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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
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TO: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor Malia Cohen, Chair 
Budget and Finance Committee 

FROM: Linda Wong, Assistant Clerk 

DATE: December 12, 2017 

SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING 
Tuesday, December12,2017 

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board 
meeting on Tuesday, December 12, 2017, at 2:00 p.m. This item was acted upon at the 
Committee Meeting on Thursday, December 7, 2017, at 10:00 a.m., by the votes 
indicated. 

Item No. 54 File No. 171259 

Resolution authorizing the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco to execute a 
grant application, grant agreement, and related documents, as defined herein, 
under the Department of Housing and Community Development Affordable 
Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program as a joint applicant with 
2060 Folsom Housing, LP., a California limited partnership for the project at 
2060 Folsom Street; authorizing the City to assume any joint and several liability 
for completion of the projects required by the terms of any grant awarded under 
the AHSC Program; and adopting findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE BEARING NEW TITLE 
Vote: Supervisor Malia Cohen - Aye 

Supervisor Norman Yee - Excused 
Supervisor Katy Tang -Aye 
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer - Aye 



Budget and Finance Committee 
Committee Report Memorandum Page2 

Resolution authorizing the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco to execute a 
grant application and related documents, as defined herein, under the 
Department of Housing and Community Development Affordable Housing and 
Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program as a joint applicant with 2060 Folsom 
Housing, LP., a California limited partnership for the project at 2060 Folsom 
Street; authorizing the City to assume any joint and several liability for completion 
of the projects required by the terms of any grant awarded under the AHSC 
Program; and adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT 
Vote: Supervisor Malia Cohen - Aye 

Supervisor Norman Yee - Excused 
Supervisor Katy Tang - Aye 
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer - Aye 

c: Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
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FILE NO. 171259 

AMENDED IN COMMITTE. 
12/7/17 

RESOLUTION NO. 

1 [Apply for Grant - 2060 Folsom Housing, LP. -Assumption of Liability -Affordable Housing 
and Sustainable Communities Program - 2060 Folsom Street Project] 

2 

3 Resolution authorizing the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development on 

4 behalf of the City and County of San Francisco to execute a grant application and 

5 related documents, as defined herein, under the Department of Housing and 

6 Community Development Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communitie~ Program 

7 as a joint applicant with 2060 Folsom Housing, LP., a California limited partnership for 

8 the project at 2060 Folsom Street; authorizing the City to assume any joint and several 

9 liability for completion of the projects required by the terms of any grant awarded 

10 under the AHSC Program; and adopting findings under CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines 

11 and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

12 

13 WHEREAS, The State of California, the Strategic Growth Council ("SGC") and the 

14 Department of Housing and Community Development ("Department") has issued a Notice of 

15 Funding Availability ("NOFA") dated October 2, 2017, under the Affordable Housing and 

16 Sustainable Communities ("AHSC") Program established under Division 44, Part 1 of the 

17 Public Resources Code commencing with Section 75200; and 

18 WHEREAS, The SGC is authorized to approve funding allocations for the AHSC 

19 Program, subject to the terms and conditions of the NOFA, AHSC Program Guidelines 

20 adopted by SGC on July 17, 2017, errata August 14, 2017 ("Program Guidelines"), an 

21 application package released by the Department for the AHSC Program ("Application 

22 Package"), and an AHSC standard agreement with the State of California ("Standard 

23 Agreement"), the· Department is authorized to administer the approved funding allocations of 

24 the AHSC Program; and 

25 

! 
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1 WHEREAS, The AHSC Program provides grants and loans to applicants identified 

2 through a competitive process for the development of projects that, per the Program 

3 Guidelines, will achieve greenhouse gas reductions and benefit disadvantaged communities 

4 through increased accessibility to affordable housing, employment centers and key 

5 destinations via low-carbon transportation; and 

6 WHEREAS, The AHSC Program requires that joint applicants for a project will be held 

7 jointly and severally liable for completion of such project; and 

8 WHEREAS, 2060 Folsom Housing, LP., a California limited partnership ("Developer"), 

9 has requested the City and County of San Francisco, acting by and through MOHCD (the 

1 O "City"), to be a joint applicant for its project located at 2060 Folsom Street (the "2060 Folsom 

11 Project"); and 

12 WHEREAS, On June 10, 2016, by Certificate of Determination, the Planning 

13 Department, by case No. 2015-014715ENV, determined that the development of the 127 unit 

14 affordable housing project at 2060 Folsom Street is eligible for streamlined environmental 

15 , review per Section 15183.3 of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") Guidelines 

16 and California Public Resources Code, Section 21094.5; and 

17 WHEREAS, The Planning Department found that any environmental impacts of 2060 

18 Folsom Project were fully reviewed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 

19 Environmental Impact Report ("EIR"); and 

20 WHEREAS, The EIR was prepared, circulated for public review and comment, and, at 

21 a public hearing on August 7, 2008, by Motion No. 17659, certified by the Planning 

22 Commission as complying with CEQA; and 

23 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ("SFMTA") plans to 

24 perform upgrades to its 13th Street protected bike lanes and install Folsom Street pedestrian 

25 countdown signals and related improvements in the vicinity of the Project (the "SFMTA 

Supervisor Ronen 
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1 Work"); and 

2 WHEREAS, The City and County of San Francisco acting by and through the Mayor's 

3 Office of Housing and Community Development (the "City") desires to apply for AHSC 

4 Program funds and submit an Application Package as a joint applicant with the Developer; 

5 and 

6 WHEREAS, In order for the City to make certain commitments in the Application 

7 Package, SFMTA and MOHCD will enter into a Memorandum of Understanding to make such 

8 commitments on behalf of the City; now, therefore, be it 

9 RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors delegates to MOHCD, on behalf of the City 

1 O and County of San Francisco, the authority to execute an application to the AHSC Program as 

11 detailed in the NOFA dated October 2, 2017, for Round 3, in a total amount not to exceed 

12 $15,000,000 of which $10,000,000 is requested as a loan for an Affordable Housing 

13 Development (AHO) ("AHSC Loan") and $5,000,000 is requested for a grant for Housing-

14 Related Infrastructure (HRI), Sustainable Transportation Infrastructure (STI), Transit-Related 

15 Amenities (TRA) or Program (PGM) activities ("AHSC Grant") as defined the AHSC Program 

16 Guidelines and sign AHSC Program documents;; and, be it 

17 FURTHER RESOLVED, The Board of Supervisors specifically agrees that the City 

18 shall assume any joint and several liability for completion of the Project required by the terms 

19 of any grant awarded to the City and the Developer under the AHSC Program; and, be it 

20 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors acknowledges that if the 

21 Application is successful, the City, through MOHCD, shall be subject to the terms and 

22 conditions as specified in the Standard Agreement, that AHSC Program funds are to be used 

23 for allowable capital asset project expenditures to be identified in Exhibit A of the Standard 

24 Agreement, that the Application Package in full is incorporated as part of the Standard 

25 
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1 Agreement, and that any and all activities funded, information provided, and timelines 

2 represented in the application are enforceable through the Standard Agreement; and, be it 

3 FURTHER RESOLVED, That all actions authorized and directed by this Resolution and 

4 heretofore taken are ratified, approved and confirmed by this Board of Supervisors; and, be it 

5 FURTHER RESOLVED, That within thirty (30) days of the contract being fully executed 

6 by all parties, the MOHCD shall provide the final contract to the Clerk of the Board for 

7 inclusion into the official file. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

i 
Kate/Hartley, Director, Mayor's Office o Housing and Community Development 
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Member, Board of Supervisors 
District 10 

City and County of San Francisco 

MALIA COHEN 

~fij~~~, 

DATE: December 7, 2017 ,, 

TO: Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

\\ 
\ 

FROM: Supervisor Malia Cohen~ 

\ RE: Budget and Finance Committee 
COMMITTEE REPORT \ 

Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Budget and Finance Committee, I have 
deemed the following matters are of an urgent nature and request they be considered 
by the full Board on Tuesday, December 12, 2017, as Committee Reports: 

• File No. 171077 - Real Property Lease Renewal - 1145 Market LP - 1145 
Market Street - San Francisco Law Library - $1, 180,000 Initial Annual Base 
Rent] 

• File No. 171145 -Apply for Grant- Health Resources Services Administration 
- Ryan White Act HIV/AIDS Emergency Relief Grant Program - $16,601,550 

• File No. 171144 -Apply for Grant- Centers for Disease Control - Integrated 
HIV Surveillance and Prevention Programs for Health Departments -
$7,257,408 

• File No. 170943 - Accept Gift - Alta Laguna, LLC - 55 Laguna Street; In-Kind 
Agreement 

• File No. 171205 - Accept and Expend Grant- California Department of Parks 
and Recreation - Geneva Car Barn and PowerhQuse Improvements -
$3,500,000 

• File No. 171206 - Development Services Agreement - Community Arts 
Stabilization Trust - Renovation of the Powerhouse Building 

• File No. 171207 - Funding Agreement - Community Arts Stabilization Trust -
Renovation of the Powerhouse Building 

• File No. 171208 - Real Property Lease - Community Arts Stabilization Trust -
Geneva Car Barn and Powerhouse - 2301 San Jose Avenue - $0 Initial Rent 

• File No. 171209 - Indemnification Agreement - Renovation of the 
Powerhouse Building 

• File No. 171200 - Grant of Easement - Pacific Gas and Electric Company-
68.25 Square Feet at Northern Edge of Parcel - 1101 Connecticut - At No 
Cost 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-4689 • (415) 554-7670 
Fax (415) 554-7674 •TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 • E-mail: malia.cohen@sfgov.org 



• File No. 171204 - Ground Lease - 1296 Shotwell Housing, L.P. - 1296 
Shotwell Street - $15,000 Annual Base Rent 

• File No. 171199 - Real Property Lease, Access License and Access 
Easement - State of California Department of Transportation - Property Near 
Cesar Chavez and Indiana Streets - lslais Creek Motor Coach Operation and 
Maintenance Facility - $191,240 Initial Annual Rent 

• File No. 171255 - Corrective Actions in Connection with Proposed Federal 
Tax Reform - Multifamily Housing Revenue Bonds - Various Multifamily 
Rental Housing Projects 

• File No. 171258 - Apply for, Accept, and Expend Grant - 1950 Mission 
Housing Associates, L.P. - Assumption of Liability - Affordable Housing and 
Sustainable Communities Program - 1950 Mission Street Project 

• File No. 171259 - Apply for, Accept, and Expend Grant - 2060 Folsom 
Housing, L.P. - Assumption of Liability - Affordable Housing and Sustainable 
Communities Program - 2060 Folsom Street Project 

• File No. 171260 - Multifamily Housing Revenue Bond - 2675 Folsom Street 
and 970 Treat Avenue - Not to Exceed $110,000,000 

• File No. 171250 - Appropriation - State and Federal Contingency Reserve -
Backfill the Loss of Funding of Various Programs - $9,559, 117 - FY2017-2018 



Mayor's Offic._ Jf Housing and Community Dl lopment 
City and County of San Francisco 

Memorandum 

November 28, 2017 

To: Supervisor Hillary Ronen 

EdwinM.Lee 
Mayor 

Kate Hartley 
Acting Director 

From: 
Subject: 

Kate Hartley- Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, Director 
Request for Resolution Introduction for 2060 Folsom St. Joint AHSC Application 

We submit for your introduction at the November 28, 2017 meeting of the Board of Supervisors this 
resolution authorizing a joint application for funding between the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development ("MOHCD") and 2060 Folsom Housing, L.P., a California limited 
partnership. The application to the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development's Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities ("AHSC") program will be in 
and amount not to exceed $15,000,000 and due on January 16, 2018. The application has two major 
components, the first is for up to $10,000,000 in housing funds for the planned 127 unit affordable 
family housing project and $5,000,000 for the planned transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
improvements by the San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency that are proximate and 
complimentary to 2060 Folsom Street. 

As you will recall, this site will provide 127 units of affordable housing for families, including 29 
units targeted to homeless or at risk transition age youth, including parenting youth. Chinatown 
Community Development Center (CCDC) and Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA) 
were selected to develop affordable housing at the City-owned 2060 Folsom housing site based on 
their proposal submitted under the 17th & Folsom Request for Proposals (RFP) issued on May 1, 
2015. Ground floor community serving uses will include an affordable child development center 
operated by Mission Neighborhood Centers and Good Samaritan Family Resource Center, 
youth & adult leadership and civic engagement programs of POD ER with new offices, in addition 
to a ground floor cafe. The project also received CEQA Exemption in June 2016. 

Please introduce the resolution at the November 28, 2017 meeting so that it can be referred to the 
December 14, 2017 Budget and Finance Committee hearing. The expectation is that, upon 
committee approval, it will go back to the full Board of Supervisors meeting on January 9, 2018. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me or my staff with any questions. Thank you. 

1 South Van Ness Avenue - Fifth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: (415) 701-5500 Fax: (415) 701-5501 TDD: (415) 701-5503 • www.sfmohcd.org 



SAN PRANGlStO 
:PLANNING DEPA._RTl\llENT 

Certificate of Determination 
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENT ALREVrEW 

CitseNo.:: 
'Project Address: 
Zoni71g~ 

Biock!Lot: 
Jot Size: 

'Pripr EIJZ:. 
Pf eject· Sponsors: 

:SJaffContqt;t: 

PijQJE;GTDESCRIPil()N 

2oj'~aj~715ENV 
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B (Rl1 hlit) lJse District 
· 5Q~X 1:1eight<µid~µl1cQ1t;tric~ 
'3571/031, 
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1650 Missfon St. 
Sui!e400 
san Francisco, 
GA94iri3~247~ 

ReGejltion: 
415.558.6378. 

Fali: 
<41s.sss.64og. 
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415.$58.63n ·. 
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··bµili:lifigi;rhe.rroJ?Osecfbuildhr&•Would,.containu_p to.134affordablereside:ntial .unitsr·9,670 sqpare·.!eetof· 

{C:ontinu~d 9ngext p;age.} 

~~f'T§TAilJ$·· 
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DETERMJNAJ'lbN 
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20SQ Fols,om. $treet 
201S:014715ENV 

·community suppoit servfces, 1;230 squaredeet of}accessory office space, 4,420 square feet for a child 

•dey¢}0Pl1lePf.center; and' 6t'Xf sqU<!J:~ fe(?t .~f ret~ilus~ /Thg pr()p()S~d u9it.wix•W()ulci mc1µdg transfrioJ:}al 
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~i~ew;:\1~ irift:ont C>f the. :proje:ts!te.woµlt(~¢ 1'li,<lened 6-omilQ.f eet to if feet. 

The prop0sec{pioject iliclu:desanapproximately 4;460-sqtiare"fuot prorrieriade thatb6iders··a .parkto· the 
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ct1ojsYai!~ofsoU.disturhance;.Jhewest.wing.ofth¢p;rop9sed bl.lilding.would be supported by a s~allow. 
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C:ertifjcafe of~ernpt1ori 

ACtlon~bYtfie Board ofSµperyl~rs 

.· ~060 Folsom· Street 
201.5:-01471 SENV 

• Approval of a Legislfl:tfve A.mendmentforpropo:Secl. zonirig change andheign.t .te-classificaffo1't; 

Actions by the, Pfanning be~attmeot 

·~. Appro~l ofa Large Projed.Authm:iiation for developinenf pf a pJiildfhftgreater tbart 25;000 
g~oss squaxefeet,.i(~he proposed legislative att)endment is·approved.Per.J?l~~qJUg Code Secljon 
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by the P~anningDepartment · · · 

. Adfons byCity Oeparlment$ 

• ApPtbva l. of a;Sit~ Mitigation. Rlan £rom th¢ $an Fr<m<;:isco Department ~f ·• Pti !:>Ii<;: Beid th priorto 
thecqmrn~c~riie:fltotail_y#cay<itiortwoik. 
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PROJECTSETIIN.G· 
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fronfa&"~ ·on.Folsom1 a.n<:iShot1Nellstreefs, The pr~e\rt site is a.surface! parking·Jqfwhh appw#imately 95 
vehklesiJace.s, thrneJighf staMa.fedsr@i:l .. a.srn~ll Jttformafionki-Osk/paystaffon. 1Ibe projeritSite has been 
prevfously dev~Iop.ed·.withi:~sMentiaI and .HglH inqustr\aL?-tri.icrturesJinch1qi~ a wreckir1g company~ ar:i 
auto w~hin&: arE!a, a traik;r .manuf~cturing ract'qry, · a.rtd a ,patnt bqofh.). PY 1987 the project site didn9r 
· C:Pti~:l:l tesicientl;!!l otlig~1t irlpuStriafSt:rUd:µt~s .and has smt~ been t:ised as a sutface parking lot 

Larid usesnei!\t the project site indudeindustrial, :residenHaI, commerdal_,. office, and public space. 1]1e 

1,6tljSf,reekMTusion BART:'stationf amajo:rregio11~I transit sf,ltion; is1p,q1ted three blo~s (apptoXit1'.!afi::ly 
9d0 feet) west of the p~oj~ct site. There, aretfu:ee Muni stops approx:i:iriately 300 feet p'orrh of the projed 
site .near the intersectto,~1 ofj6~li ~nd folsom. $.ti;eets.. Within a· quarter n:Iile c of the project site! the 
SanFrariciscoMtin.idpal ;Raihyay.(Muni)operat~ tl1ef()l1qajDQl:ius1,ip~:'.i.21cl41 1~~22_! p3~49,.~n9·.$5. 
Tu¢reisalitj~elaJ'.le.onJ,71.H'§t:ree.t?n<:IabfgcletouteoI1.FolsPmS.n:eet. •• BUilHirigsil1t:fi.eprojectVicinity 
rans~ .from l,fr to 40 feet in height. Stmounding p~m::~Is arezoned.Pl)R;.'f.;G (General Production, 
'.()istribJ.Ition., and Repair) .v,tith the· excepti<:m,..of ·oneJot We$to( the projaj:. site: that i$.zpnedtJMp. (Uj:bap 

MD::e<lUse),Height$ridb1llkdi~d$;jnth~projeef'(icini!J•<tre..so.::xarki5&X'. 

hnmediatdy. adj~cent to the. south ·of· the: project site ts .a. p.toposed · pliirk ~hat Js. curre~dy under 
con.<il:l'Oc:tioil.'l !m.ll\P.dia.tely1adjac(!ntfo ·the north of :the proje(!t.sife.1$ the'2000"201.4 Fo1sorij ~tre~fpuilding 
w):ilch js · a rcinforce.d"concrete industrial building { corisrructed in 1948) that· ranges from. one to three 
sfories in 11eight wifh. frontag~, pn f olsom, 1 t>"> anc:I ShotweJl str~etS. Jh~ ~$es fo the buiJ!iing )1JFhn:I,c 
f()od.iltajluf~~tlll;itjg; o'ffife,and~()mmercial. 

Acros.s Folsom?treeUo1he ea$J: ~f t11ecpl'oj~ci.SiteArpmJ71h Street·to 16t&StreC'.t,.is ,~ tv»o~story i:esideritial 
biillding 'with mmi.nd~fll?or connt1~daJ {''Ri~e $pqt Cafe"),, a on~~sttn:~r iud4S;ttj;\I l:mil&ng; with 

1Tl\esiteof.the1'7'".&foloom.Par19$1iidl.Ji;un~~~ort~t:i;uctiot:1~·~11.S aJormersu.rfaceparltln~loLwiih:lp.f!to:<lJ11atelyd~J;;pac~ It 
isanticffii!led lhpl.f.ll:wp<1t)):WQajd, 1:ipe1:1.r.1ld~20l',7, 
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warellou,sg and Qffic:~ u~~ r·comcasf$llipping a,11d Rec~hfffig{), . a, ,lv,•C)-stfrry c?ll1n1.etgal building 
('Sherman Wiiliams Automotive:: Finishes"), a three-:sfory residential build in~~ . and a threeo:story 
residentilµ~uililing yiith groupd:-f!oor reta}J. . .. 

Acr()ss 117u..str:et fo the south of the project site~ betWeen Shotwell and Folsom street1.is a one-story 
warehquse bµildjng: C'Qcear;L $~-?h: ·.&!:.•. Poor . C1:>r!lpanyv), jl tvV'()-'Story cq:i;runep:j,al b.t1jJdlng CI..utz: 
:Plumbirig'')ra onei~tofy illdustrial buildirig Wifh an adjateilt parking lot for appfoxirnately tWelve 
Y~.1'.:l~s("HaflS· . .ArtAutomotiv;e~')~ ... C1J1d('ltwo~story.industi;iial·l:i.uiiding(f'facificliwe$hnent•?eyvices''). 

A.gqs$$l1o~ell S'.tf#f t(> th~°W~t<?nl}~j:Jiojectsite,, 1Jefy.'e~ll 16.th S~eet.fo 17m Stre~tris a h\fch$foryoffice 
bu11Clm$ ;\rith an approxitnatdy 25~spate parkirtg;fot(f'MJs.sion Neighborhood f;leaith ~eBt:r';}, a tw9-
story r:~icieµti?l.·p~lJ.<iitig'%~tl;ica .. ITT9l1µc!'.JfoorS,W~io .gall.ety,a·~Q-story . .iriqµsf:TiaJJ:>l1ildi6g("Dubbelju 
Motortyde Rer:ttilshj,. and'a tw'o:.stozy industrial 6~ilding ("OceanSash & 06or·. (;:~)l~pany';). At tl,e 
~01.1tf\east·c:qwe,r ·<>f$fio~e)J. ;:ui41?th sfrteets· i§ a ~~~~l)r)r.·p~rfqrming ait$.J:)l1ilgh1g("()DfTfiea~r''). 

Two blotkS W'esfof the ·project site is the 600 South Van Ness Avenue development (Case No. 
2()13.0614E;l'\fV.)that iS :cw:I"eg.t]y under c;qnsJ1'.ll:~tiq~ '.(hat pi;oj~ct:entags .tfl~ cogS,tructiol)cof· afive7sf()ry, 
mixed.:-tise btiilding with 27 dwellirlg units)3,060 sqiiatefeet ofcommercial tisecand20 off-'s~eet parking 

5p;i.ces:.. J\yq biqcl<s north:vy~Lof .the pr:s>J~cf ~tte, I§. wi. appi;.oy~ cie,¥~PE111~(:ltat 4.o?d ?out!\ V<tri .. l\.I~ss 
(Case No, .2015-0I0406ENV) whith entail:s.±eplacmg. a' formfu- ~asolinesration •with a seven.:sforyfnlixed., 
l.lse devel0p!Ile..ritwith 72, dwelling· units, 1,190 s.quare 'feef of COIJ;W;lei;gal use, and 4$9.ff-street pqrRfug. 
spaees;Z; . • .. 

STREAMl..ININGfORINFll .. .L PROJ~CJSOYERVlEW 

Qalifol"ni(3_ . J?i.iJ.)li§ l\~s~iifce9 (:ode Se9oJt 2l094:5 ~Jiff CEQ;\ Guidelines Section .15183.3 provides a 
streamlined envirornnentai teview process fob eligible infill projects by Jimitil)g,;the topics sirbjecUo 

review: at the projectlevdwh~e· ttie effect~ 9( ·wnu d~velopm'?llfh.ave ~en: cpr~yfom•ly addr~seg in Cl 

pl~uiLil}g ·leyef d~clsfon3 . orl,Y 'uNformly (lppliC~~1~ d¢y~1oprn~ntpolici~s~4 CEfJA does•notapply to• the 
effects of an: eligible infill project under tWo drcumstance5~ Eii:st, if.an e·ffect was addressed as a 
signifkanteff~q in;?prlgr En.vfrqJl1llen~lJmpa,d Repqfi(EIB)5 for:a: pi~rring. level decision~ th~·fhat 
effect n~.d.Ml }?eaµ~y~d.agairi'for anindivi(iual· infill proj~ct even wheflthaf effect \Vas not .reduced t~ 
a les$ . than::~Igriific<lut 1ev~i i.n the prior EiR. Second, an . effect ne~d hotbe analyzed~ evenif it .was n.0t 

0J}alyzect ir;i a: prior ~IR o.r' rs more significa11t: than.preyiously anaiyz~d, if th~ 1~ad age9cy m(lkes·.a 
fin,@igl:hatUnif()~mly applicabledeVelopmehtpolides ofsfandards, ado:ptedbytne·Iead agency' of a city 
ot cotinty, apply to the infill proj¢ct . .md W91JJ<:l. sui;,:;tantiajiymf tigate that effect. Pep~cilng Qn the effects 

addre~sedin.·th~ . .prlqr,Efi{al}dth~,·a,v~ilal:>flity9£upifol"lU~Y."1PPlit"l:P1~.deye:[bpn:i~ntJ>ollc:ie59r:St'µ1qarc!s: 
that~pply t()tlie eligible1nfill.£rojecl/thesfreainlined eriViron!rtental re'.View· woiildraiige from .comp iete. 
exemptionfrom envir:o:i;ime1;1JaI reVie:w :J;o a narrowed, pwj~c:t;;;~pedfii;.; env1ro11menta1 documeµt. 

2 '~4~;~~{~5h~=~f§f!Z~~g;~?,Co~upityQ~vetop~e~tpwcha5edthe.pro~rty•~ .. 201s··~$·Aiemte~o~.ofbuilding .. ~ 
.> Pianrun~, level d~Sicm means the enactmeht•ofaID:endmenfOf a gen~ral plan oi: anygeni"ciLplan clement,. cQ.mmtini.ty-;plari; 

specific plan, orzoning~ooe.: .. . · . · ·· .. · . ··· . . .. . .. · · 
4 ~ffef<:>i;cii:)!y~ppJica!,l¢)ie>/elciprr1¢il.t politj~are. !X1.lifi~ :9r ~t@MrJs.adopteci orenact!=d by aj;ity,or'com:tty, oJ;l';ya lead;age;;icy, 

$at.teduce:oneormoread\i:erSe.en.v1To"mental ci'feiCfs? 
5 l'#btE~ me~~ ~viicuun~W€nplictr~poit ii$§e<f iqr~ p1~g !~e}~~911,,~si;t1ppl~~i:it~d h:rimYsubsequcflt()r 

S\lI?Plemental environmental impact rel?orts, ~~;:itive ciedillationsi or adderu:t:i tci ihOse aocllineri!S: · · · · · · · ·· ~ · 
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Pursuant fo CEQA Gufdelines · $~ctlcin J5l8333, an ellgiblejnfillproject 1s examined in'!ighJ: ot .the prim; 

EIRJq defr.~rmi[l~ V>:!J~tper t}:L~ .. irifill projetj; w,Hici;uB~ <mY ~ff~ tlp~ requil'.e ~d,ditiopaJ i:e,view ugder 
CEQA.Theevaiuation;ofatteligible.mfill:projectmustdeil1onstratethe'folloWfri!?;: 

(1) tfi¢.J:>J'.9iiiC£#@fte,~p}~ :B~~t<Jtm~l).C:e~tajlqru;qs:0t4ep.@ci~ ¥ ottfl~ .. C::J3Qf\ G!lidelin~;. 
(2).fue,({egr~~~9wh_icht!lE!t:#ects.gf·'t}le,111fll1·Projegtwereal1(ll);'ze(l•iJJ .. i:he•·prior-J;:Il{; 

(3), fltlexpla:na:fion ofwhethel'.fue.infllipr:qj¢ct.will cause neW'.:Sp¢cifi<::effectS6I1otaddressed.in: 
·tlie priP! EIB;; 

. {4};>J} expl~g~tjpn pf "Wh.efu~ suJ;isf,ip~al.n¢.~;(ii1f9r:ma~foo: shows th<}f the adverse effajs .of the 
irifill J?toj~~ aj'(f suJ;JstaJ1µ~I)l'rrior~ si:i.y'ete thajl pescribe'f itj t,h¢:pri0r·•EIR;·arid 

(5Lif tli-~ihfill•.Projec;t wotil(Ic;n1se .nevy;;;peaf~tceffects .. ()1) 91gre?ign!fiqint.eff~cts.tllan dis.closed 
iii. the' prior E1R1 ·tlie evafuationshallindicate whetli.er ·drlif()rml 'f applieci de~r~J<)p111.erifst~n(:iards 
S11.bsfaI1tiatly ~itigate' tflose eff~ts.s , · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

N 0. additfonat el)\rrrorinienfaLrevieW is requrreO:' if the irifill project Would. not eatise any. ne~vcsite~specific 
o;r: projed-'$p~ifib effeqs or rn9rg signifkanteftecfS,. or jf1J1llf~rmfy appliaj d,ewl()pment . .standards 
wOµIct!slil5$t~p:~~1i1.wµgatesu¢r~ifect5; · · · · 

INFILL PROJECTEl..l(;1.s1utv 
t:-' _, •_". ~ - _,. - ' ""-- - > - -- _,_-__ ,' - - '' - .- .·' - - - ' -· - .-. -

To.be eligfbiefot the streamlinlrig:procedutes pres.Cr:ibed iri Sectionl5182t3, ari'infill project niustrrieet all 
.g~.!ft~.fplfo)'Ving cdtei;ia; .... , ... 

·a) Jflep1pject site·is loca.tedzn • tprur~O.Ji'q:i;ea .. tm.a sik tlurt: eitlw"hasbee11pt:e;o.ious!y ·aeveloped or.that· ad}'ofos 
friSEing qualified u.i:baiiitse5 01i'izt Iea5t se:Denty-jive.percenf of thi~sife.'sjieri.r1te#r.f ··· 

Theipiojecf site .15 1oCa.t~d· wifl1iit ~ filJja,tj area ajld has ~eaj p~e"JousJy d~veloped~ Acc;ordllig •to 
historical Sartborn maps, tbe projects).te has been dev~ogep with n~skikntiai arid light inpustrial 
s,trilctures ~ince iss~~ J?aje(i on ~µn,ap:ig perrriits, p~t J:,tiSi.ilesses ofy fI:ie project sit~ i.ric.luded a 
wrecking company, ah'a:Uto washfog area, a frailer manufacftlring fa:ctory; and a paihtoobili Based 
on th~)93~ BI1d 194fiMriq1 phofogr~pJ:\s, t11~ proj~ct s~te \\l'a,socfupieg QY aJ:mildii:tg. B<t~e<:l PI1 tfle 
IC}87 .aetiiJiphoto.gr(lpbi ~he buildingwas no longer present and the proj¢ct site. v.~as depicted as: a 
paveci E~rldr;ig l()f. 'I'c) i:liiteJfie projeg~it~reiflairisdev~lpped ~.·.a pave9 pc;1rkil)gl()f~ · 

.6 Anevlspecific effed'iS an i:lffedthatv.'aS not addressedinlheprl<)r:filR 3:11& fuat is specific to t!iKlnf.JJlpr9je<:lortliefu;fillp;oject 
:Sit~ AneWsped(jC:#fec(may iesull.i~tor example; the prioi:EIR'.statedlliat Sufficient S!fo~spedflcmrormation~'aS not available · ..... •:=~~;~~::=~J~f· thaf:ff~ct.jSUbstantial.•cnangesin•dt~~c~followifi~•.·certiilcation~Qf,aprioi••EIR may. alsQ 

9~fo~e·~~ficant nwaiw ai;leff~:~i!J ~e31+b:;tiif!tially;iriP!e "e~~~~ tjran: ;describe<;lh:i• lf)e prjor EIR.:Mo,te'.signi(it;aji.t·~ffec:ts inclMcli?' 

t~ffi1~;!z=~~~iif~4~~~~;~~::t~~ii~~~~;;~1~r~~;;;~~~~a;r~r: 
iiS.· infeasiblearein rad feasible, <tfidkch measureS·al"e notinduded in tlieprOj~~ (2Jfeasible:rrllligatiofr me3sures con5ideiab1y. 
differ.~nt 'tftan: those preyi0~Iy;·ari;lljized, c9\tl<i s\,ilistanliaJ1y.,teduCe. a si~t effect .0.esCribed fo the. prior EIR; bµI si.idt 
me.as{lj¢s.·.aw:n0.t. ind\Jded .. i1' •. !i,ie'p:i;qj~\;,·p~ C~1 lil)'. ~pplkab)~Iajtigatiofi ~u~~· was.~d6pt(?d ·14 pnn~tici1J.with·a ·pJ<LlUllrig· 

.s9~i~~:~~°!ii~~~~a@~j!~~~;~t::J~~~!C=:ter~!M~~t~~~~:&~~~~i~~~vthei~e1sg£• 
signific:anee: 

·~ F6rthep~· ofiliis s~lidi'vL'iiori,"adjoin~1• ni~ .. Uie fofiu .·pr0joct ii imffiediatelf adjacentto qualified ·urbluiuies;. or IS;orily 
)iCparah?(i :E:Pm su\:11·u~es by ·~·1w.pr9ved Eubllc fi&nt-of~~~y. Qualified ~oa:p :Use 1ltea~an:y resideii.tiaI, commerqa1, public· 
fi:tstitulipn,~~ ~ircu: t:ta'fl'.i}?Ortapcin passei1g<';~ facility~ or retailuse, J;ri;;any<:m:nbipati9~ of tA?S~·l1S~; · 

.si<kffimc1sco ......... ·. . 
PLA.,..Nl .. <0.DEPMIT'i'!~ 
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bJ Thepfoposetlproji~tsatiiffes'thepiirfarmmiCe standards provided in Appeiz(ii.f M()f the CE~S2A Guidellriesc 

The:. pr~_Bos~Q; profed satisfiE!S tile pedo~manc~ stafidarefs.provicfed •. in ApperidiXM ofthe. CEQA 
(;Uid~i11~s.fo' Tue•Append!x }vi chec@1$t,. W'.hic4 cii.n ~.~ lc:>cated w#hll:t .f:he profect file,, covers the 
f()llo\\7iI!&J9}JiC:s f<)r I11i)(ed.:11s~ ·fesidenfii:t} projests: 11~~\:}ori!,l aj~t~i;i~~ air .·qila,lity/ 'tral"\S,µo;r:tationt 
?D<"i'.r'°'ffq1::dabl~ h:oµsing, Jhe project .sitl:! .. i$ •. nqt::fu!:Iud~<lc Qn any li,Stq:>Inpiled ptJ:rsuarit .tq .Section 
65Q(12~5'()f the (j6\Te):ri1ll~t CodE! (i.e_,tj:te "Cortei;e" list)/ a.hd.isnof I<)cat~d neaz: a· high-\lt>Iutne 
road,wax'•Oi: .·~· $~fion~y :Source.of air 'pqlluti()n (i;~,. J1roject sit(! is I)()t wjtl:iin an Afr: Pollutarit 
J?{p()sufe ZQ;rl,e): 'I'he project site i$1oeat@Withjµ <tl()w\~eJikfo fravttl ~re~i witftin?' ha]f mile qfan 
e~s~~~ tnafqt tta:rlsitstop, .anclconsists tjf le~sili~300 ~£fordable hotising1lnits. · · · · · . . .. . 

cJ Th.epi:op<i$ed.PrC!fe¢t is co1i$i$tei1t.with ·tl-u~gerier4l •. u$e deSig11~tfq1i;, itens.ity;. b¥fldin~:inteirs}ty;. mid.applicable 
pqli#i'§Pe:fifie4 ifr {lj1:·$y.stafaaq.1f C:()171m1m#i~.~fr!l~egy .. . 

J.=>icw B<>Y At~<1)s $~ C11fr~f S:ust<11nable C::9m:inurtitl~ Sµ-ategy <µi:d Regional fIC1J:1SportatibI} P1ari: tj}at 
was. a~op.f~~ by tl1e ~M~t]:9p9l~fciri.)'raijsportatjop C(:imµJissjC:i!l (MTC) ~cI ,Associ?ti611 of Bay N~a. 
Goven:unents(ABAG) fo July 2dl3~ incompliar:tce Withtalifomia's'~ovWiing greenhotise &a5reduction 
Jegis1<1ti;Pn~ $,en:e,te.Biii 375.n To.b~ ccmsi~tept .wittl;Plan:Bay ~ea, ... ·~·. proposed.proj~d rr1ust be lo<:;aJ~d 
\vithiri a Prio:rit)f DeveIOpinentArea (PD A)1 .or mrisf meet:aJFoftlie followirig criterfa.: 

• Q6nf (Jriii wtlf tliejurisqi~otj' s Genef~ PJfil\ anq H()usiftg.:E;lernent:; 
• . Be:lotated withfrr 0.Smiles: oftransit.acces~; 
., $¢;106% affordablt:!.tolow-'-and veryc.low incom~ li;qusel:loidsfor 55:year$; and 

· • Beloc:ate4witninO:Erniles of:at Je~~f;:;~)(1JE!ig)jborl:logd:afl1~rlltie?Jt · 

The'project site iS locatedWitliin:theEastem Neighbofoood§PDA; ;.md: therefore. the project iS .consistent 
·ili:h Jhe general use~desimationr dkllSity, bqi)Jj~gjn~~SltJrj c<u:td applkabl~ pqlide~spi=cified iit Pfa.n,Bay 
Afea):3 AsdisrussedaboveJ the proposed piojecfat2060 FOISom.Str~tmeets critenaa; b,and c;andis 
therefore <:onsidered ~· ~igibl~ irlfillprojed'. . . . .· 

PLAN·lEVt;l.ENVJRQ~MENT~t .. IMPAGT.REPORT 
Tue 2.()90 FoisomStree(J?tofectsfig isJo:cat~d::withfo th¢MJ~si9n i'lanArea pf the Ea$tem Neignborhopcl~ 
'Ar~a, RJ?it~·whjcfiW@~~faJl!atMfu th¢ .•. E~t~:i:nN,E!igQ.b9tl,i994~·;:t{~ilizjg.~4:;Ar~glaj'ts~gi;Qgi~a,fi¢ 
EnvrrorimentalllripacfReporf(PEIRpt,The·Eastern NeiglioomoodSPEJ%\vhiclfwas .. certified in2008~ iS 
;t,compreher:isiye;,prpgtari:µ:µatic c.;I¢i::;qmMt .ihat pr~ents a,n ;walysis: ofthe:en.virorunen~f effeets of 
iiflpleajeD;fatipri 9f fri~,~~l:i:irr:J, I'Jeiglif:><:ri:n98dS. R:ezorung)il1q Ar.ea Plan$; as ~vell~ :tlte .pqbajtjaI iffip~(# 
under several proposea altemati.ve. scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estirnated that 

· ill' .~ap .fr<Lnd~ J'fa~g. Depa,rtment, tiigjf;irfty CJ1edji#: CEQA · G~iaeifni!S Appe11d~ }Vi Pqjorma1u:e Sta~~tUird_~jOr. $frean1lined 
fnfir~Jlrnenlgl Rev!iJv" .l.060foL<;(Jm Street, },!ay s.,-fQl~. * d~ent (and all ~~er \i~ent;; cited; ill. ~ r~R9r~ tlill~~ 
otherwise noted); is·av.iil.able for review at llie San Fraridsto 'PliiimfugDepartmerl:t).1650'Missiori:Streetr Shlte:400 .~.part of Case 
FileNo~2()15-0147ISENV'. . •. . - . 

11 Meti9p0litan TrarisR&.tatiq,n Q:ititrn~si(Jn arid A$s0ciatjohi'. pf Bi:iy N~ GQv:emuJentS, Plari Bay ,'\rea .. A\'aila];,l~ 

tittp:/lonet>ay~ea;orglpla~~~ay-1;r~'1/®)ll~plaTI.-bay~a,~ea,.hbnt,:AS(e!!~dcf.:prllh5, 2l)~(j,, . • .. . . . ·. •. ·.. .. • . 
't2 Choin;iMirl<ti,n; ~~o.;;iatiol,l.<:lfl\av,An~a, (;!J~l'1Ullen.ts{ABAGJ :t?fo1lnilJg.& Re~a~c::;li Pi~or,;]ettert{.> Don L~~is~ E:ftvironm~tal 

Planner, ~ i:~ci~c0Pl~~~p~~~e~~;Ffb~'1t;)'\i2,2oi~~~f2Q70ip,~i~5~~ef P~jecf$CS C:m1sisf~n9r1 .. . . . · .. 
u Ibid. 
,. PJaimiugDepaz.'tnient caseNo.'2(}()4;01QOE)1ni:l, State:<:1e.a~~hoiJSe,No~2oosos204s 
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in:ipk~Jlleriti?ii'.on p(the}'.~~t~ ::Niiighbwhogd~;Piaµ. could .,re:;ult in <ipprqxiJ:nately. 7,406 to .9,900 :net 
.dWeilfu.g 1i,hl'tsaild e,f qo~qqq . ~C> 6,9op)!JQOQ sq@t~·•£eet:.of r't~tI'loD:ct~~d~I1~<.iI space(exclu 4if1g ~DR .. 19~s) 
built In thE:> Plan. Area tl:itotigHout theJifclime pfJhe;i~fan (year 2625)• 

This detenninatioriaridthe·mfill Ehvinumfontfil Ch~cklist{.~ffa9)ll1~f~) cp!lclilc!~i> thaf 'the prop()Sci1 
project at 2060 F6i:som Stteeti'.(i j. is eugible for"att, infilL'sti:eamliiling exemption;.•(2) the~ctfects of. the·mfili . 
projectwe~e <U)alyzed ih th~ ~a'ster11.Neig1;1J:>qrhoqdi:;.~EIJ1a:nd appliqlbl~ mitig;;itlon measures from. the 
PEIRnavebeen incorporated into the proposed .pr(Jject;(3)the.proposed proj¢ctwould not cause riev{ 
spe<:ific effects. that were no~ ~lt_eady a.d4ressed inJhe. Eastern 'N~Ighborhoods PEIR; ahd (A) thete is ho 

Sllb!;taJ1fi,;:J} Il~~ infQrmati911 tlµt,.~:\19W$ tha.tJI;le ii!:dy~i;s~ enyifp;ninl'!.ntal effeCts .. of .the iI1fiH. project <)re 
moresignifkantthall.desdibedm the ptj.or·Er&. Therefore,oo.fuitfieI-enVirofunentaj ,review is requir:ea 

fm. the pr9Fq~ed 2060 folsqrn• Sµ:eet project and:fhJs 1(sertificate of· E~em~tion .·for· the proposed projeq 
. t<m1prise the fiillagd cp!pp]~t~ REQj\ evall1ati9l1ne('~~saryj'9r tl)epr9po?ajprtjje~t . 

. POTENTIAL.EfiVIR{)NME~TA(EFFECTS 

·The Eas,tem·N~ighbqrho9dsPE1R includ!'!d.analyses of en,gironµientaf ISsues.fnc:Juc!!ng:lancLuse; plal}s. 
'an~ polisfes; Yf~i.tci].. guruit:y ahdifihatj 9:¥i@5 populatio1\ hou5iftg, bt~$i{\e5s activity; ~I).d employment 
(gro..,v.th inducen\etit)i tralli!portation; noire~ ait quality{ parksr recreation arid open space; sbadowj 
.a;r:cQ~QJq9fca} n~S()UJ;'ces; hisk>ric ai;:chifectural res9urces;}1azards; and other issues !10t addtesseci in the 

previ6l1sly issued iajtial $.flicly ~for th~ E~srern, Neighporhq()ds Reiohiilg an~:fArea. Plan$. The' ~st~ 
Neighborhoods PElR anirl~z¢cl a rah~e ofiezoriin~;,9pt1ons f~i the jJfojectsiter including· an option to 

·rezone the project site £rcrp1 ~ ~O-fqof h~ight · lip,uJtq: a.6$~ foqtJ:ieh;P,t limit an<l frqrµ. a F' (Public)• zqning 

· disfrfctto;an tJMU dis:t]:ictJ?' Thus; the £asteri) :t-J:eigl:i bcfrhooq~ f,'EJ:R, co~idered the. incremezjtal impacts 
of the, propose1.-fio60If<:i1soni Str~et project: As a r~~lt, the 'pfop~sed irifillprbjetf.:Would.notresult in 

aciye:r?e. ellylrOIU1lent~1 effect? that are. more" significant than \\'f?re id<!pti{ied in the Eas~ew 
NejO.hborhoods;PEIR.. · 

0, . ' 

'Sigrii.fi<ll!t;1t and. urw.yoidable im,pacw wer~ identHie(l fo. me Eastern, .N~ighborhoo&;. PEIR for the 
following fopics: . farid Us~~ fiiStor}c arquteSfural l'.~9l1rtes, tianSpl)rt(!fiQtJ an cl cirqilatjqrt, and sq~dOVr• 
~egarding land use, tlfo:.~EJR,fol1.ni:i' a stgnifi~ant 1rripact related to tbe ·cumulative loss ofIDR 'I'he 

apJ]19xilllately 29,975?qui1r~fqqj;pi;<>Jfct s#e at2g6g fqlsorn is.a, surfuce parl<inglgt; ·tl:iere~or~ there are 
no exisfirlg'PDRuses afthe'pfqject site. The 'pi~j¢cf site ·is lo~f¢dMthliya P • ~ubl!c)use, d.istl"~ct, Whicil 
does.not·auowPbR·.uses;SitjceJhe projectsit¢was-11oepanolt&e PDR land c8upply,lhe·pioposed project 

·wooJd nqtcontfihµte to the sigDJficarif iansl u~ imp£1c~. identiffod)n the :P.EtR, Eeg¥ding historjc 
.atchiteCffuhl resources;tlie·.BEgfounq lhafcit~ng~ mhse·diffeliicts .<Uldh:eigl1f. lirni ~ uri:qt;!i' theEa,~t~:rfy 
•'Neighbothoods,AreaPlans.could.havestibstantialadversechangesorithesignificanceof.bothindiviciuai 

histol"ic:re!'Jourc;~s ari,d on Hfst0ric: distrkts with4.i th~, "l;lan Area, The .proposed. project .does not frw:olve 
denfolil:ion. of aiSfiiii:tilre and t_l:le pro,ject ~i.t~~ rs no~ Iocatl:!g:i~tl@ ~. hist9fi§ <iisfrkt; ~~refqi;e; the . 
. pr9posE>cl~pt~ject wouidnotconrribute.to .. the sigrufiC:qnthlst0titi"¢Soutce imp ad identified. in:the ·.Eastern•. 

'N \:@libotJ1pgg~ ~,?IB: R~ga:rding traIJ:Si_t; t,h~ :f':EtR Jo_und tti~f fu!?, ar\t!dpated gJ:OYffu resu!tmg frqm. the 

z6hfrigi'cl1atjg.e_5 cotitdies-Ultiti)!Snifitapt irfip~<#9n transit tf9-~fsf\ip.i Tral)Sitiia~sl1ip g~11er3.ted by tile 
- ·--· " - " ·--- - .. " -- - --- ' "'' - - -- ' " -- " ----- - ·-

: is .. sai1' fianosco PJanitinS: :iJeparlmenf/Eastmi~ Neizh1i0ifiii0i:Js Reiindng: i.iMArefi·.PiallS Fmaltizvifi:inriillnfitl tfnpat.t.:Report (PEIR>, 
:i'\'.ilgiiSt7, 2Q08, 01~(1'fo,2001-01WE/Figuri?:•:c&R..,l·Prop0sedU~;.DiSt.rlefy. ·iil•l'feferitid• Projeet ahd'.•Figure G&:R~2Pl;oposed·. 
·~ei#\;LifuiteCf.inR~ef~rr9d.~roJ~t.A\railal;I~ athttp:!J"~'-'W.sf-pfarili~t;-org/inacxi1s'px?page;= 1893; i!i:c#$eci .o#Jld:ay 25; .2016,_ 
·~~a()(_-:ulfiimt iiJ.s.q\S{availiibiefor.reYci~vv a t.d.6?9 ~~tonStree~ ~uite.400,,$anJ~~cW;o,.g,a,sp!ITtQf(:ase Ni:>; ?()()~t0~60E 
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certificate,ofEXemption .2060 Folsom Street 
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prbj~cfr,\V()µl ci fi()t cOiU;o1J11.t~ f9it$f cteral)lyto the tj-ari~ifiIIif>adSifieritified,irt. lli# Eastern N eighhorhoods 
PEIR .. Finally, te~ardfrig' shadoWi~pa:&; the EEIR'could notcortdude if the. rezoni~gandcom:munity 
p!q.ns· w9ul&result in t~ss-t:ha:i;t-siwi{i9ntsfoi.d9'~ rinpa,c::t:>; J:>eca_lll;~ .. th~··f~sj~~lify.c0Lcoll,lpi~te lJ1rugiition 
for pi:Hentifil ne\v shadow- impad:S>of UrikrioWri. pfoposals: fotild not oe del:errninea at that .time. :111e 
pi:opose4 project wqUld not substantiali~raffect the ailjacent 17th & Folsom f;rrk since ,pro}e¢t shc1doW 
w:oµJd b~)imitecl to ec1rly1J1orriing·anti ~yel)i:ngho11:rsigth~ summi=r.II1o~fl:ls· dtiririg pe,ribdsfhatar~ 
fypidillylow fifr·park•use, 

Tu~ ~ast~Ji N~1g1Jb.orlfood~ J?'E1R}cteritifiecf fe1:1si~te .Il1il:.fg~tiori aje;J.sur~s to ~ci.ci£ess sjgnificanfjajpi~ 
r.elated to noise, .alr quality, archeologic~f r.esources, historic resources, lxaZ9Xdous tnated~1 and 

:b:<il1oSpor~tjon, '111~.lbfill Envi'rqnwenta,i·.·.Cb~cklist••<iiscuss:es. th~ applic:abiiitr of each mitigation.m~<i.sm~ 
#9rrt thg f:£ste~ri Neigl;tborljo()~ PEIR Clhd ldefitifi~ 1.ffi~-frirrr1ly a pplica}Jl~ ~ev¢Iopm~itt s~da£-O~i ~at 
would reciute ertvrronmentaf effects df:·the:. prqjecU6 Table 1 below iistS the mitigation measures 
i~ajtitjed i11 ti-le 'EasteO'.l N¢1~RbqrJ:topqs j:>~Ilf tl:l<it w:oulg ?pply to theproppse(i project, .... 

Tabie1-:::AvI?licabie.'Ea$tern Neighborhoo<ls'rE.IB. Mitigauo11jyleasute$• 

Applicability Coinpliance 

A PP Hcabl~: teIT\pQrary corsguc;fi()n Tl,1eproje<:t ,sp9nsq.r h~S- agreed. 
rtdisefrom the use of heavy .fodevelop andJmplementa set 
~Ipm~t would.be gener<l.f.ed ofnoise.atl:enuatiorirneaswe.s• 

}:c2,; l'i::<>Peri:fo~ wJi:l:i.:ng. l;>rev~ous Applicable: p:rojec($ite~sJ,ocatedin 
Shislj~ ?-n ar~?-:V$iffii\q pr~¥W~~ 

archaeoio~cai:sfildies 

O:uririg co~frFcti<l~;~ 
the PlanµingDepartmerit has 
c?ndl.lci_ed, <i. .r;>relimiriit:y 
Areheologkal Review~The 

project:spons9! l1as agreed. to 

1~p1€_m~1L~ pr()sedureli r~~afy@. 
to ari:heofogical restlhgin 
c9mpljance \\fiili.this,n;1itig~fion 
:en ea$Ui:€: 

As.d.isC1.1ssed .. in the attachect· lnfillcEnvii:oum¢Ut~J Che~Idist,.Uie· f0Um1in:g··mitigatloi;i·measuresidentified 
i11Jhe ~astern Neigh~orho9~ ,"PEti&.~~ ·n9t.appiic(l.i?I~ t9 ;t},~prf>pC>~<:f pro}e~:. F~J:. ,c;onstrt!ctiof1 No1s~ 
{Pile DriVing)rF-3: IriteriMNoise 1,ev~IS~ E4:' Sitfug 9f'Noise-Sensitive Use§;. E~s: Siting 0£ Noise., 
Genej:ati:qg lises; F,.6.: Ope:r;t $pai::e ird:.:f Qisy Envirorunents, G--2.: )\ir Qua1ity:fot Sepsl.tiye Larid {Jsesr G-3: 

$itin~ gt?b~~ tli~t~ll§if p:fJvI; ,t:i-:4.: §(µ:qg pf 1Jses that Emit ot~ei; T,&,.p;~.M; J?~operti«?9 ,wi~ Pr~yioy£ 
MCheOl(;jgi<:al §ffiai~~··F3fMissiorr.DqloresAfrheofogica.1··.DiSttict:; .. K-1: Iriteriffi •Prcin~dilles'fOr Perrriit 
ReVi~W uuhe Eastem.Neighoorhood.s Pla!l area, x.:2:;Amertditients to Arfi:de JO .of tlie PlaI)lling <::ode 
:Pert<J.inllig · tg .Y~rtical -1\ddifi9r:isfothe.·South.t:nd Hjst()ri~ Jjisi:d.d,.I\~~: .. 1\rnendfl1erlts to AJ:titjE;(lO,.of ilie. 
P.lafuiing··coae:Peftairiing foA}teiatiorl$ ai:ld IrifillDevel()p,m¢n~ irr th~ Dogpakh ffistorkDiStrict, v.1; 
Hazardous Bull.ding Ma.te_ri<l'.ls, E-'i Traffi¢'$lgnal mstailatiott; E"'Z'; futelliient TrafficJvfanagemertt E~3: 
Enhan.ced "f rilflspo:rtalion: :f q11dil1g,. E'-4:1I}telligent frn'ffic Managep:wi:W · Ei?: .. EnbanceCi J)~ifFunding, 
E-6;-Transit Corridor.Ifl1provemerit$1 E~7;:Tfansit; Ac~ssibilify, E':Si Mririi Sfora.ge .and·Mairitenance;E~9: 

-· Rid'.er Ilnprovements, E~1&'rbmsftErifuu.ic:ement,'attdE~1!:.fr:r@spb.tt;a~foi:kDema;n<iM.maggment..·- . 
~ ~ . -- -- . --" 
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Piea;;e.seethe.atl_ach~aNfitjg<1t;iq11Afl:mitori:i-ig.ancl l~epoi;tihgfr9gr9m17 cMNmP) for.the complete·.text.of 

th~apP,li<:ablf initig~tiof1 iri¢as11r~; XVith 1.inplefuent<iHCJn .. c;)~ t:fle5e :riritig(iti'()n #lea$tll:es al1ci uriif9ini.ly 
applicable.' dey~1opn'lertt stan<:iards, the p,rb!)dsedp~oj~~-*oil!d tjot res1.iit iRsi~ificant impacts lieyohd 
~f\os~ (Ula,ly;z:ep in µJeEastegr~eighiiR~fto()ds I:>E~ . . . 

A i~l)J'.oH$cafl~µ. of..P.r:of~F Receivil1g Ri:tviJ:opmental RevJewN was.mafl¢d on May 11, iof6 to adj~~ent 
occiJpaj:tfs'~ricf c:>WJ1erspf propgftiesWi{ftiri $90.•feefof .the project si t¥c ]\Jc;)g5tnn1~nts werer~.~ivedi·~ ... 

CONCLU~lQN. 

As summarized above anctfurthe:rdiscussedin ilie · rnfiff En:V:ironmerita1 Check1ist1s: 

L The. proposed ~rojed ~ eligible for the streamlining procedtlres, as tjle pr'?Jecf site has b.een' 
1?:reyi.0usly developed il!JcL 1s ,located in an µ;rban; ~n~ar the proposed-project 8atisfies the 
p~rfiJ.(J:llpri,ce ftandqrds pr9yjg~d 1n A.pperidvclyf 9(.tl"ig .<:EQA Ql,llcii~lihes, ~dthe profec;t Is 
con5isterit~'ilith llie Sustainable Comirilinities sttat~gy; · 

:2. The efl~cts of th~ pro~osed:jnfiilpn:>ject were analyzed inap~oi EIR, and no neWmformation 
shovv~ tliat th~ ;?-clY~~e; ~nyiro11nf~nhjf effect$/ of th~ infill project ate more. s.igajficaµt than that 
described iii tlieprior'EIR~ ··· · 

3; Tue J>roposecf m.fi1i projectwouid not,cailse any Sigrtlficanl effects.on the environment that· either 
Ji.ave nqfal:re<i.<fY .been :arialyze<f in i'!.;priop EIR or th;lt .~re more i;ignificant ~ previously 
analyzed,. or t1i~r Uitif<>:rmty appljcapl~ cievelopment· polici~s Wotilci not su[>s!anfially Il1itigate; 
and 

4; The pr0ject sp(lnsor will underfa.ke feasibi~ ,JI\ifigafion: .rn.eFlStlres specified frt .the Eastern 

]',Jeighborhe>oc!¥f'EI~J?ri:t1Ugateproj%t-:J:eJat¥.s1g'nJR8ItfW:ip~05 .. 

Therefore; the; prordsed project ,j5 exempt from furilierenvirolJil1erit,31 reVie~· pursuant t() ,Public 
Resources~C<:>cle.$¢c;Hon2l09:4,~·an4eEQAGuidelii;iesSecti.on15iS3.3 .. 

jcTheMMRP is attached to tnisdocument as Attai:hmertt 6: 
1"Jbld. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Prior EIR: 
Project Sponsors: 

Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Location 

ATTACHMENT A 

Infill Environmental Checklist 

2015-014715ENV 
2060 Folsom Street 
P (Public) Use District 
50-X Height and Bulk District 

3571/031 
29,075 square feet 
Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (Mission) 
Mission Economic Development Agency 
Elaine Yee - (415) 282-3334 
Chinatown Community Development Center 
Shannon Dodge - ( 415) 929-1026 
Don Lewis-(415) 575-9168 
don.lewis@sfgov.org 

The project site is an irregular-shaped lot located on the west side of Folsom Street between 16th and 17th 
streets, with frontages on Folsom and Shotwell streets, in the Mission neighborhood (see Figure 1, Project 
~ocation). The project site is a surface parking lot with approximately 95 vehicle spaces, three light 
standards, and a small information kiosk/pay station. It is currently zoned P (Public) and within a 50-X 
height and bulk district. Immediately adjacent to the south of the project site is the 17th & Folsom Park, 
which is under construction and under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department. 

Project Characteristics 

The project sponsor proposes the rezoning and height re-classification of the project site to an Urban 
Mixed Use (UMU) district and an 85-X height and bulk district. The proposed project involves the 
removal of the surface parking lot and construction of a nine-story, 85-foot-tall (94-foot-tall with elevator 
penthouse), approximately 165,350-square-foot, mixed-use building. The proposed building would 
contain up to 134 affordable residential units, 9,720 square feet of community support services, 4,420 
square feet for a child development center, 1,230 square feet of accessory office space, and 600 square feet 
of retail use. The unit mix would include transitional age youth units (which ·are generally smaller than 
studio units), one-bedroom units, two-bedroom units, and three-bedroom units. It is anticipated that at 
least 20 percent of the proposed units would be transitional age youth units. No off-street vehicular 
parking is proposed. The proposed project would include 107 Class I bicycle spaces at the ground-floor 
level and twelve Class II bicycle spaces would be located on the sidewalk in front of the project site (nine 
on Folsom Street and three on Shotwell Street). The existing 12-foot-wide curb cut on Shotwell Street 
would be removed and standard sidewalk and curb dimensions restored. The proposed project would 
install a 40-foot-long loading zone within two proposed sidewalk bulb-outs on Folsom Street for the 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Infill Environmental Checklist 

Figure 1: Project Location 

2.83 ni 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

2060 Folsom Street 
2015-014715ENV 

527ft 

10() fr 

2 



Infill Environmental Checklist 2060 Folsom Street 
2015-014715ENV 

residential use and the child development center. In addition, one 20-foot-long, on-street car share space 
would be located on Folsom Street. The Folsom Street sidewalk in front of the project site would be 
widened from 11 feet, 7 inches to 12 feet while the Shotwell Street sidewalk in front of the project site 
would be widened from 10 feet to 12 feet. The proposed project would replace five existing street trees 
along the project site (four on Folsom Street and one on Shotwell Street) and ten new trees would be 
planted (four on Shotwell Street, four within the proposed promenade, and two on Shotwell Street). 

The ground-floor level would include the following: 5,400 square feet of community support services; 
two bicycle storage rooms that would contain the Class I bicycle spaces; a 4,420-square-foot child 
development center; 1,230 square feet of office space; a 1,020-square-foot lobby with reception accessed 
from Folsom Street; and a 600-square-foot cafe would be located along Folsom Street. The proposed 
project would also include the following ground-floor open space: a 4,460-square-foot promenade would 
border the under construction 17th & Folsom Park to the south, where two park access gates would be 
located; a 2,960-square-foot open courtyard would be located towards the center of the project site and 
would create an east and west building wing; and immediately north of the open courtyard would be a 
1,530-square-foot outdoor area for the child development center (see Figures 2 and 3, Proposed Site Plan 

and Proposed Ground Floor). 

The second-floor level would contain residential units, including two family day care units with a 550-
square-foot open space, 3,970 square feet of community support services, and a 300-square-foot lounge 

for the transitional age youth units (see Figure 4, Proposed Second Floor). Floors three through seven 
would include residential units (see Figure 5, Proposed Floor Plans 3-7). Floors eight and nine would 
include residential units, an 860-square-foot roof garden for the residents, and a 350-square-foot 
community room (see Figure 6, Proposed Floor Plans 8-9). The roof-top would include building-related 
mechanical systems and solar thermal arrays (see Figure 7, Proposed Roof Plan). Project elevations are 
provided as Figures 8, 9, and 10. The proposed project would pursue GreenPoint Rated certification. 

Project Construction 

During the approximately 22-month construction period, the proposed project would require up to 30 
feet of excavation below ground surface (bgs) for the proposed foundation work which would require 
cement deep soil mixing and any soil remediation deemed necessary, resulting in approximately 2,500 
cubic yards of soil disturbance. The west wing of the proposed building would be supported by a shallow 
foundation (a mat slab) while the east wing would require a deep foundation (drilled piles would extend 
up to 65 feet bgs). Impact piling driving is not proposed. 

PROJECT APPROVAL 
The proposed project at 2060 Folsom Street would require the following approvals: 

Actions by the Planning Commission 

• Approval of a Legislative Amendment for proposed zoning change and height re-classification 
under Section 302 of the Planning Code. The Planning Commission's approval of the Legislative 
Amendment would be the Approval Action for the project. The Approval Action date establishes 
the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 



Fi ure 2. Pro osed Site Plan 
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Cbmments: Not to Scale 
Source: Mithun, April 14, 2016 
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Fi ure 3. Pro osed Ground Floor Plan 

Comments: Not to Scale 
Source: Mithun, April 14, 2016 
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Fi ure 4. Pro osed Second Floor Plan 
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Comments: Not to Scale 
Source: Mithun, April 14, 2016 
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Fi ure 5. Pro osed U er Floor Plans Levels 3 to 7 

Cllmments: Not to Scale 
Source: Mithun, April 14, 2016 
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Fi ure 6. Pro osed U er Floor Plans Levels 8 to 9 
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Fi ure 7. Pro osed Roof Plan 
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Comments: Not to Scale 
Source: Mithun, April 14, 2016 
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Fi ure 8. Pro osed South Elevation 17th Street 

Comments: Not to Scale 
Source: Mithun, April 14, 2016 
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Fi ure 9. Pro osed East Folsom Elevation 

Comments: Not to Scale 
Source: Mithun, April 14, 2016 
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Fi ure 10. Pro osed West Shotwell Elevation 

Comments: Not to Scale 
Source: Mithun, April 14, 2016 
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Infill Environmental Checklist 

Actions by the Board of Supervisors 

2060 Folsom Street 
2015-014 71 SENV 

• Approval of a Legislative Amendment for proposed zoning change and height re-classification. 

Actions by the Planning Department 

• Approval of a Large Project Authorization for development of a building greater than 25,000 
gross square feet, if the proposed legislative amendment is approved. Per Planning Code Section 
315, a Large Project Authorization for 100 percent Affordable Housing Projects may be approved 
by the Planning Department. 

Actions by City Departments 

• Approval of a Site Mitigation Plan from the San Francisco Department of Public Health prior to 
the commencement of any excavation work 

• Approval of a Site Permit from the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) for new 
construction. 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

This Infill Environmental Checklist was prepared to examine the proposed project in light of a prior 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to determine whether the project would cause any effects that 
require additional review under CEQA. The Infill Environmental Checklist indicates whether the 
effects of the proposed project were analyzed in a prior EIR, and identifies the prior EIR's mitigation 
measures that are applicable to the proposed project. The Infill Environmental Checklist also 
determines if the proposed project would cause new specific effects1 that were not already 
addressed in a prior EIR and if there is substantial new information that shows that the adverse 
environmental effects of the project are more significant2 than described in a prior EIR. Such impacts, 
if any, will be evaluated in a project-specific Mitigated Negative Declaration or EIR. If no such impacts 
are identified, the proposed project is exempt from further environmental review in accordance with 
Public Resources Code Section 21094.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.3. 

The prior EIR for the proposed 2060 Folsom Street project is the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and 
Area Plans Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).3 The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
identified significant impacts related to land use, transportation, cultural resources, shadow, noise, air 
quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified significant cumulative impacts related 

1 A new specific effect is an effect that was not addressed in a prior EIR and that is specific to the infill project or the infill project 
site. A new specific effect may result if, for example, the prior EIR stated that sufficient site-specific information was not 
avail;,ble to analyze the significance of that effect. Substantial changes in circumstances following certification of a prior EIR 
may also result in a new specific effect. 

2 More significant means an effect will be substantially more severe than described in the prior EIR. More significant effects include 
those that result from changes in circumstances or changes in the development assumptions underlying the prior EIR's analysis. 
An effect is also more significant if substantial new information shows that: (1) mitigation measures that were previously 
rejected as infeasible are in fact feasible, and such measures are not included in the project; (2) feasible mitigation measures 
considerably different than those previously analyzed could substantially reduce a significant effect described in the prior EIR, 
but such measures are not included in the project; or (3) an applicable mitigation measure was adopted in connection with a 
planning level decision, but the lead agency determines that it is not feasible for the infill project to implement that measure. 

3 Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Oearinghouse No. 2005032048. 
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to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation measures were identified for the above 
impacts and reduced all impacts to less-than-significant except for those related to land use (cumulative 
impacts on Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) use), transportation (program-level and 
cumulative traffic impacts at nine intersections; program-level and cumulative transit impacts on seven 
Muni lines), cultural resources (cumulative impacts from demolition of historical resources), and shadow 

(program-level impacts on parks). Mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PE.IR are 
discussed under each topic area, and measures that are applicable to the proposed project are provided 
under the Mitigation Measures Section at the end of this checklist. 

The project sponsor proposes the rezoning and height re-classification of the project site to a UMU district 
and an 85-X height and bulk district. The proposed project would include the removal of the surface 
parking lot and construction of a nine-story, 85-foot-tall (94-foot-tall with elevator penthouse), 
approximately 165,350-square-foot, mixed-use building. The proposed building would contain up to 134 
affordable residential units, 9,670 square feet of community support services, 1,230 square feet of office 
space, 4,420 square feet for a child development center, and 600 square feet of retail use. As discussed 

below in this checklist, the effects of the proposed irifill project have already been analyzed and disclosed 

in the Eastern Neighborhoods PE.IR and are not more significant than previously analyzed. 

CHANGES IN THE REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT 

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PE.IR in 2008, several new policies, regulations, 
statutes, and funding measures have been adopted, passed, or are underway that affect the physical 
environment and/or environmental review methodology for projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan 
areas. As discussed in each topic area referenced below, these policies, regulations, statutes, and funding 
measures have implemented or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce less-than­
significant impacts identified in the PE.IR. These include: 

State statute regarding Aesthetics, Parking Impacts, effective January 2014, and state statute and 
Planning Commission resolution regarding automobile delay, and vehicle miles traveled, (VMT) 

effective March 2016 (see "CEQA Section 21099" heading below); 

The adoption of 2016 interim controls in the Mission District requiring additional information 
and analysis regarding housing affordability, displacement, loss of PDR and other analyses, 

effective January 2016; 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets Plan adoption in 2010, 
Transit Effectiveness Project (aka "Muni Forward") adoption in March 2014, Vision Zero 
adoption by various City agencies in 2014, Proposition A and B passage in November 2014, and 
the Transportation Sustainability Program process (see Checklist section "Transportation"); 

San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, effective July 2008, and 
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, amended December 

2014 (see Checklist section" Air Quality"); 

San Francisco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco 
Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see Checklist 

section "Recreation"); 

Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improvement Program 
process (see Checklist section "Utilities and Service Systems"); and 
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Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see Checklist section 
"Hazardous Materials"). 

CHANGES IN THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, as evidenced by the volume of 
development applications submitted to the Planning Department since 2012, the pace of development 
activity has increased in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
projected that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan could result in a substantial amount of 
growth within the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas, resulting in an increase of approximately 7,400 to 
9,900 net dwelling units and 3,200,000 to 6,600,000 square feet of net non-residential space (excluding 
PDR loss) throughout the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025).4 The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected 
that this level of development would result in a total population increase of approximately 23,900 to 
33,000 people throughout the lifetime of the plan.5 Growth projected in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
was based on a soft site analysis (i.e., assumptions regarding the potential for a site to be developed 
through the year 2025) and not based upon the created capacity of the rezoning options (i.e., the total 
potential for development that would be created indefinitely).6 

As of February 2016, projects containing 9,749 dwelling units and 2,807,952 square feet of non-residential 
space (excluding PDR loss) have completed or are proposed to complete environmental review7 within 
the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas.8 This level of development corresponds to an overall population 
increase of approximately 23,758 to 25,332 persons. Of the 9,749 dwelling units that are under review or 
have completed environmental review, building permits have been issued9 for 4,583 dwelling units, or 
approximately 47 percent of those units (information is not available regarding building permit issuance 
for non-residential square footage). 

4 Tables 12 through 16 of the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft EIR and Table C&R-2 in the Comments and Responses show projected 
net growth based on proposed rezoning scenarios. A baseline for existing conditions in the year 2000 was included to provide 
context for the scenario figures for parcels affected by the rezoning, not projected growth totals from a baseline of the year 2000. 
·Estimates of projected growth were based on parcels that were to be rezoned and did not include parcels that were recently 
developed (i.e., parcels with projects completed between 2000 and March 2006) or have proposed projects in the pipeline (i.e., 
projects under construction, projects approved or entitled by the Planning Department, or projects . under review by the 
Planning Department or Department of Building Inspection). Development pipeline figures for each Plan Area were presented 
separately in Tables 5, 7, 9, and 11 in the Draft EIR. Environmental impact assessments for these pipeline projects were 
considered· separately from the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning effort. 

5 Table 2 Forecast Growth by Rezoning Option Chapter IV of the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft EIR shows projected net growth 
based on proposed rezoning scenarios. A baseline for existing conditions in the year 2000 was included to provide context for 
the scenario figures for parcels affected by the rezoning. 

6 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods, Rezoning Options Workbook, Draft, 
February 2003. This document is available at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1678#background. 

7 For this and the Land Use and Land Use Planning section, environmental review is defined as projects that have or are relying on 
the growth projections and analysis in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for environmental review (i.e., Community Plan 
Exemptions [CPE] or Focused Mitigated Negative Declarations and Focused Environmental Impact Reports with an attached 
Community Plan Exemption Checklist, or eligible infill projects). 

8 These estimates include projects that have completed environmental review and foreseeable projects (including the proposed 
project). Foreseeable projects are those projects for which environmental evaluation applications have been submitted to the San 
Francisco Planning Department. 

9 An issued building permit refers to buildings currently under construction or open for occupancy. This number includes all units 
approved under CEQA (including CPEs, eligible infill exemptions, Categorical Exemptions and other types of CEQA 
documents). 
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Within the Mission Plan Area, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected that implementation of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan could result in an increase of 800 to 2,100 net dwelling units and 700,000 to 
3,500,000 non-residential space (excluding PDR loss) through the year 2025. This level of development 
corresponds to an overall population increase of approximately 4,719 to 12,207 persons. As of February 
2016, projects containing 2,451 dwelling units and 355,842 square feet of non-residential space (excluding 
PDR loss) have completed or are proposed to complete environmental review within the Mission Plan 
Area. This level of development corresponds to an overall population increase of 8,764 to 10,650 persons. 
Of the 2,451 dwelling units that are under review or have completed environmental review, building 

permits have been issued for 989 dwelling units, or approximately 40 percent of those units. Therefore, 
currently anticipated growth within the Mission Plan Area is within the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
growth projections. 

Growth that has .occurred within the plan areas since adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR has 
been planned for and the effects of that growth were anticipated and considered in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR. Although the number of housing units under review is approaching or exceeds the 
residential unit projections for the Mission and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plans of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR, the non-residential reasonably foreseeable growth is well below what was 
anticipated. Therefore, population growth associated with approved and reasonably foreseeable 
development is within the population that was projected for 2025. Furthermore, the number of 
constructed projects within Eastern Neighborhoods is well below what was has been approved for all 

plan areas. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR utilized the growth projections to analyze the physical environmental 

impacts associated with that growth for the following environmental impact topics: Land Use; 
Population, Housing, Business Activity, and Employment; Transportation; Noise; Air Quality; Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space; Utilities/Public Services; and Water. The analysis took into account the 
overall growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods and did not necessarily analyze in isolation the impacts of 
growth in one land use category, although each land use category may have differing severities of effects. 
The analysis of environmental topics covered in this checklist take into account the differing severities of 
effects of the residential and employee population. 

In summary, projects proposed within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas have not exceeded the 
overall population growth that was projected in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR; therefore, foreseeable 
growth within the plan areas do not present substantial new information that was not known at the time 
of the PEIR and would not result in new significant environmental impacts or substantially more severe 
adverse impacts than discussed in the PEIR. 

SENATE BILL 7 43 

Aesthetics and Parking 
In accordance with CEQA Section 21099 - Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit Oriented 
Projects - aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to 
result in significant environmental effects, provided the project meets all ot the following three criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area; 

b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 
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The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this checklist does not consider 
aesthetics or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.10 See Figi.ires 8,9, 

and 10 for project elevations. 

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled 
In addition, CEQA Section 21099(b)(l) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of 
transportation impacts of projects that "promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the 
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses." CEQA Section 
21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts 
pursuant to Section 21099(b)(l), automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar 
measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the 
environment under CEQA. 

In January 2016, OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA 

Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA11 recommending that transportation impacts for 
projects be measured using a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric. On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of 
the future certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted 
OPR' s recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation 
impacts of projects (Resolution 19579). (Note: the VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of project 

impacts on non-automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking, and bicycling.) Instead, a 
VMT and induced automobile travel impact analysis is provided in the Transportation section. 

Topics: 

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

a) Physically divide an established 
community? 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

D 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

10 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 - Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 2060 
Folsom Street, May 11, 2016. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted), is available for 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File No. 201Ml14715ENV. 

11 This document is available online at https://www.opr.ca.gov/s sb743.php. 
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c) Have a substantial impact upon the 
existing character of the vicinity? 

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

0 

2060 Folsom Street 
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 
Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

0 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 

Significant 
Impact 

0 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on land use and land use planning under Chapter 
IV.A, on pages 35-82; Chapter V, on page 501; Chapter Vl on pages 526-527; Chapter VIII on pages C&R-
16 to C&R-19, C&R-50 to C&R-64, and C&R-131; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 24.12 

The project site is located within the boundary of the Mission Area Plan. The Mission Area Plan promotes 

a wide range of uses to create a livable and vibrant neighborhood. The Area Plan includes the following 

community-driven goals that were developed specially for the Mission: increase the amount of affordable 
housing; preserve and enhance the unique character of the Mission's distinct commercial areas; promote 
alternative means of transportation to reduce traffic and auto use; improve and develop additional 
community facilities and open space; and minimize displacement. Through the Eastern Neighborhoods 
planning process, the project site was specifically called out for affordable housing development with a 
park adjacent to it. As an affordable residential project with ground-floor community facilities and an 
adjacent open space, the project is implementing that vision. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that adoption of the Area Plans would result in an 
unavoidable significant impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR. The proposed project 
would not remove any existing PDR uses, and the project site is located within a P (Public) use district, 
which does not allow PDR uses. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to any impact 
related to loss of PDR uses that was identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Area Plans would not create 
any new physical barriers in the Eastern Neighborhoods because the rezoning and Area Plans do not 
provide for any new major roadways, such as freeways that would disrupt or divide the plan area or 
individual neighborhoods. The proposed project would be developed within existing lot boundaries and 
would include a promenade that would connect with the proposed park at 17th & Folsom streets and 
would therefore not divide an established community. 

Plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect 
are those that directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be met 

in order to maintain or improve characteristics of the City's physical environment. Examples of such 
plans, policies, or regulations include the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's 2010 Clean Air 
Plan and the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board's San Francisco Basin Plan. The 
proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

12 Page numbers to the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR reference page numbers in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans Final EIR. The PEIR is available for review at http:lfwww.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed on May 25, or 
at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2004.0160E. 
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Implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not identified in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to land use and land use planning, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially Less Than 
Mitigated by Significant or 

Uniformly Less Than 
Applicable Significant 

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant 
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact 

2. POPULATION AND 
HOUSING-
Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in D D D D 
an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

b) Displace substant)al numbers of existing D D D D 
housing units or create demand for 
additional housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, D D D D 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on population and housing under Chapter IV.D, on 
pages 175-252; Chapter V, on pages 523-525; Chapter VIII on pages C&R-16 to C&R-19 and C&R-70 to 

C&R-84; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 25. 

One of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans is to identify appropriate locations for 
housing in the City's industrially zoned land to meet the citywide demand for additional housing. The 
PEIR concluded that an increase in population in the Plan Areas is expected to occur as a secondary effect 
of the proposed rezoning and that any population increase would not, in itself, result in adverse physical 
effects, but would serve to advance key City policy objectives, such as providing housing in appropriate 
locations next to Downtown and other employment generators and furthering the City's Transit First 
policies. It was anticipated that the rezoning would result in an increase in both housing development 
and population in all of the Area Plan neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that 
the anticipated increase in population and density would not result in significant adverse physical effects 
on the environment related to population and housing. No mitigation measures were identified in the 
PEIR. 

The proposed building would contain up to 134 affordable residential units, 9,670 square feet of 
community support services, 1,230 square feet of office space, 4,420 square feet for a child development 
center, and 600 square feet of retail use. Implementation of the proposed project would result in a net 
increase of about 303 residents on the project site and a net increase of about 58 employees on the project 
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site.'3 The non-residential components of the project are not anticipated to create a substantial demand for 
increased housing as these uses would not be sufficient in size and scale to generate such demand. 

Moreover, the proposed project would not displace any housing, as none currently exists on the project 
site. The increase in population facilitated by the project would be within the scope of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PElR analysis and would not be considered substantial. For the above reasons, the 
proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PElR related to population and housing. As stated in the "Changes in the Physical 
Environment'' section above, these direct effects of the proposed project on population and housing are 
within the scope of the population growth evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods PElR. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on population and 
housing that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PElR. 

Topics: 

3. CULTURAL AND 
PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES-Would the 
project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5, including those 
resources listed in Article 1 O or Article 11 
of the San Francisco Planning Code? 

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

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

d) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of fomlal 
cemeteries? 

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development· 
Policies 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PElR analyzes effects on cultural resources under Chapter IV.J, on pages 419-
440; Chapter IV.K, on pages 441-474; Chapter V, on pages 512~522; Chapter VI on page 529; Chapter VIII 
on pages C&R-27 to C&R-29, C&R-120 to C&R-129, and C&R-139 to C&R-143; and Chapter IX, Appendix 

Aon page 68. 

13 According to the 2010 Census, the average household size in San Francisco is 2.26 persons (134 * 2.26 = 303). This number is 
conservative since at least 20 percent of the proposed units would be transitional age youth units which are single occupancy. Retail 
and office employment was calculated using information in the 2002 Transportation Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental 
Review (Transportation Guidelines). 
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Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.S(a)(l) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings 
or structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or 

are identified in a local register of historical resources, such as Articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development facilitated 
through the changes in use districts and height limits under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans could 
have substantial adverse changes on the significance of both individual historic resources and on historic 
districts within the Plan Areas. The PEIR determined that approximately 32 percent of the known or 
potential historic resources in the Plan Areas could potentially be affected under the preferred alternative. 
The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found this impact to be significant and unavoidable. This impact was 
addressed in a Statement of Overriding Considerations with findings and adopted as part of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. 

The project site, which is a surface parking, is not considered a historic resource. In addition, the project 
site is not located within a historic district or adjacent to a potential historic resource. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not contribute to the significant historic resource impact identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR, and no historic resource mitigation measures would apply to the proposed project. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on historic architectural 
resources that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Archeological Resources 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Area Plan could result in 
significant impacts on archeological resources and identified three mitigation measures that would 
reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation 
Measure J-1 applies to properties for which a final archeological research design and treatment plan is on 
file at the Northwest Information Center and the Planning Department. Mitigation Measure J-2 applies to 
properties for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which the archeological 
documentation is incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation of potential effects on archeological 
resources under CEQA Mitigation Measure J-3, which applies to properties in the Mission Dolores 
Archeological District, requires that a specific archeological testing program be conducted by a qualified 
archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. 

The proposed project at 2060 Folsom Street would involve up to approximately 30 feet of excavation 
below ground surface for the proposed foundation work, which would require cement deep soil mixing, 
resulting in approximately 2,500 cubic yards of soil disturbance. The proposed project would be subject to 
Mitigation Measure J-2 in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR (Project Mitigation Measure 1). In accordance 
with Mitigation Measure J-2, a Preliminary Archaeological Review (PAR) was conducted by Planning 
Department staff archeologists, which determined that the proposed project has the potential to adversely 
affect CEQA-significant archeological resources. The PAR determined that the project sponsor would be 
required to prepare an Archeological Testing Program to more definitively identify the potential for 
California Register-eligible archeological resources to be present within the project site and determine the 
appropriate action necessary to reduce the potential effect of the project on archeological resources to a 
less-than-significant level.14 The project sponsor has agreed to implement Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

14 Randall Dean, Staff Archeologist, San Francisco Planning Department Archeological Review Log. 
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Mitigation Measure J-2, as Project Mitigation Measure 1 (full text provided in the "Mitigation Measures" 
section below and in the MMRP, which is attached herein as Attachment B). 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in sigllificant impacts on archeological resources 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

4. TRANSPORTATION AND 
CIRCULATION-Would the 
project: 

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

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including but not 
limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic 
levels, obstructions to flight, or a change 
in location, that results in substantial 
safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, ·or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities? 

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
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D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on transportation and circulation under Chapter IV.E, 
on pages 253-302; Chapter V, on pages 502-506 and page 525; Chapter VI on pages 527-528; Chapter VIII 
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on pages C&R-23 to C&R-27, C&R-84 to C&R-96, and C&R-131 to C&R-134; and Chapter IX, Appendix A 
onpage26. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not 
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, or construction. 

However, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes 
could result in significant impacts on transit ridership, ~d identified seven transportation mitigation 
measures, which are described further below in the Transit sub-section. Even with mitigation, however, it 
was anticipated that the significant adverse cumulative impacts on transit lines could not be fully 
mitigated. Thus, these impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable. As discussed above under 
"SB 743", in response to state legislation that called for removing automobile delay from CEQA analysis, 
the Planning Commission adopted resolution 19579 replacing automobile delay with a .VMT metric for 
analyzing transportation impacts of a project. Therefore, impacts and mitigation measures from the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR associated with automobile delay are not discussed in this checklist. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not evaluate vehicle miles traveled or the potential for induced 
automobile travel. The VMT Analysis and Induced Automobile Travel Analysis presented below evaluate 

the project's transportation effects using the VMT metric. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the Infill Environmental Checklist topic 4c is not applicable. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis 

Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of the 
transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, development 
scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low-density development at 
great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access to non-private vehicular modes of 
travel, generate more automobile travel compared to development located in urban areas, where a higher · 
density, mix of land uses, and travel options other than private vehicles are available. 

Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower VMT ratio than the nine-county San 
Francisco.Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the City have lower VMT ratios than other areas of 
the City. These areas of the City can be expressed geographically through transportation analysis zones. 
Transportation analysis zones are used in transportation planning models for transportation analysis and 
other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city blocks in the downtown core, multiple 
blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point 
Shipyard. 

The San Francisco County Tr'!-Ilsportation Authority (Transportation Authority) uses the San Francisco 
Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles and taxis for 
different land use types. Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on observed behavior from 
the California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, Census data regarding automobile ownership rates 
and county-to-county worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. SF-CHAMP uses 
a synthetic population, which is a set of individual actors that represents the Bay Area's actual 
population, who make simulated travel decisions for a complete day. The Transportation Authority uses 
tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, which examines the entire chain of trips over the 
course of a day, not just trips to and from the project. For retail uses, the Transportation Authority uses 
trip-based analysis, which counts VMT from individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to entire 
chain of trips). A trip-based approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail 
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projects because a tour is likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of 
tour VMT to each location would over-estimate VMT.is,16 

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional 
VMT. OPR's Proposed Transportation Impact Guidelines recommend screening criteria to identify types, 
characteristics, or locations of projects that would not result in significant impacts to VMT. If a project 
meets one of the three screening criteria provided (Map-Based Screening, Small Projects, and Proximity to 
Transit Stations), then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant for the project and 
a detailed VMT analysis is not required. Map-Based Screening is used to determine if a project site is 
located within a transportation analysis zone (TAZ) that exhibits low levels of VMT17; Small Projects are 
projects that would generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day; and the Proximity to Transit Stations 
criterion includes projects that are within a half mile of an existing major transit stop, have a floor area 
ratio of greater than or equal to 0.75, vehicle parking that is less than or equal to that required or allowed 
by the Planning Code without conditional use imthorization, and are consistent with the applicable 
Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 17.2.18 For office 

development, regional average daily work-related VMT per employee is 19.1. For retail development, 
regional average daily retail VMT per employee is 14.9.19 Average daily VMT for all three land uses is 
projected to decrease in future 2040 cumulative conditions. Refer to Table 1: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, 

which includes the transportation analysis zone in which the project site is located, 592. 

As shown in Table 1, the proposed project's residential, retail, and office uses would be located in a TAZ 
where existing VMT for residential, retail, and office uses are more than 15 percent below regional 
averages.20 The existing average daily household VMT per capita is 4.6 for TAZ 592, which is 73 percent 
below the existing regional average daily VMT per capita of 17.2. Future 2040 average daily household 
VMT per capita is 3.9 for TAZ 592, which is 76 percent below the future 2040 regional average daily VMT 

per capita of 16.1. The existing average daily VMT per office employee is 8.5 for TAZ 592, which is 56 
percent below the existing regional average daily VMT per office employee of 19.1. Future 2040 average 

15 To state another way: a totir-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in the tour, for any tour 
with a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on the way to work and a 
restaurant on the way back home, then both retail locations would be allotted the total tour VMT. A trip-based approach allows 
us to apportion all retail-related VMT to retail sites without double-counting. 

16 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, Appendix F, 
Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 

17 A project would cause substantial additional VMT if it exceeds both the existing City household VMT per capita minus 15 percent 
and existing regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent. In San Francisco, the City's average VMT per capita is lower 
(8.4) than the regional average (17.2). Therefore, the Gty average is irrelevant for the purposes of the analysis. For office 
projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional VMT per employee minus 15 percent. 
For retail projects, the Planning Department uses a VMT efficiency metric approach, and a project would generate substantial 
additional VMT if it exceeds the regional VMT per retail employee minus 15 percent. 

1s Includes the VMT generated by the households in the development. 
19 Retail travel is not explicitly captured in SF-CHAMP; rather, there is a generic "Other" purpose which includes retail shopping, 

medical appointments, visiting friends or family, and all other non-work, non-school tours. The retail efficiency metric captures 
all of the "Other" purpose travel generated by Bay Area households. The denominator of employment (including retail; cultural, 
institutional, and educational; and medical employment; school enrollment, and number of households) represents the size, or 
attraction, of the zone for this type of "Other'' purpose travel. 

20 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099-Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 2060 

Folsom Street, May 11, 2016. 
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daily VMT per office employee is 7.7 for TAZ 592, which is 55 percent below the future 2040 regional 
average daily work-related VMT per office employee of 17.0. The existing average daily VMT per retail 
employee is 9.7 for TAZ 592, which is 35 percent below the existing regional average daily VMT per retail 
employee of 14.9. Future 2040 average daily VMT per retail employee is 9.4 for TAZ 592, which is 36 
percent below the future 2040 regional average daily work-related VMT per retail employee of 14.6. 

T bl 1 D ·1 V h" 1 Mil T 1 d a e : any e 1c e es rave e 
Existin!! Cumulative 2040 

Bay Area Bay Area 

Land Use 
Bay Area Regional Bay Area Regional 
Regional Average TAZ592 Regional Average TAZ592 
Average minus Average minus 

15% 15% 

Households 
(Residential) 

17.2 14.6 4.6 16.1 13.7 3.9 

Employment 
19.l 16.2 8.5 17.0 14.5 7.7 

(Office) 

Employment 
14.9 12.6 9.4 14.6 12.4 9.7 

(Retail) 

Given the project site is located in an area where existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the existing 
regional average, the proposed project's residential, office, and retail uses would not result in substantial 
additional VMT, and the proposed project would not result in a significant impact related to VMT. 
Furthermore, the project site meets the Proximity to Transit Stations screening criteria, which also 
indicates that the proposed project's residential, office and retail uses would not cause substantial 
additional VMT.21 

Induced Automobile Travel Analysis 

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially induce additional 
automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed­

flow lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. OPR's Proposed Transportation Impact 
Guidelines includes a list of transportation project types that would not likely lead to a substantial or 
measureable increase in VMT. If a project fits within the general types of projects (including combinations 
of types), then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant and a detailed VMT 
analysis is not required. 

The proposed project is not a transportation project. However, the proposed project would include 
features that would alter the transportation network. The existing 12-foot-wide curb cut on Shotwell 

Street would be removed and standard sidewalk and curb dimensions restored. The Folsom Street 
sidewalk in front of the project site would be widened from 11 feet, 7 inches to 12 feet while the Shotwell 
Street sidewalk in front of the project site would be widened from 10 to 12 feet. The proposed project 
would install a 40-foot-long loading zone and one 20-foot-long, on-street car share on Folsom Street for 
the residential units and the child development center. The proposed project would also include the 
installation of twelve Class 2 bicycle parking facilities on the sidewalk in front of the project site (nine of 

21 Ibid. 
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Folsom Street and three on Shotwell Street). These features fit within the general types of projects that 
would not substantially induce automobile travel, and the impacts would be less than significant.22 

Trip Generation 

The proposed building would contain up to 134 affordable residential units, 9,670 square feet of 
community support services, 1,230 square feet of office space, 4,420 square feet for a child development 
center, and 600 square feet of retail use. No off-street vehicular parking is proposed. The proposed 
project would include 107 Class I bicycle spaces at the ground-floor level and twelve Class 2 bicycle 
spaces would be located on the sidewalk in front of the project site (nine on Folsom Street and three on 
Shotwell Street). 

Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and 
information in the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines) 
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.23 The proposed project would generate an 
estimated 1,546 person trips (inbound and outbound) on a weekday daily basis, consisting of 613 person 
trips by auto (488 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data for this Census Tract), 577 transit 
trips, 167 walk trips and 188 trips by other modes. During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project 
would generate an estimated 235 person trips, consisting of 88 person trips by auto (77 vehicle trips 
accounting for vehicle occupancy data), 94 transit trips, 23 walk trips and 30 trips by other modes. 

Transit 

Mitigation Measures E-5 through E-11 in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR were adopted as part of the 
· Plan with uncertain feasibility to address significant transit impacts. These measures are not applicable to 

the proposed project, as they are plan-level mitigations to be implemented by City and County agencies. 
In compliance with a portion of Mitigation Measure E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding, the City adopted 
impact fees for development in Eastern Neighborhoods that goes towards funding transit and complete 
streets. In addition, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved amendments to the San Francisco 
Planning Code, referred to as the Transportation Sustainability Fee (Ordinance 200-154, effective 
December 25, 2015).24 The fee updated, expanded, and replaced the prior Transit Impact Development 
Fee, which is in compliance with portions of Mitigation Measure E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding. The 
proposed project would be subject to the fee. The City is also currently conducting outreach regarding 
Mitigation Measures E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding and Mitigation Measure E-11: Transportation 
Demand Management. Both the Transportation Sustainability Fee and the transportation demand 
management efforts are part of the Transportation Sustainability Program.25 In compliance with all or 
portions of Mitigation Measure E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements, Mitigation Measure E-7: Transit 
Accessibility, Mitigation Measure E-9: Rider Improvements, and Mitigation Measure E-10: Transit 
Enhancement, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority (SFMTA) is implementing the 

Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), which was approved by the SFMTA Board of Directors in March 2014. 
The TEP (now called Muni Forward) includes system-wide review, evaluation, and recommendations to 
improve service and increase transportation efficiency. Examples of transit priority and pedestrian safety 
improvements within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area as part of Muni Forward include the 14 

22 Ibid. 
23 San Francisco Planning Deparbnent, Transportation Calculations for 2060 Folsom Street, May 5, 2016. 
24 Two. additional files were created at the Board of Supervisors for TSF regarding hospitals and health services, grandfathering, and 

additional fees for larger projects: see Board file nos. 151121 and 151257. 
25 htq?://tsp.sfplanning.org 
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Mission Rapid Transit Project, the 22 Fillmore Extension along 16th Street to Mission Bay (expected 
construction between 2017 and 2020), and the Travel Time Reduction Project on Route 9 San Bruno 

(initiation in 2015). In addition, Muni Forward includes service improvements to various routes within 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area; for instance the implemented new Route 55 on 16th Street. 

Mitigation Measure E-7 also identifies implementing recommendations of the Bicycle Plan and Better 
Streets Plan. As part of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, adopted in 2009, a series of minor, near-term, and 
long-term bicycle facility improvements are planned within the Eastern Neighborhoods, including along 
2nd Street, 5th Street, 17th Street, Townsend Street, lliinois Street, and Cesar Chavez Boulevard. The San 
Francisco Better Streets Plan, adopted in 2010, describes a vision for the future of San Francisco's 
pedestrian realm and calls for streets that work for all users. The Better Streets Plan requirements were 

codified in Section 138.1 of the Planning Code and new projects constructed in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan area are subject to varying requirements, dependent on project size. Another effort 
which addresses transit accessibility, Vision Zero, was adopted by various City agencies in 2014. Vision 
Zero focuses on building better and safer streets through education, evaluation, enforcement, and 
engineering. The goal is to eliminate all traffic fatalities by 2024. Vision Zero projects within the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan area include pedestrian intersection treatments along Mission Street from 18th to 
23rd streets, the Potrero A venue Streetscape Project from Division to Cesar Chavez streets, and the 
Howard Street Pilot Project, which includes pedestrian intersection treatments from 4th to 6th streets. 

The project site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni lines 12, 14, 
14R, 22, 33, 49, and 55. In addition, the 16th Street-Mission BART station, a major regional transit station, 
is three blocks west of the project site. The proposed project would be expected to generate 577 daily 

transit trips, including 94 during the p.m. peak hour. Given the wide availability of nearby transit, the 
addition of 94 p.m. peak hour transit trips would be accommodated by existing capacity. As such, the 
proposed project would not result in unacceptable levels of transit service or cause a substantial increase 
in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service could result. 

Each of the rezoning options in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impacts "relating to increases in transit ridership on Muni lines, with the Preferred Project 
having significant impacts on seven lines. Of those lines, the project site is located within a quarter-mile 
of Muni lines 22, 33"and 49. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to these conditions 
as its minor contribution of 94 p.m. peak hour transit trips would not be a substantial proportion of the 
overall additional transit volume generated by Eastern Neighborhood projects. The proposed project 
would also not contribute considerably to 2025 cumulative transit conditions and thus would not result in 

any significant cumulative transit impacts. 

Pedestrians 

Trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the proposed residential 
and non-residential uses, plus walk trips to and from transit stops. The proposed project would add up to 
117 pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets during the weekday p.m. peak hour (this includes 94 
transit trips and 23 walk trips). The new pedestrian trips could be accommodated on sidewalks and 
crosswalks adjacent to the project site and would not substantially overcrowd the sidewalks along 
Folsom or Shotwell streets.26 Implementation of the proposed project would improve pedestrian 
circulation at the project site by removing the curb cut on Shotwell Street and by providing no off-street 

26 The Folsom Street sidewalk in front of the project site would be widened from 11 feet, 7 inches to 12 feet while the Shotwell Street 
sidewalk in front of the project site would be widened from 10 feet to 12 feet 
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vehicle parking spaces. The project-generated 117 pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour 
would be dispersed throughout the project vicinity and would not substantially affect pedestrian 
conditions. 

Bicycles 
The following bicycle facilities are located near the project site: Folsom Street has a north-south bike lane; 
17th Street has an east-west bike lane; 16th Street has an east-west bike route, and Harrison Street has a 
primarily north-south bike lane. The proposed project would include 107 Class I bicycle spaces at the 
ground-floor level and 12 Class II bicycle spaces would be located on the sidewalk in front of the project 
site (nine on Folsom Street and three on Shotwell Street). As previously discussed, the proposed project 
would remove the existing curb cut on Shotwell Street and would not provide off-street vehicle parking 
spaces. Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially affect bicycle travel in the area. 

Loading 

The proposed project would install a 40-foot-long loading zone on Folsom Street for the residential use 
and the child development center. The proposed loading demand would be accommodated within the 
proposed loading zone and the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous traffic 
conditions involving traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

Conclusion 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to transportation and circulation and would not 
contribute considerably to cumulative transportation and circulation impacts that were identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially Less Than 
Mitigated by Significant or 

Uniformly Less Than 
Applicable Significant 

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant 
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact 

5. NOISE-Would the project: 
a) Result in exposure of persons to or D D D D 

generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

b) Result in exposure of persons to or D D D D 
generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

c) Result in a substantial permanent D D D D 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

d) Result in a substantial temporary or D D D D 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 
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Topics: 

e) For a project located within an airport 
land use plan area, or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, in an area within 
two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise 
levels? 

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

D 

D 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects related to noise under Chapter IV.F, on pages 303-322; 
Chapter V, on pages 507-509 and page 525-525a; Chapter VIII on pages C&R-96 to C&R-100 and C&R-134 
to C&R-136; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on pages 26-29. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 
Plans and Rezoning would result in significant noise impacts during construction activities and due to 
conflicts between noise-sensitive uses in proximity to noisy uses such as PDR, retail, entertainment, 
cultural/institutional/educational uses, and office uses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also determined 
that· incremental increases in traffic-related noise attributable to implementation of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plans and Rezoning would be less than significant. The Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR identified six noise mitigation measures, three of which may be applicable to subsequent 
development projects.27 These mitigation measures would reduce noise impacts from construction and 
noisy land uses to less-than-significant levels. 

Construction Noise 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 relate to construction noise. Mitigation 
Measure F-1 addresses individual projects that include pile-driving, and Mitigation Measure F-2 
addresses individual projects that include particularly noisy construction procedures (including pile­
driving). Construction of the proposed project would be supported by a combination of a shallow 

v Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 address the siting of sensitive land uses in noisy 
environments. In a decision issued on December 17, 2015, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally 
require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project's future users or residents 
except where a project or its residents may exacerbate existing environmental hazards (California Building Industry Association v. 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, December 17, 2015, Case No. S213478. Available at 
htt;p:Uwww.courts.ca.gov/opinions/documents/S213478.PDE). As noted above, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that 
incremental increases in traffic-related noise attributable to implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and 
Rezoning would be less than significant, and thus would not exacerbate the existing noise environment. Therefore, Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 are not applicable. Nonetheless, for all noise sensitive uses, the general 
requirements for adequate interior noise levels of Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4 are met by compliance with the acoustical 
standards required under the California Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations Title 24). 
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foundation (a mat slab for the west wing) and a deep foundation (drilled piles would extend up to 65 feet 
bgs for the east wing). Impact pile driving is not proposed as part of the project, and therefore Mitigation 
Measure F-1 is not applicable. Since construction of the proposed project would require heavy 
construction equipment, Mitigation Measure F-2 is applicable. Mitigation Measure F-2 would require the 
project sponsor to develop and implement a set of noise attenuation measures during construction. The 

project sponsor has agreed to implement Eastern Neighb.orhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-2 as Project 
Mitigation Measure 2 (full text provided in the "Mitigation Measures" section below and in the MMRP, 
which is attached herein as Attachment B). 

In addition, all construction activities for the proposed project (approximately 22 months) would be 
subject to and required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco 
Police Code) (Noise Ordinance). Construction noise is regulated by the Noise Ordinance. The Noise 
Ordinance requires construction work to be conducted in the following manner: (1) noise levels of 
construction equipment, other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from 
the source (the equipment generating the noise); (2) impact tools must have intake and exhaust mufflers 
that are approved by the Director of Public Works (PW) or the Director of the Department of Building 
Inspection (DBI) to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and (3) if noise from the construction 

work would exceed the ambient noise levels at the site property line by 5 dBA, the work must not be 
conducted between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. unless the Director of PW authorizes a special permit for 
conducting the work during that period. 

DBI is responsible for enforcing the Noise Ordinance for private construction projects during normal 
business hours (8:00 a.rn. to 5:00 p.rn.). The Police Department is responsible for enforcing the Noise 

Ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during the construction period for the proposed project of 
approximately 22 months, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise. 
Times may occur when noise could interfere with indoor activities in nearby residences and other 
businesses near the project site. The increase in noise in the project area during project construction 
would not be considered a significant impact of the proposed project, because the construction noise 
would be temporary, intermittent, and restricted in occurrence and level, as the contractor would be 
required to comply with the Noise Ordinance and Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-2, 
which would reduce construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Operational Noise 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 addresses impacts related to individual projects 
that include uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of ambient noise in the project 
vicinity. The proposed building would contain up to 134 affordable residential units, 9,670 square feet of 
community support services, 1,230 square feet of office space, 4,420 square feet for a child development 
center, and 600 square feet of retail use. The proposed uses would not substantially increase the ambient 
noise environment. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 is not applicable. 

The proposed project would be subject to the following interior noise standards, which are described for 
informational purposes. The California Building Standards Code (Title 24) establishes uniform noise 
insulation standards. The Title 24 acoustical requirement for residential structures is incorporated into 
Section 1207 of the San Francisco Building Code and requires that new residential structures be designed 
to prevent the intrusion of exterior noise so that the noise level with windows closed, attributable to 
exterior sources, shall not exceed 45 dBA in any habitable room. Title 24 allows the project sponsor to 
choose between a prescriptive or performance-based acoustical requirement for non-residential uses. 
Both compliance methods require wall, floor/ceiling, and window assemblies to meet certain sound 
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transmission class or outdoor-indoor sound transmission class ratings to ensure that adequate interior 
noise standards are achieved. In compliance with Title 24, DBI would review the final building plans to 

ensure that the building wall, floor/ceiling, and window assemblies meet Title 24 acoustical requirements. 
If determined necessary by DBI, a detailed acoustical analysis of the exterior wall and window assemblies 
may be required. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or 
in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, Infill Environmental Checklist topics 12e and f from the 
CEQA Guidelines are not applicable. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant noise impacts that were not 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially Less Than 
Mitigated by Significant or 

Uniformly Less Than 
Applicable Significant 

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant 
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact 

6. AIR QUALITY-Would the 
project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 0 D D D D 
the applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or D D D 0 D 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net D D D D 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal, state, or regional 
ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing em1ss1ons which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 0 D D D D 
pollutant concentrations? 

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods PElR analyzes effects on air quality under Chapter IV.G, on pages 323-362; 
Chapter V, on pages 509-512; Chapter VIII on pages C&R-100 to C&R-107 and C&R-137 to C&R-138; and 
Chapter IX, Appendix A on pages 29-31. 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from 
construction activities and impacts to sensitive land uses28 as a result of exposure to elevated levels of 
diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce these air quality impacts to less-than­
significant levels and stated that with implementation of identified mitigation measures, the Area Plan 
would be consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the applicable air quality plan at that time. 
All other air quality impacts were found to be less than significant. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 addresses air quality impacts during construction, 
and PEIR Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 address proposed uses that would emit DPM and other 
TACs.29 

Construction Dust Control 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Constniction Air Quality requires individual 
projects involving construction activities to include dust control measures and to maintain and operate 
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. The San 

Francisco Board of Supervisors subsequently approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco 
Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 
176-08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance is to reduce the 
quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to 
protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and 
to avoid orders to stop work by DBL Project-related construction activities would result in construction 
dust, primarily from ground-disturbing activities. 

For projects over one half-acre, such as the proposed project, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that 
the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health. DBI will not issue a building permit without written notification from the Director of Public 
Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the 
requirement. The site-specific Dust Control Plan would require the project sponsor to implement 
additional dust control measures such as installation of dust curtains and windbreaks and to provide 
independent third-party inspections and monitoring, provide a public complaint hotline, and suspend 

construction during high wind conditions. 

The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that 
construction dust impacts would not be significant. These requirements supersede the dust control 
provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1. Therefore, the portion of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 
Construction Air Quality that addresses dust control is no longer applicable to the proposed project. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that at a program-level the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in significant regional air quality impacts, the PEIR states that 
"Individual development projects undertaken_in the future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans 

28 The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors occupying 
or residing in: 1) residential dwellings, including apartments, houses, condominiums, 2) schools, colleges, and universities, 3) 
daycares, 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care facilities. BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks 
and Hazards, May 2011, page 12. 

29 The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also includes Mitigation Measure G-2, which has been superseded by Health Code Article 38, as 
discussed below, and is no longer applicable. 
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would be subject to a significance determination based on the BAAQMD' s quantitative thresholds for 
individual projects."30 The BAAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide 

screening criteria31 for determining whether a project's criteria air pollutant emissions would violate an 
air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, projects that 

meet the screening criteria do not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. Criteria air 
pollutant emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project would meet the Air 
Quality Guidelines screening criteria. The proposed mixed-use affordable housing development involves 
the construction of up to 134 dwelling units, which would meet the Air Quality Guidelines criteria air 
pollutant screening levels for operation and construction.32 The proposed project also includes 9,670 
community support services, 1,230 square feet of office space, 4,420 square feet for a child development 
center, and 600 square feet of retail space.33 The proposed uses would collectively meet the criteria air 
pollutant screening levels. Therefore, the project would not have a significant impact related to criteria air 
pollutants, and a detailed air quality assessment is not required. 

Health Risks 

Since certification of the PEIR, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to 
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 
fqr Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, amended 
December 8, 2014)(Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by 
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all 
urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone as defined in Article 38 are areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant 
sources, exceed health protective standards for cumulative PMz.s concentration, cumulative excess cancer 
risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. Projects within the Air 

· Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project's activities would 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas already 

adversely affected by poor air quality. 

Construction 

The project site is not located within an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Therefore, the ambient 
health risk to sensitive receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial and the remainder of 
Mitigation Measure G-1. that requires the minimization of construction exhaust emissions is not 

applicable to the proposed project. 

Siting New Sources 

The proposed project would not be expected to generate 100 trucks per day or 40 refrigerated trucks per 
day. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-3 is not applicable. In addition, the 

30 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhood's Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report. See 
page 346. Available online at http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4003. Accessed June 4, 
2014. 

31 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011. See pp. 3-2 to 3-3. 
32 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011. Table 3-1. Criteria air pollutant 

screening sizes for an Apartment, Mid-Rise Building is 494 dwelling units for operational and 240 dwelling units for 
construction. Criteria air pollutant screening sizes for a General Office Building is 346,000 square feet for operational and 
277,000 square feet for construction, a Day-care Center is 53,000 square feet for operational and 277,000 square feet for 
construction, and a Regional Shopping Center is 99,000 square feet for operational and 277,000 square feet for construction. 
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proposed project would not include any sources that would emit DPM or other TACs.34 Therefore, 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-4 is not applicable and impacts related to siting new 
sources of pollutants would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

For the above reasons, none of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR air quality nlitigation measures are 
applicable to the proposed project and the project would not result in significant air quality impacts that 
were not identified in the PEIR. 

Topics: 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS 
EMISSIONS-Would the 
project: 

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

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

D 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects related to greenhouse gas emissions under Chapter 

IV.G, on pages 323-362; and Chapter VIII on pages C&R-105 to C&R-106. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the GHG emissions that could result from rezoning of the 
Mission Area Plan under the three rezoning options. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Options A, B, 
and Care anticipated to result in GHG emissions on the order of 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 metric tons of C02E35 per 
service population,36 respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that the resulting GHG 
emissions from the three options analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would be less than 

significant. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 

The BAAQMD has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5 which address the analysis and 
determination of significant impacts from a proposed project's GHG emissions and allow for projects that 

34 The proposed project does not include a back-up generator. 

35 C02E, defined as equivalent Carbon Dioxide, is a quantity that describes other greenhouse gases in terms of the amount of Carbon 
Dioxide that would have an equal global warming potential. 

36 Memorandum from Jessica Range to Environmental Planning staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in 
Eastern Neighborhoods, April 20, 2010. This memorandum provides an overview of the GHG analysis conducted for the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and provides an analysis of the emissions using a service population (equivalent of total number 
of residents and employees) metric. 
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are consistent with an adopted GHG reduction strategy to conclude that the project's GHG impact is less 
than significant. San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions37 presents a comprehensive 
assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco's GHG 
reduction strategy in compliance with the BAAQMD and CEQA guidelines. These GHG reduction 
actions have resulted in a 23.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2012 compared to 1990 levels,38 
exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD's 2010 Clean Air Plan,39 Executive 
Order S-3-0540, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act).41,42 In addition, 
San Francisco's GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals 
established under Executive Orders S-3-0543 and B-30-15.44,45 Therefore, projects that are consistent with 
San Francisco's GHG Reduction Strategy would not result in GHG emissions that would have a 
significant effect on the environment and would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG 
reduction plans and regulations. 

The proposed project would increase the intensity of use of the project site by removing a surface parking 
lot with a mixed-use building that contains up to 134 residential units, 9,670 square feet of community 
support services, 1,230 square feet of office space, 4,420 square feet for a child development center, and 
600 square feet of retail use. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term 
increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources), and residential and the non­
residential operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid 
waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. 

The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in 
the GHG reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would 
reduce the project's GHG emissions related to transportation, energy use, waste disposal, wood burning, 
and use of refrigerants. 

Compliance with the City's Commuter Benefits Program, transportation management programs, and 
bicycle parking requirements would reduce the proposed project's transportation-related emissions. 

Additionally, the proposed project does not provide any off-street vehicle parking spaces and includes 

' 7 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, November 2010. Available at 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG Reduction Strategy.pd£. accessed March 3, 2016. 

38 ICF International, Technical Review of the 2012 Community-wide Inventory for the City and County of San Francisco, January 21, 2015. 
39 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Clean Air Plan, September 2010. Available at http:!!r1nvw baaqmd.govlplans-and­

climate/air-qualihr-plans/current-plans, accessed March 3, 2016. 
40 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available at https:f/www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=1861. accessed 

March 3, 2016. 
41 California Legislative Information, Assembly Bill 32, September 27, 2006. Available at http:f/www.leginfo.ca.govfpubf05-

06fbillfasmfab 0001-0050fab 32 bill 20060927 chaptered.pdf. accessed March 3, 2016. 
42 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Oean Air Plan set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 

1990 levels by year 2020. 
43 Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively reduced, 

as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million MTC02E); by 2020, reduce emissions to 
1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTC02E); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 
85 million MTC02E). 

44 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. Available at https:f/www.gov.ca.govfnews.php?id=18938, accessed 
March 3, 2016. Executive Order B-30-15 sets a state GHG emissi~ns reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 
2030. 

45 San Francisco's GHG reduction goals are codified in Section 902 of the Environment Code and.include: (i) by 2008, determine Oty 
GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) by 2025, reduce GHG 
emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels. 
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one on-street car share vehicle . parking space on Shotwell Street. These regulations and project 
components reduce GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles by promoting the use of alternative 
transportation modes with zero or lower GHG emissions on a per capita basis. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the City's 
Green Building Code, Stormwater Management Ordinance, and Water Conservation and Irrigation 
ordinances, which would promote energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project's 
energy-related GHG emissions.46 Additionally, the project would be required to meet the renewable 
energy criteria of the Green Building Code, further reducing the project's energy-related GHG emissions. 

The proposed project's waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the City's 
Recycling and Composting Ordinance, Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, and 
Green Building Code requirements. These regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, 
reducing GHGs emitted by landfill operations. These regulations also promote reuse of materials, 
conserving their embodied energy47 and reducing the energy required to produce new materials. 

Compliance with the City's Street Tree Planting requirements would serve to increase carbon 
sequestration. Other regulations, including the Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance would reduce 
emissions of GHGs and black carbon, respectively. Regulations requiring low-emitting finishes would 
reduce volatile organic compounds (VOCs).48 Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent 
with San Francisco's GHG reduction strategy.49 

Therefore, the proposed project's GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG 
reduction plans and regulations. Furthermore, the proposed project is within the scope of the 
development evaluated in the PEIR and would not result in impacts associated with GHG emissions 
beyond those disclosed in the PEIR. For the above reasons, the proposed. project would not result in 
significant GHG emissions that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Topics: 

8. WIND AND SHADOW-Would 
the project: 

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

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

Significant 
Impact · 

D 

46 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump and treat water 
required for the project. 

47 Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building materials to the 
building site. 

48 While not a GHG, VOCs are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased ground level ozone is an anticipated 
effect of future global wanning that would result in added health effects locally. Reducing VOC emissions would reduce the 
anticipated local effects of global warming. 

49 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2060 Folsom Street, May 26, 2016. 
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Topics: 

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

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

2060 Folsom Street 
2015-014715ENV 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 
Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

.D 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on wind and shadow under Chapter IV.I, on pages 
380-418; Chapter VI on pages 529-530; Chapter VIII on pages C&R-118 to C&R-119; and Chapter IX, 
Appendix A on pages 31-32. 

Wind 

Based on the height and location of the proposed building, which would be approximately 85 feet tall (94 
feet tall with elevator penthouse), a pedestrian wind assessment ("wind assessment") was prepared by a 

qualified wind consultant for the proposed project. so The objective of the wind assessment was to provide 
a qualitative evaluation of the potential wind impacts of the proposed development, which provides a 
screening-level estimation of the potential wind impact from the project. The results of the wind 
assessment are summarized below. 

Adjacent to the north of the project site is an existing two-story building that fronts on Folsom, Shotwell, 
and 16th streets. Further north of the project site across 16th Street is a one-story industrial building with 
a surface parking lot, and beyond that are one- to three-story buildings. South of the project site, across 
17th Street, is a block with two- to three-story buildings. To the west of the project site across Shotwell 
Street are two-story buildings that form a wall along the project's Shotwell Street frontage. Farther to the 
west are three- to five-story buildings that are located along the west side of South Van Ness Avenue. In 
addition to buildings, the street grid can also affect the wind environment. In the project vicinity, local 
west winds are channeled down the east-west streets of 16th and 17th streets. The project site's direct 
exposure to west winds are reduced due to the sheltering of existing upwind buildings west of Shotwell 
Street and because the project is setback approximately 160 feet from 17th Street 

Considering the available information from wind tests and assessing the comparisons between street 

grids, street widths, and the height and density of surrounding development, the wind assessment 
concluded that there are no existing wind hazards around the project site. It is anticipated that the 
proposed building would likely result in an approximately two mile per hour change in ten percent 
exceeded wind speeds on nearby sidewalks and such changes are generally considered to be 
insubstantial. The proposed project would result in unnoticeable increases in wind speeds . along the 
Shotwell Street sidewalks, and since the project site is approximately 160 feet from 17th Street, the wind 
speeds along sidewalks on 17th Street would also not be expected to result in noticeable changes. 
Furthermore, the wind speeds within the under construction 17th & Folsom Park would be expected to 
result in small increases at the northern end of the park, while low or no change in wind speeds would be 
expected at the southern end. 

so Envirorunental Science Associates, Potential Wind Effects of Mixed Use Residential Project, 2060 Folsom Street Development, San 
Francisco, CA, May 13, 2016. The wind consultant reviewed the results of wind tunnel tests in the project vicinity. 
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In conclusion, the wind assessment found that implementation of the proposed project would not 
substantially affect the pedestrian wind environment. 

Shadow 

Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast 
additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park 
Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless 
that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped with 
taller buildings without triggering Section 295 of the Planning Code because certain parks are not subject 
to Section 295 of the Planning Code (i.e., under jurisdiction of departments other than the Recreation and 
Parks Department or privately owned). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR could not conclude if the 
rezoning and community plans would result in less-than-significant shadow impacts because the 
feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of unknown proposals could not be 
determined at that time. Therefore, the PEIR determined shadow impacts to be significant and 
unavoidable. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 

The proposed project would remove the existing surface parking lot and construct a new 85-foot-tall (94-
foot-tall with mechanic elevator) building. The Planning Department prepared a shadow fan analysis that 
determined that the proposed project has potential to cast new shadow on the adjacent 17th & Folsom 
Park, which is under construction and under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department.51 
Therefore, a more refined shadow study was conducted to determine the project's shadow impact on the 
park52 

The 17th & Folsom Park is immediately adjacent to the south of the project site and would be 
approximately 0.73 acres (31,800 square feet) in size with frontages on 17th, Folsom, and Shotwell streets 
(see Figure 11). The park would include a natural grass lawn located towards the center of the park West 

of the lawn would be an outdoor classroom/performance space that would include a demonstration 
garden for wildlife habitat and water conservation and an arbor with seatwall seating. To the north of the 
lawn would be a community garden, an operations and garden support area, and a garden educational 
area that could also be used for flexible space. To the east of the lawn would be an activity area that 
would include a children's play area, an adult fitness equipment area, and an interactive water feature 
that commemorates Mission Creek A mixture of seating and native landscaped areas would be located 
throughout the park The park boundary would be demarcated by both a living fence, made of espaliered 
fruit trees, and an ornamental fence and gate. 

The 17th & Folsom Park has approximately 117,774,182 square feet hours ("sfh") of Theoretically 
Available Annual Sunlight ("TAAS"), which is the amount of theoretically available sunlight on the park 
annually if there were no shadows from structures, trees or other facilities. Shadows would exist on the 
future park in the morning, late afternoon, and evening during various times of year. The shadow load 
from existing surrounding development is 1,706,067 sfh annually, which is approximately 1.5 percent of 
the total TAAS. Existing shadows on the park would occur only in the early morning from the building 
along Folsom Street between 17th and 18th streets and in the late afternoon from the buildings along 

51 Construction on the 17th & Folsom Park commenced in March 2016 with an expected completion date of early/mid 2017. 
52 CADP, 2060 Folsom Street, 17th & Folsom Park Shadow Analysis, June 6, 2016. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 38 



Infill Environmental Checklist 2060 Folsom Street 
2015-014715ENV 

Shotwell between 17th and 18th Streets. These shadows are limited to the western and eastern edges of 
the park 

The proposed project would add 1,643,442 sfh of shadow on the park, whlch is a 1.4 percent increase in 
shadow as a percentage of TAAS. The net new shadow would almost double the shadow on the park, as 
the new shadow would be increased from 1.5 to 2.8 percent. New shadow would be cast in the summer in 
the early mornings and evenings with all shadows gone no later than 8:30 AM and not returning until 
5:15 PM and lasting until approximately sunset. 

The maximum net new shadow would occur on June 21st and contribute 21,795 sfh. On this day, the 

proposed project would cast new shadow on the park for approximately 4 hours and 19 minutes from 
6:46 AM to approximately 8:30 AM (1 hour and 50 minutes) and from approximately 5:15 PM to 7:36 PM 
(2 hours and 29 minutes). During the morning hours, the net new shadow would reach the northwest 
comer of the park in a passive use area designated for the community garden, garden education area, 
the operations and garden support area, and portions of the performance space/outdoor classroom 
including the adjoining arbor with seatwall seating. An insubstantial portion of the lawn area would be 
shaded for a very limited time in the early morning. During the evening hours, the net new shadow 

would reach the northeast comer of the park in an active use area designated for the children's play area 
and the adult fitness equipment area. Project shadow would reach the children's play area at 5:15 PM 
and would reach the adult fitness equipment area at approximately 7 PM. Shadow would also occur on 
the community garden area in the evening hours. 

The 17th & Folsom Park would have active and passive use throughout the year, with individuals more 
likely to use the park in spring and fall whlch hlstorically have the most sunshine and lowest levels of 
rain and/or fog. Project shadow would occur only from April 5th to September 6th. At its shortest, new 
shadow would be cast for 8 minutes and 24 seconds on April 5th and September 6th, and at its longest, 
new shadow would be cast for 4 hours and 19 minutes on June 21st. The average shadow when the park 

receives new shadow from the project during both morning and evening would be approximately 2 
hours and 37 minutes. The largest new shadow by area would occur on June 21st at 7:36 PM, when at its 
maximum, the new shadow area would be 11,114 square feet in size, covering approximately one third 
of the park (see Figure 12). The maximum new shadow in the morning would occur on June 21st at 6:48 
AM (see Figure 13). The park is presumably at its lowest point of use from 6:48 AM to 8:30 AM and from 
5:15 PM to sunset.s3 

Under CEQA, a project is considered to have a significant shadow impact if the project would create 
new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. The 
new shadow created by the proposed project would not be considered substantial since it would be 
limited to early morning and evening hours in the summer months during periods that are typically low 
for park use. Project shadow would begin to reach the chlldren' s play area at 5 PM, and approximately 

one third of the play area would be shaded at 6 PM. By 7 PM the children's play area would be entirely 
covered, whlch is when the adult fitness equipment area would begin to receive project shadow in the 
summer months. Project shadow would only reach a small sliver of the lawn area at 6:48 AM and would 

53 Recent observations conducted by CADP at Parque Ninos Unidos, which is located approximately six blocks away, indicates that 
park playground use on weekdays typically peaks in the hours after school at approximately 2:00 PM and begins to dissipate at 
5:00 PM with a continued decline in playground use into the evening hours. At Parque Ninos Unidos, children are rarely 
present before 8:30 AM with parents and toddlers appearing after 8:30 AM 
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be gone by 8 AM during the summer months. Furthermore, there would be no project shadow from 8:45 
AM to 5:00 PM at any time throughout the year, whlch are times when park use is expected to be 
greater. Because project shadow would occur only during the early morning and evening hours whlch 
are times of low park use, the new shadow would not be expected to preclude or substantially reduce 
the use of the active areas, which includes the children's play area, the adult fitness equipment area, and 
the lawn. 

The proposed project would also shade portions of nearby streets and sidewalks and private property at 
times within the project vicinity. Shadows upon streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels 

commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less-than-significant effect under CEQA. 
Although occupants of nearby property may regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited 
increase in shading of private properties as a result of the proposed project would not be considered a 
significant impact under CEQA. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to shadow 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially Less Than 
Mitigated by Significant or 

Uniformly Less Than 
Applicable Significant 

Analyzed in Development · with Mitigation Significant 
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact 

9. RECREATION-Would the 
project: 

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

b} Include recreational facilities or require D D D D 
the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an 
adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

c) Physically degrade existing recreational D D D D 
resources? 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on recreation under Chapter IV.H, on pages 363-379; 

Chapter V, on page 525a; Chapter VIII on page C&R-34 and pages C&R-107 to C&R 118; and Chapter IX, 
Appendix A on page 43. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in substantial or accelerated deterioration of existing 
recreational resources or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an 
adverse effect on the environment. No mitigation measures related to recreational resources were 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. However, the PEIR identified Improvement Measure H-1: 
Support for Upgrades to Existing Recreation Facilities. This improvement measure calls for the City to 
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implement funding mechanisms for an ongoing program to repair, upgrade and adequately maintain 
park and recreation facilities to ensure the safety of users. 

As part of the Eastern Neighborhoods adoption, the City adopted impact fees for development in Eastern 
Neighborhoods that goes towards funding recreation and open space. Since certification of the PEIR, the 
voters of San Francisco passed the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks Bond 
providing the Recreation and Parks Department an additional $195 million to continue capital projects for 
the renovation and repair of parks, recreation, and open space assets. This funding is being utilized for 
improvements and expansion to Garfield Square, South Park, Potrero Hill Recreation Center, Warm 
Water Cove Park, and Pier 70 Parks Shoreline within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area. The impact 
fees and the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks Bond are funding measures similar 
to that described in PEIR Improvement Measure H-1: Support for Upgrades to Existing Recreation 
Facilities. 

An update of the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) of the General Plan was adopted in April 
2014. The amended ROSE provides a 20-year vision for open spaces in the City. It includes information 
and policies about accessing, acquiring, funding, and managing open spaces in San Francisco. The 
amended ROSE identifies areas within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area for acquisition and the 
locations where new open spaces and open space connections should be built, consistent with PEIR 

Improvement Measure H-2: Support for New Open Space. Two of these open spaces, Daggett Park and at 
17th and Folsom, are both set to open in 2016. In addition, the amended ROSE identifies the role of both 
the Better Streets Plan (refer to "Transportation" section for description) and the Green Connections 
Network in open space and recreation. Green Connections are special streets and paths that connect 
people to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront, while enhancing the ecology of the street environment. 
Six routes identified within the Green Connections Network cross the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area: 
Mission to Peaks (Route 6); Noe Valley to Central Waterfront (Route 8), a portion of which has been 
conceptually designed; Tenderloin to Potrero (Route 18); Downtown to Mission Bay (Route 19); Folsom, 
Mission Creek to McLaren (Route 20); and Shoreline (Route 24). 

Furthermore, the Planning Code requires a specified amount of new .usable open space (either private or 
common) for each new residential unit. Some developments are also required to provide privately 
owned, publicly accessible open spaces. The Planning Code open space requirements would help offset 
some of the additional open space needs generated by increased residential population to the project 
area. Furthermore, the proposed project would be immediately adjacent to the under construction 17th & 

Folsom Park, thus providing convenient open space amenities for residents and other users of the project 
site. 

As the proposed project would not degrade recreational facilities and is within the development 
projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional 
impacts on recreation beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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Topics: 

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS-Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

c) Require or result in the construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

d) Have sufficient water supply available to 
serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or require 
new or expanded water supply resources 
or entitlements? 

e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider that would 
serve the project that it has inadequate 
capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's 
existing commitments? 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project's solid waste disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

2060 Folsom Street 
2015-014 715ENV 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on utilities and service systems under Chapter IX, 
Appendix A on pages 32-43. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not 
result in a significant impact to the provision of water, wastewater collection and treatment, and solid 
waste collection and disposal. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 

Since certification of the PEIR, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) adopted the 2010 
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) in June 2011. The UWMP update includes city-wide demand 
projections to the year 2035, compares available water supplies to meet demand and presents water 
demand management measures to reduce long-term water demand. Additionally, the UWMP update 
includes a discussion of the conservation requirement set forth in Senate Bill 7 passed in November 2009 
mandating a statewide 20% reduction in per capita water use by 2020. The UWMP includes a 
quantification of the SFPUC's water use reduction targets and plan for meeting these objectives. The 
UWMP projects sufficient water supply in normal years and a supply shortfall during prolonged 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 45 



Infill Environmental Checklist 2060 Folsom Street 
2015-014715ENV 

droughts. Plans are in place to institute varying degrees of water conservation and rationing as needed in 
response to severe droughts. 

In addition, the SFPUC is in the process of implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program, 
which is a 20-year, multi-billion dollar citywide upgrade to the City's sewer and stormwater 
infrastructure to ensure a reliable and seismically safe system. The program includes planned 
improvements that will serve development in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area including at the 
Southeast Treatment Plant, the Central Bayside System, and green infrastructure projects, such as the 
Mission and Valencia Green Gateway. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on utilities and service systems beyond those 

analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

11. PUBLIC SERVICES-Would 
the project: 

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

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

D 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on public services under Chapter IX, Appendix A on 
pages 32-43. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not 
result in a significant impact to public services, including fire protection, police protection, and public 
schools. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on public services beyond those analyzed in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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Topics: 

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES­
Would the project: 

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

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

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

d) Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

e) Conflict with any local 
ordinances protecting 
resources, such as a tree 
policy or ordinance? 

policies or 
biological 

preservation 

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

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

2060 Folsom Street 
2015-014715ENV 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 
Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on biological resources under Chapter IV.M, on page 
500; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 44. 

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area.is in a developed 
urban environment that does not provide native natural habitat for any rare or endangered plant or 
animal species. There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands in the Plan Area that 
could be affected by the development anticipated under the Area Plan. In addition, development 
envisioned under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan would not substantially interfere with the 
movement of any resident or migratory wildlife species. For these reasons, the PEIR concluded that 
implementation of the Area Plan would not result in significant impacts on biological resources, and no 
mitigation measures were identified. 
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The project site is located within Mission Plan area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and 
therefore, does not support habitat for any candidate, sensitive or special status species. As such, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to biological resources not 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Topics: 

13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS-Would 
the project: 

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

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil? 

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable 
as a result of the project, and potentially 
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse? 

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

f) Change substantially the topography or 
any unique geologic or physical features 
of the site? 
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Analyzed in 
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D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on geology and soils under Chapter IX, Appendix A on 
pages 44-54. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Plan would indirectly increase 
the population that would be subject to an earthquake, including seismically induced ground-shaking, 
liquefaction, and landslides. The PEIR also noted that new development is generally safer than 
comparable older development due to improvements in building codes and construction techniques. 
Compliance with applicable codes and recommendations made in project-specific geotechnical analyses 
would not eliminate earthquake risks, but would reduce them to an acceptable level, given the 
seismically active characteristics of the Bay Area. Thus, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the 
Plan would not result in significant impacts with regard to geology, and no mitigation measures were 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project-54 The project site is underlain by a 
surficial layer of loose to medium dense sandy soils that include fill. The loose to medium dense sands 
extend down to the top of natural soils, which vary from east to west across the project site. The eastern 

portion of the project site contains loose clayey sand and medium stiff silts and clays below the surficial 
fill materials. Groundwater was identified at 8.5 feet below the ground surface (bgs). The project site is 
located within a liquefaction zone, and the liquefiable soils that extend approximately 30 feet bgs across 
the project site would need to be improved. The geotechnical report recommends using cement deep soil 
mixing (CDSM). The CDSM method involves the in-situ mixing of soil with cement to create vertical 
columns or panels that harden into a strong and rigid material. Overlapping CDSM panels are installed 
to create a continuous vertical grid-like structure in which liquefiable soils are confined. The west wing of 
the proposed building can be supported entirely upon shallow foundations (spread footings and/or 
structural mats) providing that the soils are improved. Due to the presence of compressible silts/clays on 
the eastern portion of the project site, the east wing of the proposed building would need to be supported 
on deep foundations (piers or piles). Suitable deep foundation types at this site potentially include: 1) 
conventional drilled piers; 2) driven piles; 3) drilled displacement piles; and 4) auger-cast piles. Drilled 

displacement piles and auger-cast piles are· recommended as they can be installed efficiently with 
minimal noise and vibrations. Impact piling driving is not proposed as part of the project. 

The project is. required to conform to the San Francisco Building Code, which ensures the safety of all new 
construction in the City. DBI will review the project-specific geotechnical report during its review of the 
building permit for the project. In addition, DBI may require additional site specific soils report(s) 
through the building permit application process, as needed. The DBI requirement for a geotechnical 
report and review of the building permit application pursuant to DBI' s implementation of the Building 
Code would ensure that the proposed project would have no significant impacts related to soils, seismic 
or other geological hazards. 

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in a significant effect related to seismic and 
geologic hazards. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 
geology and soils that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

54 A3GEO, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report, 2060 Folsom Street, January 22, 2016. 
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Topics: 

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY-Would the project: 

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

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

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner that would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site? 

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

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative 
flood hazard delineation map? 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

i) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

j) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, 
ormudflow? 
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 
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Applicable 

Development 
Policies 
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D 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on hydrology and water quality under Chapter IV.M, 
on page 500; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on pages 54-67. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not 
result in a significant impact on hydrology and water quality, including the combined sewer system and 
the potential for combined sewer outflows. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 

The project site, which is currently an asphalt surface parking lot, is completely covered with an 
impervious surface, and thus implementation of the proposed project would not increase impervious 
surface cover. As a result, the proposed project would not increase stormwater runoff. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Topics: 

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS-Would the 
project: 

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

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

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

51 



Infill Environmental Checklist 

Topics: 

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

g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

h} Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving fires? 

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

D 

D 

D 

2060 Folsom Street 
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 
Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on hazards and hazardous materials under Chapter 
IV.L, on pages 475-499; Chapter V, on page 523; Chapter VIlI on page 34 and pages C&R~129 to C&R-130; 
and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 67. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR noted that implementation of any of the proposed project's rezoning 
options would encourage construction of new development within the project area. The PEIR found that 
there is a high potential to encounter hazardous materials during construction activities in many parts of 
the project a~ea because of the presence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous and current land uses associated 
with the use of hazardous materials, and known or suspected hazardous materials cleanup cases. 
However, the PEIR found that existing regulations for facility closure, Under Storage Tank (UST) closure, 
and investigation and cleanup of soil and groundwater would ensure implementation of measures to 
protect workers and the community from exposure to hazardous materials during construction. 

Hazardous Building Materials 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development in the Plan Area may involve 
demolition or renovation of existing structures containing hazardous building materials. Some building 
materials commonly used in older buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during an 
accident or during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials 
addressed in the PEIR include asbestos, electrical equipme~t such as transformers and fluorescent light 
ballasts that contain PCBs or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent lights containing mercury 
vapors, and lead-based paints. Asbestos and lead based paint may also present a health risk to existing 
building occupants if they are in a deteriorated condition. If removed during demolition of a building, 
these materials would also require special disposal procedures. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
identified a significant impact associated with hazardous building materials including PCBs, DEHP, and 
mercury and determined that that Mitigation Measure L-1: Hazardous Building Materials would reduce 
effects to a less-than-significant level. Because the proposed development does not include demolition or 
renovation of an existing building, Mitigation Measure L-1 would not apply. 

Soil and Groundwater Contamination 

Since certification of the PEIR, Article 22A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance, was 
expanded to include properties throughout the City where there is potential to encounter hazardous 
materials, primarily industrial zoning districts, sites with industrial uses or underground storage tanks, 
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sites with historic bay fill, and sites in close proximity to freeways or underground storage tanks. The 
over-arching goal of the Maher Ordinance is to protect public health and safety by requiring appropriate 
handling, treatment, disposal and when necessary, remediation of contaminated soils that are 
encountered in the building construction process. Projects that disturb 50 cubic yards or more of soil that 
are located on sites with potentially hazardous soil or groundwater within Eastern Neighborhoods Plan 
area are subject to this ordinance. 

The proposed project would require up to 30 feet of excavation below ground surface (bgs) for the 
proposed foundation work which would require cement deep soil mixing, resulting in approximately 
2,500 cubic yards of soil disturbance. The project site has been developed with light industrial structures 
and residential structures that may have included a historic heating oil tank. Therefore, the project is 
subject to Article 22A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance, which is administered 
and overseen by the Department of Public Health (DPH). In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the 
project sponsor has submitted a Maher Application to DPH with the following reports that have been 
prepared to assess the potential for site contamination: Phase II Subsurface Investigation Report (2010), 
Soil and Ground Water Investigation Report (2011), and Geotechnical Investigation Report (2016).55 The 
Phase II investigation included the installation of seven soil borings to five feet bgs to collect soil samples 
and five borings to groundwater to collect soil and groundwater samples. Discrete soil samples were 
analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPH-g), TPH-diesel (TPH-d), TPH-motor oil 
(TPH-mo), asbestos and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Composite soil samples were analyzed for 
lead and asbestos. Groundwater samples were analyzed for TPH-g, TPH-d, TPH-mo and VOCs. 

Analytical results indicated that TPH-g and VOCs were not detected (ND) in soil samples. TPH-d ranged 
from ND to 240 ppm, TPH-mo ranged from ND to 1,000 parts per million (ppm), lead in the composite 
samples ranged from 100 to 690 ppm. Asbestos samples were all less than one percent, which is the level 
above which a soil must be especially handled as an asbestos containing material. The TPH-d in soil was 
above the Regional Water Quality Control Board's (RWQCB) Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for 
residential and commercial land use. TPH-mo and lead were above the residential ESLs. TPH-g, TPH-d, 
TPH-mo, and Methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) were above ESLs for gross contamination. Four additional 
borings were taken on the project site and were sampled at various depths. The deeper composite 
samples were analyzed for TPH as gasoline. None of these samples contained concentrations above the 
laboratory detection limit (ND). No volatile or semi volatile organic compounds were detected in any 
sample. 

Metals analyses showed that antimony, arsenic, lead, mercury, nickel and vanadium exceeded ESL 
concentrations for shallow soils, over a non-drinking water source for the residential scenario.56 The 
concentrations of arsenic, nickel and vanadium were described as within naturally occurring background 
ranges found in California. Soluble lead was analyzed using the California Waste Extraction Test57 (WET) 
procedure. Each WET sample exceeded the State Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration (STLC) for lead. 
The value for nickel exceeded the ESL for construction worker protection. 

55 Stephanie Cushing, SFDPH, letter to Chinatown Community Development Center (co-project sponsor), Article 22A Compliance 
for 2060 Folsom Street, EHB-SAM Case Number 1403, April 27, 2016. 

56 A residential scenario is a residential land use that is stated in the RWQCB' s ESLs. ESLs have been created for residential land 
use, commercial land use and construction worker exposure. 

57 The Waste Extraction Test is a method used in California to determine whether a waste is a toxic hazardous waste. 
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Groundwater samples were collected from two monitoring wells that were installed on the project site. 
The groundwater samples were analyzed individually for organic chemicals, and as a composite sample 
for inorganic chemicals. ESL values were not exceeded by any constituent measured in the groundwater 
samples. 

The soils exceeding ESL values should be excavated and replaced with clean soil, placement of an 
adequate barrier material above the impacted soil, use of a site specific health and safety plan and/or 
other appropriate measures to eliminate or reduce the potential risks to future site residents, users of the 
proposed park or construction/trench workers. An indicator barrier should be placed between the native 
soil and the imported clean fill soil. Soils exceeding the Threshold Limit Concentration (TILC) must be 
removed and disposed as hazardous waste. Soils containing metals above the STLC must be disposed as 
hazardous waste if they are removed from the site. Soils exceeding 200 mg/kg lead should not be exposed 
at the site and should be covered by at least two feet of clean soil over an indicator barrier. The project 
sponsor is required to submit a Site Mitigation Plan to DPH, in compliance with Health Code Article 38. 

The proposed project would be required to remediate potential soil contamination described above in 
accordance with Article 22A of the Health Code. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any 
significant impacts related to hazardous materials that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR. 

Topics: 

16. MINERAL AND ENERGY 
RESOURCES-Would the 
project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of 
the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

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

Analyzed in 
the Prior EIR No Impact 

0 

0 

0 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially 
Mitigated by 

Uniformly 
Applicable 

Development 
Policies 

0 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant or 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 

0 

0 

Significant 
Impact 

0 

0 

0 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on mineral and energy resources under Chapter IV.M, 
page 500; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 67. 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the Area Plan would facilitate the construction of both 
new residential units and commercial buildings. Development of these uses would not result in use of 
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner or in the context of energy use throughout 
the City and region. The energy demand for individual buildings would be typical for such projects and 
would meet, or exceed, current state and local codes and standards concerning energy consumption, 
including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations enforced by DBL The Plan Area does not include 
any natural resources routinely extracted and the rezoning does not result in any natural resource 
extraction programs. Therefore, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the 
Area Plan would not result in a significant impact on mineral and energy resources. No mitigation 
measures were identified in the PEIR. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on mineral and energy resources beyond those 
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially Less Than 
Mitigated by Significant or 

Uniformly Less Than 
Applicable Significant 

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant 

Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact 

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 
RESOURCES:-Would the 
project: 

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

b) Conflict .with existing zoning for D D D D 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause D D D D 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 
12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code Section 4526)? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or D D D D 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on agricultural resources under Chapter IV.M, on page 
500. 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the Area Plan; 
therefore the rezoning and community plans would have no effect on agricultural resources. No 
mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not analyze the 
effects on forest resources. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on agriculture beyond those analyzed in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The project site is located in a built up urban environment and no forest 
resources exist on the project site. 

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR 

Substantially Less Than 
Mitigated by Significant or 

Uniformly Less Than 
Applicable Significant 

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant 
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact 

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE-Would the 
project: 

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality 0 0 0 0 
of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of 
a rare or endangered plant or animal, or 
eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

b) Have impacts that would be individually 0 0 0 0 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that 
the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects.) 

c) Have environmental effects that would 0 0 0 0 
cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. The 
project sponsor would be required to prepare an Archeological Testing Program to more definitively 
identify the potential for California Register-eligible archeological resources to be present within the 
project site and determine the appropriate action necessary to reduce the potential effect of the project on 
archeological resources to a less-than-significant level. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
result in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. 
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The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects to 
create significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in this Infill Environmental 
Checklist. There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which the proposed project would make 
cumulatively considerable contributions. 

Since construction of the proposed project would generate temporary noise from the use of heavy 
construction equipment that could affect nearby residents and other sensitive receptors, the project 
sponsor is required to develop and implement a set of noise attenuation measures during construction. In 

addition, all construction activities wouid be subject to and required to comply with the San Francisco 
Noise Ordinance. The proposed project would also be required to comply with the Construction Dust 
Control Ordinance, which would reduce the quantity of fugitive dust generated during project-related 
construction activities. The project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; therefore, 
the ambient health risk to sensitive receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial. For these 
reasons, the proposed project would not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

ARCHEOLGOICAL RESOURCES 

Project Mitigation Measure 1 - Archeological Testing (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure J-2) 

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

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site58 associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group an 

ss By the term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of 
burial. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 57 



Infill Environmental Checklist 2060 Folsom Street 
2015-014715ENV 

appropriate representative59 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative 
of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of 
the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the 
site, of .recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated 
archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 

representative of the descendant group. 

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

to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an 
historical resource under CEQA 

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

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

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

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

• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope 
of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. 
The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine what project · 
activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, 
such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation 

59 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any 
individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the 
California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of 
America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department 
archeologist 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require 
archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological 
resources and to their depositional context; 
The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence 
of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected 
resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an 
archeological resource; 
The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule 
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation 
with project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could 
have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 
The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 
If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity 
of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily 
redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities_and equipment until the 
deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an 
archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate 
evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The 
archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and 
significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this 
assessment to the ERO. 

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

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• 

• 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 
Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard 
and deaccession policies. 
Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during 
the course of the archeological data recovery program. 
Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource 
from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 
Final ieport. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results . 
Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any 
recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation 
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply 
with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the City 
and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner's determination that the human remains are 
Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The 
archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not beyond six days of 
discovery make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). 
The agreement. should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, 
custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated 

funerary objects. Nothing in existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project 
sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD. The archeological consultant shall retain 
possession of any Native American human remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until 
completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as specified in the treatment 
agreement if such agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant 
and the ERO. 

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

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

Project Mitigation Measure 2 - Construction Noise (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure F-2) 

The project sponsor shall develop a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures under the supervision 
of a qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures shall be 
submitted to the Department of Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation 
will be achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control strategies as 
feasible: 

• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site, particularly where a site 
adjoins noise-sensitive uses; 

• Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure as the building is erected to reduce noise 
emission from the site; 

• Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise 
reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses; 

• Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements; 

Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours and complaint procedures and 
who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed. 
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DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this evaluation: 

~ I find that the proposed infill project would not have any significant effects on the 
environment that either have not already been analyzed in a prior EIR or that are more 
significant than previously analyzed, or that uniformly applicable development policies would 
not substantially mitigate. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21094.5, CEQA does not 
apply to such effects. A Notice of Determination (Section 15094) will be filed. 

D I find that the proposed infill project will have effects that either have not been analyzed in a 
prior EIR, or are more significant than described in the prior EIR, and that no uniformly 
applicable development policies would substantially mitigate such effects. With respect to 
those effects that are subject to CEQA, I find that such effects would not be significant and a 
Negative Declaration, or if the project is a Transit Priority Project a Sustainable Communities 
Environmental Assessment, will be prepared. 

D I find that the proposed infill project will have effects that either have not been analyzed in a 
prior EIR, or are more significant than described in the prior EIR, and that no uniformly 
applicable development policies would substantially mitigate such effects. I find that although 
those effects could be significant, there will not be a significant effect in this case because 
revisions in the infill project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, or if the project is a Transit Priority Project a Sustainable 
Communities Environmental Assessment, will be prepared. 

D I find that the proposed infill project would have effects that either have not been analyzed in 
a prior EIR, or are more significant than described in the prior EIR, and that no uniformly 
applicable development policies would substantially mitigate such effects. I find that those 
effects would be significant, and an infill EIR is required to analyze those effects that are 
subject to CEQA. 
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ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation/Improvement Measures 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Responsibility 
for 

Implementation 

Project Mitigation Measure 1 - Archeological Testing (Eastern Project sponsor, 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure J-2. project archeologist. 

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

2060 FOLSOM STREET 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation/ 
Improvement 

Schedule 
Monitoring/Reporting 

Responsibility 

Prior to issuance Project sponsor, project 
of any permit for archeologist, ERO. 
soils-<listurbing 
activities and 
during 
construction 
activities. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

During soils­
disturbing and 
construction 
activities. 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation/Improvement Measures 

Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

Responsibility 
for 

Implementation 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an Project sponsor, 
archeological site1 associated with descendant Native Americans construction 
or the Overseas Chinese ~ appropriate representative2 of the contractor( s). 
descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The 
representative of the descendant group shall be given the 
opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site 
and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if 
applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated 
archeological site. A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources 
Report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant 
group. 

Mitigation/ 
Improvement 

Schedule 
Monitoring/Reporting 

Responsibility 

During Project sponsor, Planillng 

construction. Department. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Project sponsor 
shall submit 

monthly reports 

to the Planillng 

Department 

during 
construction 

period. 

By the term «archeological site" is intended here to minimally included any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence ofburial. 
2 An '"appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case ofNative Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and 

County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America. 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation/Improvement Measures 

Responsibility 
for 

Implementation 

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

Schedule 
Monitoring/Reporting 

Responsibility 
Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to the start Project sponsor, Planning During demolition 
and construction 
activities. The 
project sponsor 
shall submit 
quarterly reports 
to the ERO during 
the construction 
period and a final 
report at the end 
of the construction 
period. 

of and during Department. 
use of on-site 
heavy diesel 
equipment. 
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Adopted Mitigation/Improvement Measures 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the 
findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program 
the archeological consultant finds that significant archeological 
resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are 
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include 
additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or 
an archeological data recovery program. If the ERO determines 
that a significant archeological resource is present and that the 
resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at 
the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any 

adverse effect on the significant archeological resource; or 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the 

ERO determines that the archeological resource is of greater 

interpretive than research significance and that interpretive 

use of the resource is feasible. 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Responsibility 

for 
Implementation 

4 

Mitigation/ 
Improvement 

Schedule 
Monitoring/Reporting 

Responsibility 
Monitoring 
Schedule 
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Adopted Mitigation/Improvement Measures 

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

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

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

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

The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect 
soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis. 
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Adopted Mitigation/Improvement Measures 

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

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

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

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

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

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

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

data recovery program. 

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

Final Report. Description of proposed report format and 
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Adopted Mitigation/Improvement Measures 

distribution of results. 

Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations 
for the curation of any recovered data hamg potential 
research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, 
and a sununary of the accession policies of the curation 
facilities. 
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Adopted Mitigation/Improvement Measures 

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

2060 FOLSOM STREET 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Responsibility 

for 
Implementation 

Mitigation/ 
Improvement 

Schedule 
Monitoring/Reporting 

Responsibility 
Monitoring 
Schedule 

CASE NO. 2015-014715ENV 
June 6, 2016 



Adopted Mitigation/Improvement Measures 

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

Project Mitigation Measure 2: Construction Noise 

(Implementing Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation 

Measure F-2) The project sponsor shall develop a set of site­

speci..fic noise attenuation measures under the supervision of a 

qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing 

construction, a plan for such measures shall be submitted to the 

Department of Building Inspection (DBI) to ensure that 

maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achieved. These 

attenuation measures shall include as many of the following 

control strategies as feasible: 

Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a 

constrnction site, particularly where a site adjoins noise­

sensitive uses; 

Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure as 

the building is erected to reduce noise emission from 

the site; 

Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers 

by temporarily improving the noise reduction 

capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses; 

Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures 

by taking noise measurements; and 

Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction 
days and hours and complaint procedures and who to 
notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers 
listed. 
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File No. 171259 
FORM SFEC-126: 

NOTIFICATION OF CONTRACT APPROVAL 
(S F C d G t I C d t C d § 1 126) .. ampaign an ovemmen a on uc o e 

City Elective Officer Information (Please print clearly.) 

Name of City elective officer(s): City elective office(s) held: 
Members, Board of Supervisors Members, Board of Supervisors 

Contractor Information (Please print clearly.) 
Name of contractor: 2060 Folsom Housing, L.P., a California limited partnership 

Please list the names of (I) members of the contractor's board of directors; (2) the contractor's chief executive officer, chief 
financial officer and chief operating officer; (3) any person who has an ownership of20 percent or more in the contractor; (4) 
any subcontractor listed in the bid or contract; and (5) any political committee sponsored or controlled by the contractor. Use 
additional pages as necessary. 

The borrowing entity for the 2060 Folsom Affordable Housing Project is 2060 Folsom Housing, L.P., a California limited 
partnership. 2060 Folsom Housing, L.P. has no employees and decisions are made by its co-general partners, CCDC 2060 
Folsom LLC, a California Limited Liability Corporation, with sole manager, Chinatown Community Development Center 
(Chinatown CDC); and MEDA 2060 Folsom LLC, a California limited liability company, with sole manager, Mission 
Economic Development Agency (MEDA). 

Please see the below Board list to comply with request # 1. Additionally, the contractor's chief executive officer, chief 
financial officer and deputy directors are Chinatown CDC's and MEDA's governing officers as the result of2060 Folsom 
Housing, L.P.'s relationship to Chinatown CDC and MEDA. 

Chinatown CDC Board of Directors: 
1. Calloway, Pamela 
2. Chin, Gregory (Board Treasurer) 
3. Chin, Philip (Board Chair) 
4. Craig, Cathy 
5. Darmawi, Fay 
6. Ellington, Theo 
7. Fong, Mark 
8. Golvin, Benjamin 
9. Jew, Clayton 
10. Kyo, Jessica 
11. Leadbetter, Julie 
12. Lee, Winston (Board Secretary) 
13. Lim, Tommy 
14. Lin, Barbara 
15. Louie, Michael 
16. McCray, James 
17. Nguyen, James 
18. Poe, Irma 
19. Ruiz, Santiago 
20. Tse, Janet Lee 
21. Tse, Nigel 
22. Wong, Susan 
23. Wu, Jade 
24. Yan, Calvin 
25. Zhang, Mary 
26. Zheng, Eddy 
27. Zoubi, Fady 

Note: Board Vice Chair is currently vacant. 



MEDA Board of Directors: 
William Ortiz-Cartagena (Board President) 
Matt Haney (Vice President) 
Whitney Jones (Treasurer) 
Kavita Gobburi (Secretary) 
M. Teresa Garcia 
Jabari Herbert 
Kevin Stein 
Dolores Terrazas 

Chief Executive Officer: Norman Fong (Chinatown CDC), and Luis Granados (MEDA) 

Chief Financial Officer(s): Karen Gansen (Chinatown CDC), John Sedlander (MEDA) 

Deputy Directors: Cindy Wu and Malcolm Yeung (Chinatown CDC), Jillian Spindle (MEDA) 

Items #3-5 do not apply to 2060 Folsom Housing, L.P. 

Contractor address: 2060 Folsom Housing, L.P., 1525 Grant Ave., San Francisco, CA 94133 Attn: Executive Director 

Date that contract was approved: I Amount of contract: Not to exceed $15 million 

Describe the nature of the contract that was approved: Resolution authorizing MOHCD to execute a grant application for an 
amount not to exceed $15 million, grant agreement and related documents under the HCD Affordable Housing and Sustainable 
Communities Program (AHSC) as a joint applicant with 2060 Folsom Housing, L.P., a California limited partnership for 2060 
Folsom Street, authorizing the City to assume any joint and several liability for completion of the projects required by the 
terms of any grant awarded under the AHSC Program, and adopting findings under CEQA. 
Comments: 

This contract was approved by (check applicable): 

D the City elective officer(s) identified on this form 

0 a board on which the City elective officer(s) serves: San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Print Name of Board 

D the board of a state agency (Health Authority, Housing Authority Commission, Industrial Development Authority 
Board, Parking Authority, Redevelopment Agency Commission, Relocation Appeals Board, Treasure Island 
Development Authority) on which an appointee of the City elective officer(s) identified on this form sits 

Print Name of Board 

Filer Information (Please print clearly.) 
Name of filer: Contact telephone number: 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board ( 415) 554-5184 

Address: E-mail: 
City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl., San Francisco, CA Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 
94102 

Signature of City Elective Officer (if submitted by City elective officer) Date Signed 

Signature of Board Secretary or Clerk (if submitted by Board Secretary or Clerk) Date Signed 



Print Form 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 

[{] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor inquiries" 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---' 

D 5. City Attorney Request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No . 
..---~~~::::=:===============;-~~~~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No. 
'----~~~~~~~~~~~-' 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda}, use the Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Ronen 

Subject: 

[ AHSC Program - Authorizing the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development to execute a grant 
application as Co-Applicant; Assumption of Liability] 

The text is listed: 

Resolution authorizing the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development on behalf of the City and 
County of San Francisco to execute a grant application, grant agreement, and related documents as defined herein 
under the Department of Housing and Community Development Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities 
Program as a joint applicant with 2060 Folsom Housing, L.P., a California limited partnership for the project at 2060 
Folsom Street, San Francisco; authorizing the City to assume anyjoint and several liability for completion of the 
projects required by the terms of any grant awarded under the AHSC Program; and adopting findings under CEQA, 
the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

For Clerk's Use Only 


