and attached hereto . 
as Exhibit 2. In the text of these findings, mitigation measures adopted by the Board of 

· Supervisors are referenced by the number and topic in Exhibit 2. Mitigation measures · ·• 
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 measure is 
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, will be{'.· 
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 rerevant 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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proposed 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 MEASURES RECOMMENDED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FOR ADOPTION AS PROPOSED AND IMPLEMENTATION BY CITY AGENCIES 

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 DBI 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 Architectural Resources - Evaluation of Fire Station No. 30. (South) 

0.2.a. Retain Building. The Agency would 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 consult 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 f:>lanning 
Department implement this measure. 

D.3 Archeologjcal 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 

11 N:UNCUSE\ICSTACY\MIAIONIBOSA.COC - !~T-M 

;, 

!; 
1: 

i! 
'i 
i/ 
ii 
~ f 
!I 
!J 
ii 
iJ 

11 
ii 

ii I. 

!/ \, 
,, 
ii 
11 

1: 

ll 
1: 
I' 

ii 

I' 



99 ! 

Attachment ; 
CEQA Finding 

recommends that the Agency and the Planning Department impte111ent this 
measure. (North/South) 

D.4 Archeologjcal Exploration -Program. The Agency would implement measures, 
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. · (North/South) 

. . 

0.5 Archeologjcal Monitoring at 19th Century Cjty Dump. The Agency would 
implement this measure 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 this measure. (North/South) 

. . 

0.6 Unknown Archeologjcal Remains. The Agency would implement this measure 
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 this measure. (North/South) 

D.7 Pedestrian· Level Winds. The Agency would implement this measure as part>i 
of its plan review. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency 
implement this measure.(North/South) 

2. Transportation 

E.1 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 
implementation of these measures as part of its review of subdivision and parcel::: 
maps. The DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors · .. , 
recommends that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. 
(North/South) 

E.2 Thi_rd Street/Berry Street. 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) 

E.3 Third Street/Owens Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of 
measure E.3 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) 

E.4 Third Street/The Common. The Agency would ensure implementation of 
measure E.4 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 
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also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency, 
OPTand 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 ofits 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 implen:ient these measures. (South) 

Third Street/Mariposa Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of 
measures E.7.a-E.7.c as part ofits 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) 

Fourth 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 OPWwould 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 ~o construct is otherwise triggered. The Board of Supervisors 
recommends that the Agency, PTC, DPW and DPT implement these measures. 
(North) 

fourth 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) 

Eourtb 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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implementation of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel J 
maps. DPT will also review the ~lans. The B?ard of Supervisors recommends } 
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement this measure. (South) ·· · · 

E.12 Fourth Street/Sixteenth Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of. h. 

mea~ure E.12 as part of it~ plan .review, an~ ~~W would ensure implementation) 
of this measure as part of its review of subd1v1s1on and parcel maps. DPT will ·. 
also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the Agency 
DPT and DPW implement this measure. (South) · ' 

E.13 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 parcel 
maps. DPT will also review the plans. The Board of Supervisors recommends .· <, 
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. (South) 

E.14 Seventh Street/Sixteenth Street. The Agency would ensure implementation af· 
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, DPWand 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) 

E.15 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, tNs measure is also listed under Article V.C below. (South) 

E.16 Owens Street/Mariposa Street/1-280 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) 

E.17 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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e.18 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 reviev1 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) 

E.19 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) 

E.21 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 PIC 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) 

E.22 Mariposa Street The Agency would ensure implementation of measure E.22 
as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure imptementation of this 
measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel maps. DPTwill 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 measure is also listed under Article 
V.C below. (South) 

E.23. Fourth 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) 

E.24 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) 

t:..25 Owens Street. The Agency would ensure implementation of measures E.25.a
E.25.d as part of its plan review and DPW would ensure implementation of 
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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 and 
implementation by the PTC. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the 
Agency, PTC, DPW, and DPT implement these measures. (South) 

E.26 North Common and South Common Streets Connection. The Agency would . 
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 
recomme~ds that the Agency, PTC, DPW, and DPT implement these measures. 
Measure E.26.a would also require implementation by non-City agencies. 
Accordingly, this measure is also listed under Article V.C below. (South) 

E.27 MUNI Line 22-Eillmore. 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) 

E.28 MUNI L-Line. 30 Stockton or 45-UnjonlStockton. 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 would 
also require implementation by non-City·agencies. Accordingly, this measure-is 
also listed under Article V.C. below. (South) 

E.29 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) 

E.30 Seventh Street/Townsend Street. The Agency would ensure implementation 
of measures E.30.a - E.30.b as part of its plan review, and DPWwould 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) 

E.31 Seventh StreeVBerr:y 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. 
that the Agency, DPT and DPW implement these measures. (North) 

16 N:UNQUS!'ICSTAC:VIMISSICN'BOSA.D04: - l~T-M 



Attachment A 
CEQA Findings 

Seventh Street/North and South Common Street. 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) 

Sixteenth Street/Potrero 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. (South) 

Sixteenth StreeWermont 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. (South) · 

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

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) 

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) 

Fourth 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 implementation of this measure as 
part of its plan review and DPW would ensure implementation of this measure 
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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, DPWand DPT implement this measure. This measure would also · · 
require implementation by non-City agencies. Accordingly, this measure is liste) 
under Article V.C below. (North/South) ···,, 

E.45 Extend N-Judah MUNI Metro Line. The Agency would ensure implementatioil' 
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 withih; 
the jurisdiction of PTC. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the AgenG:yjl 
PTC and DPW implement this measure. (North/South) <·: 

E.46a Transportation Management Organizations. Measures E.46.a would be 
implemented by the Agency as part of its first Major Phase approval. Ongoing:,]< 
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, DPWand DPT implement this measure. 
Measure E.46.b is proposed for modification as set forth below. (North/South) . 

E.47 Transportation System Management (ISM) Plan. Measures E.47.a-E.47;h .· 
would be implemented by the Agency as part of its first Major Phase approval; 

· 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) 

.. ·. ··;·~ 

E.49 Ferry Service. The Agency would ensure implementation of this measure as,o_·:j 
part of the first Major Phase approval and the Port would ensure implementation:. 
of this measure on an ongoing basis. The Board of Supervisors recommends·· •. •-•· 
that the Agency and Port implement this measure. (North/South) 

3. Air Quality 

F.1 TSM Measures. Transportation Measures E.46-E.50 would be implemented by;;, 
the Agency as part of its first Major Phase approval and would also address aif ,,, 
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 implement these,'. 
measures~ (North/South) ' 

F.2 Construction PM10• DPW and/or DBI would implement measures F.2.a-F.2.n 
through the necessary permitting process. The Board of Supervisors 
recommends that DPW and DBI implement these measures. (North/South) 

F.3 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 Supeivisors recommends that DPW, DBI and DPH implement this measure. 
(North/South) 

Meteorological Station. Measures F.4.a-F.4.g provide for a meteorological 
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-Cify 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 DBI 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 Article V.C 
below. (North/South) 

4. Noise and Vibration 

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 CalTrain. DPW and/or DBI would implement this 
measure as part of the necessary permitting process. The Board of Supeivisors 
recommends that DPW and DBI implement this measure. (Nol'th) 

}5. Sejsmjcity 

Heavy Equipment Storage. The Agency would implement this measure, in 
consultation with OES, prior to. issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy. 
l.Jpdating 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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Comprehensive Preparedness and Response Plan. 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 . ':'i 
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 4 
plan review process, in conjunction with the City and the Fire Department. The '!} 
Board of Supervisors adopts this measure and recommends that the Agency and';} 
the Fire Department implement this measure. (South) ·. ''.: 

·\{; 

Facilitate Emergency Access Routes. The Agency would implement this ._:J~ 
measure, in consultation with OES, in conjunction with measure H.3. The Board :4 
~~:~~~~~~~~ recommends that the Agency and OES implement this measure. }~ 

Corrosjvity. 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) 

6. Health and Safety 
··-· 
:;' 

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

1.2 Use of HEPA Filters. DBI would implement this measure as part of the building·: If 
or site permit process, in consultation with DPH. The Board of Supervisors · " 
recommends that DBI and DPH implement this measure. (South) $ 

1.3. Handling of Bjohazardous Materials. DBI would implement this measure as '.~ 
part of the building or site permit process, in consultation with OPH. The Board: ''.& 
of Supervisors recommends that DBI and DPH implement this measure. (South)~_ 

. -:~ 

7. Contaminated Soils 

J.1 Risk Management Plan(s). The Agency would ensure implementation of the 
Risk Management Plan described in measures J.1.a-J.1.o, 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 OPW 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 DBI, as 
appropriate, ensure implementation of these measures._ Implementation of these 
measures is also within the jurisdiction of a non-City agency, the R'NQCB. 
Accordingly, these measures are also listed under Article V.C below. 
North/South) · 

Sjte-Speciflc 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, DBI 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 Article V.C 
below.(North/South) 

8. Hydrology and Water Quality 

K.1 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) 

'\ K.2 Changes in Sanitary Sewage 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 
adopt and implement this meas~re. (North/South) 

...... K.3 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) 

•·.• K.4 

K.5 

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) 

21 N:ILANOIJSE'J<STACY\MISSION'801A.CCC - 1~CT-il 



Attachment A .. 
CEQ~ Finding$;~; 

K.6 Structure Placement and Design to Minimize Dangers of Flooding,. DPW . 
would implement measures K.6.a-K.6.f as part of its review of subdivision and 
parcel maps, in consultation With the SFPUC. DBI would also implement this 
measure through its building and site permit processes.· The Board of 
Supervisors recommends that DPW, DBI and the SFPUC implement these 
measures. (North/South) 

9. China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife 

L.1. 

L.2. 

L.3. 

L.4. 

L.5. 

L.6. 

Salt Marsh Wetland Habjtat Mitigation Plan. DPW would ensure 
implementation of this measure as part of its review of subdivision and parcel · .. _r 
maps. The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW ensure implementation :;· 
of this measure. Implementation of this measure is also within the jurisdiction of 
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. DBI would also 
ensure implementation of this measure through its building or site permit review. 
The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPW and DBI ensure 
implementation of this measure. Implementation of this measure is also within 
the jurisdiction of non-City agencies. Accordingly, this measure is also listed 
under Article V.C below. {North/South) 

Construction During· Pacific 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 ~it~: 
permit review. The Board of Supervisors recommends that DPWand DBI · 
implement this measure. (North/South) 

Turbidity Prevention. DPW would implement this measure as part of its revieW/. 
of.subc;iivision 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. DBI would also ensure implementation 
of this measure through its building or site permit review. The Board of 
SiJpervisors recommends that DPW and DBI implement this measure. 
(North/South) · _ 

Removal and Disposal Plan. DPW would implement this measure as part or@(,, 
review of subdivision and parcel maps. OBI 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) 
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M.2. Include Water Conservation in Building§ and Landscaping. DPW and/or 
DBI would implement measures M.2.a-M.2.f as part of the permitting process. 
The Board of Supervisors recommends that. DPW and DBI implement these 
measures. (North/South) 

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, DPWand the Fire Department implement this measure. 
(North/South) 

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 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 _n.ieasure. (South) 

Stormwater. The Agency would implement this measure as part of its plan 
review and DPW would implement this measure, in consultation with the SFPUC, 
as part Qf 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) 

B. MITIGATION MEASURES RECOMMENDED FOR ADOPTION AS MODIFIED ANO 
kVHICH WILL BE IMPLEMENTED BY CITY AGENCIES. OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

(:RECOMMENDED FOR REJECTION 

Mitigation Measures Recommended for Adoption as Modified 

}his section recites mitigation measures which are recommended for adoption in 
Odified form. The nature and reason for each modification is set forth. To the extent 
iil the mitigation measure is modified, it is rejected in its original form either for 

_\Jrposes of clarification or because the measure has been more. clearly defined 
rough the Project Approvals. The Board of Supervisors finds that the modifications 

_puld not result in any new, or substantial increase in, significant impacts. 

Visual Quality and Urban Design 

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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process. Based upon these studies, the Agency has determined th~t <, 

development complying with the design standards in the Design for Develop~ > 
documents related to height, bulk, and coverage and street walls will reasonat) 
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 as parf 
of the Initial Study process previously established that the Project will not have ··:;s· 
a.ny s!gnificant, ad~:rse shadow impacts becau~e it will not cast any shadows.iit'k 
v1olat1on of Propos1t1on K, the Shadow Ban Ordinance. The shadow studies · ··· 
prepared for the Design for. Devel?p.ment docum~nts further establis.h that any . 
shadows would be appropriately hm1ted. Accordmgly, Measure D.8 1s modified' 
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) 

2. Transportation 

E.46.bTransportation Coordinating Committee. This measure provides that the City 
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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Flexible Work TimeITelecommuting. 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 E.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) 

Community Facilities an~ Utilities 

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 actual 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 SFUSO. The Board of 
Supervisors recommends that the Agency and SFUSD implement this measure 
as modified. (South) 

Construct New Eire 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 
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 
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) 

Measures Proposed for Rejection 

t'The Board of Supervisors hereby finds that there is substantial evidence that the 
\Specific economic, social or other considerations stated below make the following 
.measures infeasible. The Board of Supervisors recommends that these measure be 
cfejected. 

T ransportatjon 

Seventh Street/Berry Street. Measures E.20.a - E.20.c propose traffic 
improvements to the intersection of Seventh Street and Berry Street. As 
discussed in Chapter VII 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 t' 
7th and Berry crossing. Accordingly, these measures are rejected as : .; 
inapplicable to the Project. (North) ·· '" 

E.37 Third Street/King Street. Measures E.37.a.- E.37.b relate to proposed· .... 
intersection improvements for Third Street and Ki!lg Street. Measure E.37.a · • 
requires acquisition of additional right.;.of-way on the eastern portion of Third · ·· 
Street from Berry Street to King Street, which would require reconfiguration an:>· 
reduction in the proposed plaza area of the Giants Ballpark. The current plaia\i 
configuration is instrumental to ope~ation of ~he ballpa.rk, has bee~ approved by: 
a large number of regulatory agencies, and 1s the sub1ect of an existing lease •:' 
between the Giants and the City. Moreover, this area, which is outside of the )f 
Plan Areas, has been designed as a key component of the pedestrian network/:· 
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. p()~,'. 
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 
inte'rsection impact is encompassed within the broa~.er 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 opera_tion of the intersection, negative pedestrian safety · 
impacts could result. · The additional lane would increase the distance_ that 
pedestrians traveling in the north-south direction would wall< to cross the street. ..• 
Although the pedestrian signal could be timed to allow pedestrians to only cross\ 
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, of; 

· sufficient concern to outweigh the potential level of service improvements. In 
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 bloq · .. 
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 .J; 
proposed land use program for block N2, including the provision of an affordable(. 
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 Project and LOSE with cumulative 2015 conditions, and LOS F 1: 
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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) 

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) 

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) 

Community Services and Utilities 

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) 

. C.. MEASURES WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF NON-CITY AGENCIES 

Measures Proposed for Adoption 

:/he Board of Superviso~s finds that the following measures, which are within the 
E!.~Ponsibility and jurisdiction of non-City agencies as indicated, can and should be 
dopted: . 

··~ Iransportatjon 

,~~4.f Seventh Street/16th Street. This measure would require approval by the 
· Peninsula 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.aOwens Street/16th Street. This measure would require approval by Caltran$ 

The Board of Supervisors recommends that Caltrans approve this measure. ·. 
(South) · 

E.16 Owens Street/Mariposa Street/1-280 Off-Ramp. Measure E.16.a would req; 
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 Superviso ··· 
recommends that Caltrans approve this measure. (South) 

' 

E.17 1-280 On-Ramp/Mariposa Street. Measures E.17.a-E.17.b require approval 
Caltrans. The Board of Supervi.sors recommends that Caltrans approve thes~· 
measures. (South) 

E.18 Seventh Street/Jhe Common. Measures E.18.a-E.1 S~b require approval byT 
JPS, 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 Caltrarl 
The Board of Supervisors recommends that Caltrans approve these measures:. 
(North) . 

E.22.a Mariposa Street. This measure requires approval by the JPS, CPUC and 
CalTrain. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the JPB, CPUC and 
CalTrain approve this measure. (South) 

E.26.a n Str o · e t .. 
This measure requires approval by the JPB, CPUC and CalTrain. The Board .· 
Supervisors recommends that the JPB, CPUC and CalTrain approve this 
measure. (South) 

E.28.aMUNI Line 30-Stockton or 45-Unjon/Stockton. This 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.42 Seventh Street. This measure requires approval by the JPB and the CPUC'.'_ 
The Board of Supervisors recommends that the JPB and CPUC approve this ; 
measure. (North/So"'th) 

E.43 Increase Bay Bridge Tolls. This measure proposes an increase in Bay Bri~~ 
tolls for single-occupant vehicle trips during commute hours. This measure is.·! 
within the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). . , 
The Board of Supervisors recommends that the MTC implement this measun~; 
(North/South) 

E.44 AC Transit District. This measure would encourage the AC Transit Districtt<>.' 
expand transbay bus service to accommodate cumulative demand and would f 
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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 

· Supentisors recommends that AC Transit and the MTC implement this measure. 
(North/South) 

Meteorological Sta$ion. 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. Regardless 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 
BAAOMO implement these measures. (South) 

Drj 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 consultation 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 
·. irnplementation of this measure. (North/South) 

Contaminated Soils 

. Risk Management Plan(s). Measures J.1.a - J.1.o require the development 
e1nd implementation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans ("RMP"). These 

... measures would require implementation by the Regional Water Quality Control 
·eoard ("RWQCBn). The Board of Supervisors recommends that the RWQCB 

· · ·implement these measures. (North/South) 

:~::,:·$.it.--specjfic Risk Evaluation. This measure requires a site-specific risk 
·? · ~yaluation for certain sensitive receptors. This measu·re would require 
> implementation by the RWQCB. The Board of Supervisors recommends that the 
"'>~\f\IQCB implement this measure. (North/Sout.h) 

~¢~ina Basjn Channel Vegetation and Wildlife 

>:,~l(M;ush Wetland Habib.t Mitigation Plan. This measure would require the 
:bPr:paration and implementation of a salt marsh wetland habitat mitigation plan. 
·<\~~1s measure would be implemented by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the 
'i}~\JVOCB and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
(~0mmission ("BCDC"). The Board of Supervisors recommends that the U.S. 
':(Nrmy Corps of Engineers, the 'RWQCB and BCDC implement this measure. 
, : Qrth/South) 
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L.2 Wetland Habitat Avoidance. This measure would require the avoidance of s · 
marsh wetland habitat along the China Basin Channel shoreline during .... 
installation of suction inlets. This measure would require implementation by ttf~ 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the RWQCB, and BCDC. The Board of · >, 
Supervisors recommends that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the RWQCB·j·: 
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 be.> 
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.rt -
(South) · · 

D. MEASURES WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE REGENTS 

The Regents are the lead agency under CEQA with respect to UCSF's development of;· 
the major new site in· the Plan Area. Once Catellus and the City transfer land to UCSFf 
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 r 
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 measure~? 
and findings adopted by The Regents on January 17, 1997 with respect to the UCSF L 
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 a$·· 
part of its LRDP FEIR findings; (2) UCSF has adopted policies, procedures, practic"~" 
and requirements which achieve substantially the same level of mitigation as require~), 
the potentially applicable FSEIR mitigation measures as set forth below; or, (3) UCSE~'" 
has agreed to implement certain mitigation measures contained in the FSEIR not .. > 

explicitly addressed by the LRDP FEIR. A description of how the applicable mitigation:: 
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 Glace. UCSF LRDP FEIR Measure 12L 1-3 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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o.3·0.6 Archeologjcal Resources. Measure 12M4-2 was adopted in the LRDP 
Findings. It is substantially similar to FSEIR Measures 0.3-0.6 and would 
reduce archeological impacts addressed by those measures to a level of 
insignificance. 

o.7 Wind Studies. The UCSF LROP FEIR does not contain any substantially 
equivalent measures to FSEIR Measure 0.7. Compliance with this measure 
would be consistent with the UCSF LROP 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 LROP, pages 167-68. Compliance with these goals 
and objectives will ensure that no new or increased significant environmental 
impacts will occur. 

[ . D.8 0.8.Shadows. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not contain any substantially 
r .. equivalent measures to FSEIR Measure 0.8. Compliance with this measure 
!, would be consistent with the UCSF LROP 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 LROP, pages 167-68. Compliance with these goals 

ia· . and objectives will ensure that no new or increased significant environmental 

.. {;:. 

........ ,, 

impacts will occur. 

E.47 Transportation System Management 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. 

E.48 earking 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. 

ISM Measures. Measures 12C4-1 and 1204-2 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. 

c.onstruction PM!A Measures. Measure 1201-1 was adopted in the LROP 
Findings. 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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F .3 Toxic Air Contaminants. The UCSF LROP FEIR does not contain a 
substantially similar mitigation measure to FSEIR Measure F.3. However, ud 
has an existing process implemented through its Department of Environment' 
Health and Safety, which oversees new sources of air contaminants and pe[' 
compliance. Because UCSF has a stated policy, as discussed in the FSEnf>; 
keeping the incremental cancer risk from stationary sources of toxic emissio~ 
from its facilities at a particular site within the 1 O-in-1-million emissions stand~) 
and a hazard index of less than 1, the existing UCSF policy and procedure is ' 
substantially similar to FSEIR Measure F.3 and would result in a similar ·· 
contribution to the reduction in significant impacts. 

F.5 Drycleaning Facilities. The UCSF LROP FEIR does not identify an equivale'. 
measure to FSEIR Measure F .5. The UCSF LROP does not contemplate ·; 
inclusion of drycleaning facilities with on-site operations, nor does it contemplat 
residential uses on the UCSF site. Therefore, the LROP contemplates · 
compliance with this measure. 

F .6 Child Care Buffer Zones. The UCSF LROP 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 woulci/, 
be assessed for potential health risk effects from toxic air contaminant < 
emissions. The UCSF LROP FEIR adopted, as its standard of significance, tn~{ 
BAAQMD significance criteria of incremental cancer risk of 10-in':'1 million for th~' 
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 health risK:;· 
assessment would be prepared at the time UCSF requires additional project ... f~';_ 
specific environmental review. The assessment would identify, in particular, th~:( 
location of any childcare center at the Mission Bay site and assess the -potential.} 
effects on receptors. UCSF has stated it will work with the BAAQMO as · 

G.1 

H.1 

necessary to keep site risks below BAAQMO thresholds of significance. 
Therefore, UCSF has existing. policies and procedures substantially similar to · , 
those described in FSEIR Measure F.6, which would result in similar contributiop,, 
to the reduction in significant impacts. 

Noise Reduction and Pile Driving. Measure 12E 1-1 was adopted in the LRD~\ 
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 Storag:e: The UCSF LROP 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 can) 
implement this measure easjly, 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 Emergency Preparedness and Emergency Response. The UCSF LRDP 
· FEIR did not contain substantial equivalent 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 an·y 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 
Measur~ H. 7 and would similarly reduce any potential seismicity impacts 
addressed by that measure to a level of insignificance. 

Blohazardous 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 1.1 and would similarly 
reduce any impacts addressed in that measure to a level of insignificance. 

' . . 

2-1.3 Biohazaalous 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. 

,, ;1, J.2 Risk Management Plan and Site-Specific Risk Evaluation. Measure 12F4-
,.. 1 was adopted in the LRDP Findings. In addition, The Regents and Catellus 

Development Corporation have entered into an agreement which provides for the 
remediation 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 substantially equivalent to 
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Measures J.1 and J.2 a~d ~o~ld reduce any impacts associated wit~ Measof 
J.1 and J.2 to a level of ms1gnificance. ;::,_ 

··.-:): 

K.1 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Progfram. Measure· 12H1-1 was ·adopt~ij 
the LRDP Findings. It is substantially equivalent to FSEIR Measure K.1 and'.: 
would similarly reduce any impact associated with that measure to a level of :.·. 
insignificance. · 

K.2 Sanitary Sewage Quality. The UCSF LRDP FEIR does not identify an 
equivalent measure to FSEIR Measure K.2. ~owever, UCSF currently i . 

participates in the City's Water Pollution Prevention Program and the City act~ ' 
a state agency in its implementation of the Water Pollution Prevention Progra · 
accordingly, the program contemplated under FSEIR Measure K.2 would appr __ ... 
to UCSF. · ·. 

K.5 Stormwater Program. Measure 12H1-1 was adopted in the LRDP Findings. ( 
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 oangers 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 simi\_
measure. However, UCSF has indicated it would include the Mission Bay site'_f 
its policy on energy conservation. As described in the UCSF LRDP FEIR, UC$. 
must conform to the California Code of Regulations, Titles 20 and 24 to establi~ . 
conservation standards in new buildings. In addition, UCSF has adopted a 
resource conservation policy (as revised 2-1-97) to improve the efficiency of all_-• 
resource consumption and improve the environment in all existing facilities. Thi 
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 development~,.· 
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 infeasit;lle 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 (TOM) 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 
a part of a Transportation System Management program, which includes measures 
E.46-E.SO. The FSEIR concluded that even with imposition of all of these measures, 
unavoidable significant environmental impacts with respect to transportation and air 
quality could still 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 
in the FSEIR and these findings. 

f. ADOPTION OF A MITIGATION MONITORING-AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

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 
each of the adopted mitigation measures must be imposed in order to ensure that the 
m~asure is carried out by the responsible official or entity, or, if the obligation lies with a 
Pnvate entity, that the City or the Agency enforces the obligation. 

f.... LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OE RECORD 

Th~ public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters received during the public review 
renod, the administrative record, and background documentation for the FSEIR are 
~cated 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 o~ eliminate environme 
impacts which could 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 impacts, primarily affecting 
intersections at or near 1-280 and 1-80 and the South of Market Area 

• cumulative bridge on-ramp impacts (lengthening of peak congestion) 

• project 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 betwee.n/ 
potential stationary sources and sensitive receptors cannot be shown), from the*' 
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 level$/~~ 
if mitigation measures are imposed) ;,'ii: 

The significant, unavoidable impacts listed in the FSEIR and recited above assume .·cjl 
implementation by the City agencies and other agencies of the mitigation measures > ·c4 
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· <it_ 
Supervisors has found that the measures to be implemented by the City are feasible '·.· ?t~. 

·./fj· 
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 jl~ 
jurisdiction of non-City agencies are generally implementable through the normal ·. ~;;:i 
course of review and enforcement activities by such agencies and through the exercisey:,.~~ 
of their statutory authority. Measures within the jurisdiction of UCSF are specifically ~'.:t4~: 
addressed, and Board of Supervisors has determined that UCSF has generally adopte·~'.'.i~"' 
equivalent mitigation measures as part of its UCSF LRDP approval equivalent to those:?/lf. 
described in the FSEIR, or has adopted policies, procedures, practices and/or · '.{A 
requirements which achieve substantially the same level of mitigation as required in any:;~ 
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 or 
more of the following additional significant impacts could occur, depending on the . 
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nature of the mitigation measure(s) tha~ is/are not implemented: additional .and 
-·ncreased impacts on the transportation and circulation systems; air quality; 
contaminated soils and groundwater; seismic hazards; the historical resource; and, 
.yegetation and wildlife. There are no specific, feasible mitigation measures available to 
the Project, other than those identified in the FSEIR, to reduce these impacts to a level 
of insignificance. 

For the reasons above, the Board of Supervisors finds that the Project incorporates all 
feasible mitigation measures and has eliminated or substantially lessened all significant 
> ects on the environment where feasible. The remaining effects listed above are 
'.{ound by the Board of Supervisors to be acceptable due to the overriding 
'considerations set forth below. 

11. STATEMENT OE OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

(>twithstanding the significant effects noted above, pursuant to CEQA Section 
'1081(b), the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 
ode, the Board of Supervisors finds,· after considering the FSEIR and the evidence in 

oe record, that specific overriding economic, legal, social and other considerations, as 
etforth below, outweigh the unavoidable significant effects on the environment of the 
Joject and that the unavoidable impacts are therefore acceptable. In addition, the. 
:hard of Supervisors finds that those Project Alternatives, Variants and Mitigation 
Measures, either partially or totally rejected, are also rejected for the following 
.·.·. -onomic, social or other considerations, in and of themselves, in addition to the 
:_~·pacific 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. 

5. 

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. 

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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6. Th7.Pr~ject would ~trengthe~ the community's su.pply of hou~.ing by'.\ 
. fac1htatmg econom1cally feasible, affordable housing through instaU~tf 

needed site improvements and expansion or imp.rovement of the hou 
supply by the construction of approximately 6,090 housing units, ind 
approximately 1.,100 affordable housing units which will assist in · 
addressing the critical housing shortage identified on the City's Genera 
Plan Residence Element. 

7. The Project would strengthen the economic base of the Plan Area a~tl" 
community by strengthening retail and other commercial functions ill.t . 
Plan Area through the addition of approximately 863,600 leasable sqtia, 
feet of retail space, a 500-room hotel and associated uses.and about .. < 
5,953,000 leasable square feet of mixed office, research and 
development and light manufacturing uses. 

8. 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 .. i. 
approximately $117 million in net revenues will accrue to other City fun4" 
with dedicated uses, such as senior programs, hotel tax funds (includio .. 
grants for the arts, fine art museums, visitors and convention servic~s.~r:i 
housing), the Department of Public Works and MUNI. The San Francis:'· 
Unified School District is projected to receive a net cumulative surplustj'., . 
about $5 million. ; 

9. 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 the: 
direct and indirect jobs are expected ~o. be held by San Francisco ·.· 

· residents. The estimated total of 23,600 will comprise about 5% of all jc). 
held by City residents. Project-related construction employment is · .· ·. 
projected to total 700 annual full-time equivalent jobs over the build-out :. 
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. 

10. The Project provides a comprehensive system for diversity and economi¢I 
development including good faith efforts to meet goals for hiring minority.:/ 
and women-owned consulting and contracting businesses, hiring of 
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 help 
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fund the work force development program. The Project also i.ncludes 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 inftastructure included in the Project will be financed through a 
self-taxing financing device to be imposed upon Cat~llus." If the Project 
generates new property 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 allow 
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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