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the Initial Study/Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration are
CA 94103-2479

shown as deletions in ~}r_'_~~ r~~~o~ and additions in double Reception:

underline) 415.558.6378

Case No.: 2013.1757E Fax:

Project Title: 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street 415.558.6409

Zoning: C-2 (Community Business) Zoning District Planning
Washington-Broadway Special Use District (SUD) Information:

84-E Height and Bulk District 415.558.6377

Block/Lot: 0166/003, 004, & 006

Lot Size: 11,681 square feet [0.27 acres]

Project Sponsor: Grosvenor USA Limited; Amelia Staveley — (415) 268-4068

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department

Staff Contact: Christopher Espiritu — (415) 575-9022; christo~her.espiritu@sf~ov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project site is located within the Financial District neighborhood and consists of three adjacent lots

(Assessor's Block 0166, Lot 003, 004 and 006) with frontages along Pacific Avenue and Battery Street. T'he

combined parcels are approximately 11,700 square feet (sq ft) with approximately 108 feet of frontage

along Pacific Avenue and 40 feet of frontage along Battery Street. Currently, Lots 003 and 006 are vacant

and used as surface parking lots with no permanent structures. Lot 004 (290 Pacific Avenue) contains an

existing single-story, 15-foot-tall, approximately 1,300-square-foot commercial building fronting Pacific

Avenue. The existing building was constructed in 1911 and is currently vacant, but was formerly used as

a restaurant. The proposed project would include the demolition of the existing building on-site and

include the construction of a new seven-story, 84-foot-tall (with an additional 12 feet for rooftop

mechanical equipment), mixed-use building. The proposed building would include 33 dwelling units and

approximately 2,009 square feet (sq ft) for ground floor commercial space. The project would require

excavation to approximately 15 feet below ground surface for a basement level and foundation

installation. The project would include parking within an at-grade and abasement-level garage that

would accommodate 36 off-street vehicle stacker parking spaces (including one ADA-accessible space)

and 54 bicycle parking spaces (50 Class I and 4 Class II bicycle parking spaces), which would be

accessible from an existing curb cut on Pacific Avenue. The project site is located on the block bounded

by Broadway to the north, Pacific Avenue to the south, Front Street to the east, Battery Street to the west,

and adjacent to two Landmark Historic Districts (Northeast Waterfront and Jackson Square).

FINDING:

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

of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect),

15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and

the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is
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Mitigated Negative Declaration
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attached. Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See
pages 138-147.

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the
project could have a significant effect on the environment.
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Initial Study
240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street
Planning Department Case No. 2013.1757E

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location and Site Characteristics

The project site is an approximately 11,700-square-foot (0.27-acre) "L-shaped" lot

comprised by three adjoining lots (Assessor's Block 0166, Lot 003, 004 and 006) and is

located on the north side of Pacific Avenue in San Francisco's Financial District

neighborhood. The project site is located on a block bounded by Broadway to the north,

Pacific Avenue to the south, Front Street to the east, Battery Street to the west (see

Figure 1). Currently, two of the three parcels on the project site (Lots 003 and 006) are

vacant and used as surface parking lots with no permanent structures. Lot 004 (290

Pacific Avenue) contains an existing single-story, approximately 15-foot-tall, 1,300-

square-foot commercial building fronting Pacific Avenue (see Figure 2). The existing

building, which was constructed in 1911, is currently vacant but was formerly used as a

restaurant.

The existing building on the project site (Lot 004 - 290 Pacific Avenue) is aone-story,

unreinforced brick structure with a flat roof that covers the entire parcel. The primary

facade (south), fronting Pacific Avenue, has a stucco finish and a storefront system with

wood windows and a recessed metal door set at an angle to the sidewalk. The remaining

facades (east and north) face the adjacent surface parking lots (Lots 003 and 006) at the

rear of the existing building and are currently visible from the public right-of-way.

However, these facades do not contain any windows or doors, nor do these facades

display any structural or architectural details. The project site is not located within a

known or potentially eligible historic district, but is located in close proximity (less than

'/4-mile) from two Landmark Historic Districts (Northeast Waterfront and Jackson

Square), which are listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

As shown on Figure 2, the project site is an "L-shaped" lot with approximately 108 feet

of frontage along Pacific Avenue and 40 feet of frontage along Battery Street. The

existing building footprint on Lot 004 encompasses the entire lot width on Pacific

Avenue and mirrors the existing building located on the adjacent property (712 Battery

Street/298 Pacific Avenue). There are existing curb cuts located on the project site, with a

12-foot-wide curb cut located on the Battery Street frontage, and a 40-foot-wide curb cut

Case No. 2013.1757E 1 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



located on the Pacific Avenue frontage. Currently, there is an existing tree located within
the project site on the Battery Street portion of the site. There are two street trees located
along the Battery Street and Pacific Avenue frontages, but these trees are directly
adjacent to the corner building (712 Battery Street/298 Pacific Avenue) and do not front
the project site.

Within the larger Financial District neighborhood, ground-floor commercial uses are
common in the project area and typically have either office or residential units above the
ground floor. The majority of the buildings in the project vicinity range from two to
seven stories. Immediately adjacent properties to the project site include an existing
seven-story residential condominium building (733 Front Street) to the east of the project
site, athree-story commercial and office building (712 Battery Street/298 Pacific Avenue)
located at the northeast corner of Battery Street and Pacific Avenue, and atwo-story
commercial and office building (724 Battery Street) to the north of the project site.

The project site is generally flat, except for the northern portion of the site which slopes
down from an elevation of five and a half feet to one foot towards the remainder of the
site. The project site is located within the G2 (Community Business) Zoning District and
within the Washington-Broadway Special Use District (SUD), the 84-E Height and Bulk
District (84-foot maximum height, with bulk limits beyond 65 feet).

Case No. 2013.1757E 2 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street
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Proposed Project

The proposed project would include the demolition of the existing one-story,

approximately 15-foot-tall, commercial building and adjacent parking lots. The

proposed project would also include the construction of a new seven-story over

basement, 84-foot-tall (with an additional 12 feet for rooftop mechanical equipment),

mixed-use building. The proposed building would surround the corner lot adjacent to

the site. The proposed building would include 33 dwelling units, approximately 2,009

square feet (sq ft) for ground floor commercial uses. The proposed ground floor retail

space would contain two retail spaces, with both fronting Pacific Avenue. Tenants for

the proposed ground-floor retail space have not yet been determined. The project would

include parking within an at-grade and a basement-level garage and would

accommodate 36 off-street vehicle stacker parking spaces (including one ADA-accessible

space) and 54 bicycle parking spaces (50 Class 1 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces),

which would be accessible from a new garage entrance/exit on Pacific Avenue. As part

of the proposed project, two existing curb cuts along the Battery Street and Pacific

Avenue frontages would be removed and a single, 12-foot-wide curb cut would be

restored along the Pacific Avenue frontage.

On floors two through seven, the proposed building would contain a total of 33

residential units. The residential unit mix would include two studios, six one-bedroom

units, 24 two-bedroom units, and one three-bedroom unit (see Table 1, below). The first

two residential floors (floors two and three) would contain eight dwelling units each,

with the next two residential floors containing five dwelling units each (floors four and

five), and the remaining two floors (floors six and seven) would contain four and three

dwelling units, respectively. Residential access into the building would be provided

through a residential lobby on the ground floor on Battery Street. The 10-foot-wide

entryway would lead into a residential lobby which would contain two residential

elevators .and access to the garage. A secondary exit stair would be provided in the

southern side of the building, with direct egress to Pacific Avenue, and exit stairs from

the basement garage would be located adjacent to the elevators with egress to Pacific

Avenue. The recycling/garbage room would be located on the ground-floor level, within

the garage.

As shown on Figures 4 — 6 (Floor Plans), for six dwelling units located on floors two

through four of the proposed building, the project would include private open spaces

meeting the Planning Code requirements for private open space. In addition, the

proposed project would include two common open space areas that would be accessible

Case No. 2013.1757E 5 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



to building residents only, including an approximately 452-square-foot open space on

the sixth floor (fifth residential level) along the eastern side of the building, as well as an

approximately 850-square-foot open space area on the seventh floor, located also on the

eastern side of the building. The proposed structure would be approximately 84 feet in

height to the roof, with the mechanical penthouse for the elevator, stair towers

extending an additional 12 feet above the roofline.1 See Table 1, and Figures 8 and 9

(Elevation Plans).

Parking, Loading, and Bicycle Facilities

Currently, the project site contains two existing curb cuts located along the Battery Street

and Pacific Avenue frontages. The proposed project would remove the existing curb cut

on Battery Street. The existing curb cut along Pacific Avenue would be reduced to

approximately 12-feet-long and would be used to provide access to the proposed at-

grade garage.

As previously noted, the proposed project would include vehicle and bicycle parking

within an at-grade and abasement-level garage (See Figure 3 -Floor Plans (Basement

and First Floor)). The proposed project would provide 36 off-street vehicle parking

spaces using a mechanical parking stacker system. Access to the proposed garage would

be through the existing curb cut on Pacific Avenue. In addition, the proposed project

would provide one ADA-accessible vehicle parking space located adjacent to the

proposed garage entrance/exit. The project would include 54 bicycle parking spaces (50

Class 1 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces) located within the basement level garage.

Access to the bicycle parking spaces would be through the residential lobby and interior

stairs, and through the garage via a door immediately adjacent to the garage entrance.

These bicycle parking spaces would be available to residents of the building and

employees of the proposed ground-floor retail spaces.

The proposed project would not include any street widening or other types of street

modifications. Further, the approximately four on-street parking spaces on Battery Street

and three on-street parking spaces along Pacific Avenue that are adjacent to the project

site would not be permanently affected by the proposed project. During the construction

phase of the proposed project, worker parking would occur off-site. No designated

parking for construction workers would be provided as they would be expected to park

on the street or in nearby garages, or to use transit.

1 These roof-top features are exempt from the height limit.

Case No. 2013.1757E 6 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



Landscaping

There is an existing tree located within the project site, along the Battery Street (western

portion) side of the project site. 'This existing tree is considered a protected tree due to its

height and diameter at breast height (DBH). Removal of protected trees would require

further review and approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Works

(SFDPW). In addition, there are two existing street trees located along the Battery Street

and Pacific Avenue sidewalks. However, these street trees are not located along the

project's frontages and would not be removed or modified. As part of the proposed

project, a total of seven new street trees would be planted along the project frontages

(two along Battery Street and five along Pacific Avenue), in accordance with Planning

Code Section 138.1(c)(1).

Foundation and Excavation

The proposed project would excavate to a maximum depth of approximately 15 feet

below the ground surface (bgs) for construction of the below-grade garage, which would

result in the removal of approximately 5,500 cubic yards (CY) of soil. The project

sponsor proposes to install pile foundations extending up to 30 feet to support the

proposed building. Pile driving would likely be required as part of the proposed project.

Construction Schedule

Demolition and construction of the proposed project are estimated to occur over a

period of 18 months from ground breaking. The proposed project would be constructed

in one continuous phase, with all construction materials accommodated on site and on

the adjacent Battery Street and Pacific Avenue sidewalks.

Case No. 2013.1757E 7 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



TABLE 1

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS AND DWELLING UNIT MIX

Proposed Use Description Gross Square Feet (GSF) a

Residential 7 stories; 33 units 54,056 sq. ft.

Retail Ground floor (part) 2,009 sq. ft.

Parking b
36 spaces in ground floor

9,133 sq. ft
(stackers)

Bldg. services; roof Basement (remainder) 3,490 sq. ft.

TOTAL — 70,679 sq. ft.

Site area 11, 681 sq. ft.

Residential Open Space ~ 
1,302 sq. ft.

(commonly accessible)

Private Open Space 
2,797 sq. ft.

(six dwelling units)

Project Component Number

Dwelling Units (total) 33

Studios 2

One-bedroom units 6

Two-bedroom units 24

Three-bedroom units 1

Parking Spaces

Auto d 36

Bicycle (Class 1) 50

Bicycle (Class 2) 4

Height of Building 84 feete

Number of Stories 7

a Square footage figures are rounded.
b Includes ramp to garage and garage circulation space.
~ Common residential openspace provided includes only Planning Code-compliant open space.
d Includes one ADA-accessible vehicle parking space.
e Excludes elevator/stair penthouse and other rooftop mechanical equipment.

Note: Parking and mechanical/utility space is excluded from gross square footage calculation for purposes
of Planning Code compliance, pursuant to Section 102.

Case No. 2013.1757E 8 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street
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View 1

Figure 10. Renderings

Case No. 2013.1757E 16 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street

Source: Grosvenor Americas / VIeW 2
Handel Architects, LLP, 2015



Project Approvals

Planning Commission

The project sponsor would be required to obtain a Conditional Use

Authorization from the Planning Commission per Planning Code
 Sections 270 and

271 for granting exceptions to the bulk requirements on 
the sixth and seventh

floors of the proposed building.

Approval Action: Approval of the Conditional Use Author
ization by the San Francisco

Planning Commission is the Approval Action for the propose
d project for the purposes

of a CEQA appeal. The Approval Action date would es
tablish the start of the 30-day

appeal period for appeal of the Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration to the Board of

Supervisors pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisc
o Administrative Code.

Zoning Administrator

Approval of a Variance from Planning Code Sections 134 a
nd 140 allowing a

non-Code compliant rear yard and upper-floor dwelling units
 not facing directly

on an open area.

Department of Building Inspection

Approval of demolition and building permits would 
require review and

approval by the Planning Department and Department o
f Building Inspection

(DBI).

Department of Public Works

Removal of existing trees within the project site would req
uire a permit from the

Department of Public Works (DPW), pursuant to Article 16 
(Sections 801 et. seq.)

of the Public Works Code.

If a condominium (subdivision) map is proposed for adop
tion, approval would

be required by DPW, pursuant to the City's Subdivision Code.

The project could require a permit from DPW if night con
struction is proposed

that would generate noise of 5 decibels or more in excess
 of ambient noise levels,

according to Section 2908 of the San Francisco Police Code (Nois
e Ordinance).

If sidewalks) are used for construction staging and pedest
rian walkways are

constructed in the curb lane(s), the project would require a 
street space permit

from the Bureau of Street Use and Mapping of DPW.
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San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

If sidewalks) are used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are
constructed in the curb lane(s), the project would require a special traffic permit
from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Sustainable
Streets Division.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Approval by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) would be
required for any changes to sewer laterals (connections to the City sewer). The
SFPUC must approve an erosion and sediment control plan prior to the start of
construction, and must also approve compliance with post-construction
stormwater design guidelines, including a stormwater control plan that complies
with the City's Stormwater Design Guidelines.

B. PROJECT SETTING

The project site is located in the northwestern edge of San Francisco's Financial District
neighborhood, generally bounded by Kearny Street to the west, Broadway to the North
and Folsom Street to the south and The Embarcadero to the east. Land uses in the
vicinity of the project site are dominated by office uses interspersed with surface parking
lots and ground-floor retail uses, particularly restaurants and other casual eating places
and retail stores. While the densely built Financial District is primarily office, the overall
neighborhood also contains a variety of other uses, including entertainment and
institutional uses, as well as residential uses particularly on the periphery of the
Financial District. Typical office uses in the area include law firms and marketing firms.
These uses occupy the buildings south and north of the project, at 701 Battery Street and
735 Battery Street, respectively. Adjacent to the north of the project site, at Battery Street,
is a two-story office building (724 Battery Street) with a copy store in the ground-floor
frontage; the rear and upstairs office spaces that are currently vacant. Abelow-grade
private surface parking lot is located immediately south of this building on the property
(Lot 006) and aseven-story office building with approximately 18 tenants is located to
the north at 750 Battery Street. Directly adjacent to the project site and located at the
northeast corner of Pacific Avenue at Battery Street is the Old Ship Saloon at the ground
floor, with current office uses in the second and third stories.
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Across the street from the project site, on the south side o
f Pacific Avenue, is dominated

by 600 Battery Street, an L-shaped three-story building tha
t extends the full block on

Pacific Avenue and Battery Street and is occupied by a singl
e office use. In addition to

the above-mentioned uses surrounding the project site, o
ther uses nearby include a

three-story brick office building on the south side of Pacific A
venue (325 Pacific Avenue)

which includes small medical office (dental) uses, design studios
, and other office uses.

Approximately two blocks east of the project site, are a concen
tration of residential uses

within the RC-4 (Residential-Commercial Combined, High
 Density) zoning district

beginning east of Front Street extending to The Embar
cadero. The RC-4 district

encourages a combination of high-density dwellings, with 
compatible commercial uses

on the ground floor to protect and enhance neighborhoods w
ith mixed use character.

The Financial District, as a whole, can be generally consi
dered amid- to high-rise

district, although the immediate project vicinity also includes a
 number of buildings two

and three stories in height. While the project site is located 
adjacent to a mix of two- to

seven-story buildings, the project block includes buildings 
of similar height to the

proposed 84-foot-tall building. Height districts in the vicin
ity of the project vary from

the 40-X height and bulk district two blocks to the northwes
t of the site, the 65-A height

and bulk district one block to the west of the project site, t
he 84-E height and bulk

district of the project site and neighboring blocks to the so
uth and northwest, and the

275-E height and bulk district located two blocks east continuing toward Th
e

Embarcadero.

Although there is a diversity of building types, sizes, and ages
, with building heights

varying from one to 24 stories, the majority of buildings in the
 vicinity of the project are

between three and seven stories tall. The only buildings ta
ller than seven stories are

residential towers located south of Jackson Street and 
north of Washington Street,

approximately two blocks south of the project site. These i
nclude Jackson Center, a 21-

story stucco building with residential condominiums above gr
ound-floor commercial

uses, and the Golden Gateway Apartments, consisting of fo
ur stucco towers ranging in

height from 21 to 24 stories, providing 1,554 apartment uni
ts. South of Washington

Street, typical building heights increase towards the core a
rea of the Financial District,

and office buildings ranging from ten to over 20 stories are ty
pical in this area of the

neighborhood.
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Noteworthy buildings in the project vicinity that reflect the early years of the City's Gold
Rush era waterfront include 298 Pacific Avenue at the northeast corner of Battery Street
and Pacific Avenue, the further edge of Yerba Buena Cove in 1849. The sailing ship
Arkansas was grounded at this location and a hole was cut in the bow to create a saloon
and boarding house. The Old Ship Saloon has operated continuously since that period.
The ship was reconstructed as a three-story brick building in 1907, following the 1906
earthquake and fire. The Old Ship Saloon was listed as a historic resource of major
importance in a survey conducted for the Foundation for San Francisco Architectural
Heritage in 1978.

Vegetation in the area is generally limited to street trees and landscaped areas within
several buildings. Nearby landmarks, public parks, and open spaces include the Sidney
Walton Park, located one block to the southeast of the project site (approximately 300
feet [0.05 miles]); Transamerica Redwood Park and Pyramid located four blocks
southeast (approximately 900 feet [0.18 miles]), and the Sue Bierman Park located five
blocks to the southeast of the project site (approximately 900 feet [0.18 miles]).

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS

Applicable Not Applicable
Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed ~ ❑to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City ❑ ~or Region, if applicable.

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other ❑ ~than the Planning Department or the Department of Building
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.

San Francisco Planning Code

The San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code), which incorporates by reference the City's
Zoning Maps, governs permitted uses, densities, and configuration of buildings within
San Francisco. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones)
may not be issued unless the proposed action conforms to the Planning Code, an exception
is granted pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code, or a reclassification of the site
occurs.

The project site is within a G2 (Community Business) zoning district. The G2 district
provides convenience goods and services to Residential areas of the City, both in outlying
sections and in closer-in, more densely built communities. In addition, some C-2 Districts
provide comparison shopping goods and services on a general or specialized basis to a
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Citywide or a regional market area, complementing the mai
n area for such types of trade

in downtown San Francisco. The extent of these districts var
ies from smaller clusters of

stores to larger concentrated areas, including both shopping centers and strip

developments along major thoroughfares, and in each case t
he character and intensity of

commercial development are intended to be consistent with t
he character of other uses in

the adjacent areas. These uses are generally located in th
e Telegraph Hill, Fisherman s

Wharf, Stonestown, and Executive Park areas as well as smal
ler sections on and around

Van Ness Avenue. These districts include small and moderat
ely scaled lots with buildings

typically ranging from two to four stories, with some t
aller structures. Retail, office,

restaurant, and residential uses are permitted uses in C-2 dist
ricts.

Height and Bulk

The project site is within an 84-E Height and Bulk Dist
rict. This district allows a

maximum building height of 84 feet, and limits bulk by rest
ricting length and diagonal

dimensions to 110 feet and 140 feet, respectively, above 65 
feet in height. The proposed

project would not exceed the height limit of 84 feet and w
ould comply with the height

limits as allowable under Section 260 of the Planning Code
 (Parapet elements shielding

mechanical penthouses may exceed the height limit by 10 fe
et, and other parapets may

exceed the height limit by 4 feet) and would comply
 with the 84-foot height limit.

However, the proposed project would not comply with
 the bulk limits for the sixth and

seventh floors of the proposed building as allowed un
der Sections 270 and 271 of the

Planning Code. Therefore, the proposed project would requ
ire a Conditional Use to allow

for exceptions to the bulk requirements under the Planning 
Code.

Special Use Districts

The project site is also located within the boundaries o
f the Washington-Broadway

Special Use District. No parking is required for any use
 located within the Washington-

Broadway Special Use District. While there are no parking
 requirements at this location,

the proposed project would provide 36 off-street vehi
cle parking spaces within the

proposed building. Therefore, the proposed project would
 not violate any regulations

set forth for this overlay designation.

Street Trees

Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(1) requires that for every 20
 feet of property frontage

along each street, one 24-inch box tree be planted, with any r
emaining fraction of 10 feet

or more of frontage requiring an additional tree. In complian
ce with Section 138.1(c)(1),
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the proposed project would plant seven street trees: four along the Battery Street
frontage and three along the Pacific Avenue frontage. Should the planting of trees be
infeasible, upon review by DBI and DPW, the project sponsor would be required to pay
an in-lieu fee. There are currently no existing street trees located along the Pacific
Avenue and Battery Street sidewalks adjacent to the project site. However, there are two
existing trees directly adjacent to the corner property at 712 Battery Street/298 Pacific
Avenue. These trees would not be removed nor modified as part of the proposed
project.

Rear Yard Requirements

Planning Code Section 134 requires a rear yard equivalent to 25 percent of total lot depth
at all residential levels. The proposed project would provide two common open space
areas, but not within a rear yard, including an approximately 805-square-foot open
space on the sixth floor, as well as an approximately 350-square-foot open space area on
the seventh floor, both located along the eastern portion of the building. Also, the
proposed project would provide private balconies on certain units. Therefore, the project
applicant is requesting an exception (Variance) from the rear yard requirements of
Planning Code Section 134(e), pursuant to the procedures of Section 309, to allow for
open space in a configuration other than a rear yard.

Exposure Requirements

Planning Code Section 140 requires that each dwelling unit have at least one room that
meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of Section 503 of
the Housing Code face directly on a street right-of-way, code-complying rear yard, or an
appropriately sized courtyard. The proposed rear yard is not code-complying and does
not provide a large enough courtyard to meet the exposure requirement for those units
that only have windows fronting the rear yard area. Therefore, the project applicant is
requesting an exception (Variance) from the exposure requirements of Planning Code
Section 140.
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Plans and Policies

San Francisco General Plan

In addition to the Planning Code and its land u
se zoning requirements, the project site is

subject to the San Francisco General Plan (Genera
l Plan). The General Plan provides general

policies and objectives to guide land use decisi
ons. The General Plan contains 10 elements

(Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Op
en Space, Housing, Community Facilities,

Urban Design, Environmental Protection, 
Transportation, Air Quality, Community

Safety, and Arts) that set forth goals, policies, and objectives for the physical

development of the City. In addition, the Gen
eral Plan includes area plans that outline

goals and objectives for specific geographi
c planning areas, such as the greater

downtown, including the project site, policies for
 which are contained in the Downtown

Plan, an area plan within the General Plan.

A conflict between a proposed project and a 
General Plan policy does not, in itself,

indicate a significant effect on the environm
ent within the context of the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Any ph
ysical environmental impacts that could

result from such conflicts are analyzed in this In
itial Study. In general, potential conflicts

with the General Plan are considered by the deci
sions-makers (normally the Planning

Commission) independently of the environme
ntal review process. Thus, in addition to

considering inconsistencies that affect environ
mental issues, the Planning Commission

considers other potential inconsistencies with
 the General Plan, independently of the

environmental review process, as part of the 
decision to approve or disapprove a

proposed project. Any potential conflict not iden
tified in this environmental document

would be considered in that context and wou
ld not alter the physical environmental

effects of the proposed project that are analy
zed in this Initial Study.

The aim of the Downtown Plan is to encourag
e business activity and promote economic

growth downtown, as the City's and region
's premier employment center, while

improving the quality of place and providing 
necessary supporting amenities. Centered

on Market Street, the Plan covers an area roug
hly bounded by Van Ness Avenue to the

west, Steuart Street to the east, Folsom Street to 
the south, and the northern edge of the

Financial District to the north. The Plan cont
ains objectives and policies that address

commerce, housing, and open space; preservatio
n; urban form; and transportation.

The proposed project would not obviously 
or substantially conflict with any goals,

policies, or objectives of the General Plan, includ
ing those of the Downtown Plan. The

Case No. 2013.1757E 
23 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



compatibility of the proposed project with General Plan goals, policies, and objectives
that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-
makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project.
Any potential conflicts identified as part of the process would not alter the physical
environmental effects of the proposed project.

Proposition M —The Accountable Planning Initiative

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable
Planning Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish eight
Priority Policies. These policies, and the subsection of Section E of this Initial Study
addressing the environmental issues associated with the policies, are: (1) preservation
and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood
character (Topic 1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question 1c); (3) preservation and
enhancement of affordable housing (Topic 2, Population and Housing, Question 2b,
with regard to housing supply and displacement issues); (4) discouragement of
commuter automobiles (Topic 4, Transportation and Circulation, Questions 4a, 4b, and
4f); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office
development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership (Topic
1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question 1c); (6) maximization of earthquake
preparedness (Topic 13, Geology and Soils, Questions 13a through 13d); (7) landmark
and historic building preservation (Topic 3, Cultural Resources, Question 3a); and (8)
protection of open space (Topic 8, Wind and Shadow, Questions 8a and 8b; and Topic 9,
Recreation, Questions 9a and 9c).

Prior to issuing a permit for any project which requires an Initial Study under the
Califarnia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and prior to issuing a permit for any
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action which requires a
finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City is required to find that the
proposed project or legislation is consistent with the Priority Policies. As noted above,
the consistency of the proposed project with the environmental topics associated with
the Priority Policies is discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, of
this Initial Study, providing information for use in the case report for the proposed
project. The case report and approval motions for the project will contain the
Department's comprehensive project analysis and findings regarding consistency of the
proposed project with the Priority Policies.
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In addition, the proposed project would comply with the 
City's Residential Inclusionary

Affordable Housing Program requirements (City Plann
ing Code Section 415, et seq.),

either by including below-market-rate (BMR) units on
-site, by making an in-lieu

payment, or by constructing the required BMR units o
ff-site.

Regional Plans and Policies

The principal regional planning documents and the agenci
es that guide planning in the

nine-county Bay Area are Plan Bay Area, the region's 
first Sustainable Communities

Strategy, developed in accordance with Senate Bil
l 375 and adopted jointly by the

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the M
etropolitan Transportation

Commission (MTC); the Bay Area Air Quality Manage
ment District (BAAQMD)'s 2010

Clean Air Plan; the San Francisco Regional Water Quali
ty Control Board's San Francisco

Basin Plan; and the San Francisco Bay Plan, adopted by the San Francisco 
Bay

Conservation and Development Commission. Due to th
e relatively small size and infill

nature of the proposed project, there would be no anti
cipated conflicts with regional

plans.
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D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

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

Land Use ~ Air Quality ~ Biological Resources
Aesthetics ~ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ~ Geology and Soils
Population and Housing ~ Wind and Shadow ~ Hydrology and Water Quality

Cultural Resources ~ Recreation ~ Hazards/Hazardous Materials
Transportation and Circulation ~ Utilities and Service Systems ~ Mineral/Energy Resources

Noise ~ Public Services ~ Agricultural and Forest Resources

Mandatory Findings of Significance

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

All items on the Initial Study Checklist that have been checked "Less than .Significant
with Mitigation Incorporated," "Less than Significant Impact," "No Impact" or "Not
Applicable" indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the proposed
project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating to that topic. A
discussion is included for those issues checked "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated" and "Less than Significant Impact" and for most items checked with "No
Impact" or "Not Applicable." For all of the items checked "Not Applicable" or "No
Impact' without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise
on similar projects, and/or standard reference material available within the Planning
Departrnent, such as the Department's Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review, or the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the
evaluation has considered the impacts of the proposed project both individually and
cumulatively.
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Senate Bill 743 and Public Resources Code Section 21099

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown sig
ned Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became

effective on January 1, 2014.2 Among other
 provision, SB 743 amends the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by addi
ng Public Resources Code Section 21099

regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impac
ts for urban infill projects.3

Aesthetics and Parking Analysis

Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effecti
ve January 1, 2014, states, "Aesthetic and

parking impacts of a residential, mixed- use res
idential, or employment center project on

an infill site located within a transit priority ar
ea shall not be considered significant

impacts on the environment."4 Accordingly, aest
hetics and parking are no longer to be

considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant

environmental effects for projects that meet a
ll of the following three criteria:

a) The project is in a transit priority areas

b) The project is on an infill site6

c) The project is residential, mixed-use resident
ial, or an employment center

The proposed project meets each of the above 
three criteria because it (1) is located

within one-half mile of several rail and bus trans
it routes, (2) is located on an infill site

that is already developed with an existing one
-story commercial building and adjacent

paved surface parking lots, and is surrounde
d by other urban development, and (3)

2 SB743canbefoundon-line at:http://lebin(n.legisln
ti~re.cn.gov/feces/billNmuClient.xhfml?6ill_id=20132014

0SB743.

3 Public Resources Code Section 21099(d).

4 Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(1).

5 Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defi
nes a "transit priority area" as an area within on

e-half mile of

an existing or planned major transit stop. A "maj
or transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the 

Public

Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry 
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit ser

vice, or the

intersection of two or more major bus routes
 with a frequency of service interval of 15 mi

nutes or less

during the morning and afternoon peak comm
ute periods.

6 Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines 
an "infill site' as a lot located within an urban area that has

been previously developed, or a vacant site w
here at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the s

ite adjoins,

or is separated only by an improved public righ
t-of-way from, parcels that are developed wit

h qualified

urban uses.

~ Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines
 an "employment center" as a project located

 on property

zoned for commercial uses with a floor area rati
o of no less than 0.75 and located within a tran

sit priority

area.
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would be residential project with ground-floor retail space.$ Thus, this Initial Study does
not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of
project impacts under CEQA.

Public Resources Code Section 21099(e) states that a Lead Agency maintains the authority
to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other
discretionary powers and that aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or
cultural resources. As such, there will be no change in the Planning Department's
methodology related to design and historic review.

The Planning Department recognizes that the public and decision makers nonetheless
may be interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project
and may desire that such information be provided as part of the environmental review
process. Therefore, some of the information that would have otherwise been provided in
an Aesthetics section of this Initial Study (such as renderings) has been included in
Figure 10 (Renderings) (see Section A, Project Description, page 16). However, this
information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to determine
the significance of the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to CEQA.

Similarly, the Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of
interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, this Initial Study presents a
parking demand analysis for informational purposes and will consider any secondary
physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting
for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the
transportation analysis.

g San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, May 2015. Thisdocument is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case FileNo. 2013.1757E.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Signfficant No Not

Topics:
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

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?

c) Have a substantial impact upon the existing
❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

character of the vicinity?

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an existing

community. (Less than Significant)

As discussed in the Section A, Project Description (page
 1), the approximately 11,700-

square-foot project site is located on three interior lots 
at the northeast corner of Battery

Street and Pacific Avenue in the Financial District ne
ighborhood (see Figure 1). The

project site is currently occupied by two vacant lots used
 for surface parking, and an

existing 1,300-square-foot, one-story, approximately 15-fo
ot-tall commercial building.

The proposed project would include the demolition of the 
existing building on-site and

the construction of a new seven-story structure consisti
ng of approximately 2,000 square

feet of retail space on the ground floor and 33 dwelli
ng units above. The proposed

mixed-use structure would be approximately 84 feet above 
grade to the roofline, with an

additional approximately 12 feet in height for the propo
sed rooftop features such as a

mechanical penthouse (exempt from the height limits for thi
s zoning district).

Given that the existing building only contains asingle
-story commercial space with no

dwelling units, the proposed project would intensify 
the use of the project site, but

would not alter the general land use pattern of the im
mediate area, which already

includes nearby buildings with commercial uses on the
 ground floor with residential

uses above. Although most buildings in the project area 
range from two to seven stories,

the proposed building, at seven stories, would not p
hysically divide the established

community, because the project would be built within
 the existing street configuration

and would not impose any impediments to pedestria
n or other travel through the

neighborhood. The surrounding uses and activities w
ould remain and they would
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interrelate with each other as they do currently. They would not be affected
substantially by the proposed project.

Because the proposed project would establish amixed-use building in proximity to
other similar mixed-use establishments, and would not introduce an incompatible land
use to the area, the project would have aless-than-significant impact on physically
dividing an established community.

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would be consistent with applicable land use
plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. (Less than Significant)

Land use impacts are considered to be significant if the proposed project would conflict
with any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect. Environmental plans and policies are those, like the Bay Area
Air Quality Management Plan, which directly address environmental issues and/or
contain targets or standards, which must be met in order to preserve or improve
characteristics of the City's physical environment. The proposed project would not
obviously or substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental plan or policy.
Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with the San Francisco General
Plan policies that relate to physical environmental issues. Therefore, the proposed
project would have aless-than-significant impact with regard to consistency with
existing plans, polices, and regulations.

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

Land uses in the vicinity of the site are dominated by office uses interspersed with
surface parking lots and ground-floor retail businesses, particularly restaurants and
casual eating places, as well as some residential uses. The proposed project would
demolish an existing one-story commercial building and adjacent surface parking lots
and construct a new seven-story residential building with ground-floor commercial
uses. The proposed project would be compatible with surrounding uses.

Land use impacts are considered to be significant if the proposed project would have a
substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The change in land use on
the site would not be considered a significant impact because the site is within the C-2
zoning district, where the proposed uses are permitted and would be compatible with
existing uses on adjacent and surrounding properties. Although the proposed project
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would result in a substantially different land use 
than what now exists on the site, it

would not introduce a new or incompatible land
 use to the area. As previously

discussed in the Section B, Project Setting (page 17), t
he project site is surrounded by a

variety of uses which includes office, retail, and resid
ential uses. The proposed project's

density would be compatible with the existing 
character of the area, which has a

predominant building form defined by mid-size stru
ctures. Therefore, the proposed

project's impact on the existing character of the proje
ct's vicinity would be less than

significant.

Impact C-LU: The proposed project, in combination
 with past, present and reasonably

foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the s
ite, would not have a substantial

adverse cumulative impact to land use. (Less tha
n Significant)

As of August 2015, there are no active Planning Dep
artment cases or active building

permits on the project block, other than those deali
ng with minor building alterations.

Recently constructed projects within the last five ye
ars include the 717 Battery Street

project, a renovation of the existing building and
 the addition of a partial one-story,

approximately 6,200-square-foot penthouse.9 235 Bro
adway Street project, involved the

construction of an 86,000-square-foot, eight-story
, mixed-use building containing 61

residences and ground-floor retail spaces.10 There ar
e no other known future/pipeline

development projects within one-quarter mile of the p
roject site.

Given the nature of these projects and the distance
 from the project site, there is no

potential that they would have land use impacts that
 could combine with the impacts of

the proposed project. Further, these projects under
went their respective CEQA review

and were determined not to have land use impacts; t
hus, the proposed project would

not contribute in a cumulatively considerable way to
 divide an established community;

conflict with plans, policies, and regulations; or
 change neighborhood character.

Therefore, the project would not result in any signifi
cant cumulative land use impacts.

For the reasons described above, land use impacts, bo
th project-specific and cumulative,

would be less than significant.

9 Planning Department Case No. 2009.0816E.

10 Planning Department Case No. 2008.0797E.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation - Significant No NotTopics:
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in 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 substantial numbers of existing housing ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑units or create demand for additional housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing?

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

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

In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if its implementation would
result in substantial population increases and/or new development that might not occur
if the project were not approved and implemented.

The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing, single-story,
commercial building on-site. The existing commercial building is currently vacant, but
was formerly used as a restaurant which employed fewer than ten people. No relocation
of existing employees would be required since the existing commercial building was
vacated in May 2015.

The proposed project, an infill development consisting of retail space on the ground
floor with 33 residences above, would be located within an urbanized area and would
not be expected to substantially alter existing development patterns in the Financial
District neighborhood, or in San Francisco as a whole. The proposed project would
include approximately 2,009 sq ft of retail space on the project site, which would be a net
increase of approximately 700 sq ft, as compared to the approximately 1,300 sq ft of
commercial uses that was previously active on the project site. In addition, the project
would also include the construction of 33 dwelling units above the proposed retail
space. Since the project is located in an established urban neighborhood, it would not
require, or create new demand for, the extension of municipal infrastructure. The
addition of the new residential units would increase the residential population on the

Case No. 2013.1757E 32 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



site by approximately 71 persons.11 Whil
e the addition of approximately 71 res

idents

would be noticeable to residents of imme
diately adjacent properties, this increase 

would

not result in a substantial increase t
o the population of the City and Coun

ty of

San Francisco. The 2010 U.S. Census i
ndicates that the population in the project

 vicinity

is approximately 944 persons.12 The pro
posed project would increase the popu

lation

near the project site by an estimated se
ven percent, and the overall population 

of the

City and County of San Francisco by less
 than 0.01 percent.13

Based on the total size of the proposed 
commercial uses on the project site, the 

new

businesses would employ a total of ap
proximately less than six employees 

at the

proposed building once it is complet
ed.14,15 The retail employment in the propo

sed

project would not likely offer sufficiently 
high wages such that it would be anticip

ated

to attract new employees to San Francisco.
 Therefore, it can be anticipated that m

ost of

the employees would live in San Francisco 
(or nearby communities), and that the pro

ject

would thus not generate demand for new
 housing for the potential retail employees

. In

the context of the average household occu
pancy of the Financial District neighborho

od,

the proposed project would not be anti
cipated to result in a substantial popula

tion

increase. Moreover, the residential and employment growth that would be

accommodated by the proposed project i
s included within current growth project

ions

for San Francisco, as developed by ABAG
 and MTC for Plan Bay Area and modifi

ed by

the Planning Department. These projecti
ons forecast that San Francisco is expecte

d to

gain approximately 101,000 households a
nd 270,000 residents between 2010 and 2

040,

reaching a population of over 1 million, a
 35 percent increase in residential populat

ion.

Employment is forecast to increase by 34
 percent (191,000 jobs) during this perio

d, to a

total of approximately 760,000.16,1 Therefore, in light of the above, additional

11 ~e project site is located in Census T
ract 105, which is generally bounded by 

Chestnut Street to the

north, Market Street to the south, The Emb
arcadero to the east and Sansome St

reet to the west. The

population calculation is based on Cens
us 2010 data, which estimates 2.14 pers

ons per household in

Census Tract 124.01. It should be noted
 that this census tract has somewhat small

er households than the

citywide average of 2.3 persons per house
hold.

12 The population estimate is based on dat
a from the 2010 Census for Census Tract 105

.

13 his calculation is based on the estimate
d Census 2010 population of 805,235 per

sons in the City and

County of San Francisco.

14 San Francisco Planning Department (SFP
D), Transportation Impact Analysis Guideli

nes for Environmental

Review, October 2002.

15 Based on P1aruling Department Transp
ortation Impact Analysis Guidelines for En

vironmental Review (see

footnote 14, p. 31) which assumes 350 squ
are feet per retail employee.

16 Association of Bay Area Governments (AB
AG) and Metropolitan Transportation Co

mmission (MTC),

Plan Bay Area Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy, revised May 16, 2012. Available at:
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population/employees associated with the project would have aless-than-significantimpact related to population growth, both directly and indirectly.

Impact PH 2: The proposed project would not displace a substantial number of existinghousing units, people, or employees, or create demand for additional housing elsewhere.(Less than Significant)

The proposed project would not displace any residents or housing units, since noresidential uses or housing units currently exist on the project site. As noted above, theproposed project would re-establish a larger commercial (retail) use on the ground floorof the proposed building. An estimated six new jobs would be created with theestablishment of approximately 2,009 sq ft of retail uses on the project site. The retailemployment in the proposed project would not likely offer sufficiently high wages suchthat it would be anticipated to attract new employees to San Francisco. Therefore, it canbe anticipated that most of the employees would live in San Francisco (or nearbycommunities), and that the project would thus not generate demand for new housing forthe potential retail employees. Further, since the existing commercial uses on the projectsite have since been vacated in May 2015, the demolition of the existing one-storycommercial building and the subsequent removal of the existing employment would notbe considered a displacement of a substantial number of employees. Also, the projectwould not create a substantial demand for new housing elsewhere, because the projectprovides for new housing. Therefore, the proposed project would have aless-than-significant impact related to the displacement of housing, displacement of employees, orthe creation of a demand for additional housing elsewhere.

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable confiribution to anycumulative significant effects related to population or housing. (Less than Significant)
As described above, the proposed project would not result in substantial populationgrowth or displace any existing residences. The proposed project, by itself, would notresult in significant physical environmental effects related to housing demand orpopulation. The proposed project, in combination with other projects such as those listedin above in Section E.1 Land Use and Land Use Planning, would not collectively resultin significant impacts related to population and housing. A previously constructed

http://www. onebayarea.org/pdf/JHCS/May_2012~obs_Housing_Connection_Strategy_Main_Report. pdfAccessed May 2015.

1 ~ San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Land Use Allocation, Central SoMa, January 6, 2014. Available forreview at the P1aruling Department, 1650 Mission Street Suite 400, in Case File No. 20ll.1356E (Central SoMaPlan EIR).
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residential project at 235 Broadway, nearby the pro
ject site and within Census Tract 105,

added approximately 130 new residents withi
n 61 dwelling units into the project

vicinity, which represented a residential popula
tion increase of 14 percent.

Over the last several years, the supply of hous
ing has not met the demand for housing

within San Francisco. In July 2013, the Association 
of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)

projected regional housing needs in the Regional 
Housing Need Plan for the San Francisco

Bay Area: 2014 - 2022. The jurisdictional need of S
an Francisco for 2014 - 2022 is 28,869

dwelling units consisting of 6,234 dwelling units 
within the very low income level (0 -

50 percent); 4,639 within the low income le
vel (51 - 80 percent); 5,460 within the

moderate income level (81 -120 percent); and 12,5
36 within the above moderate income

level (120 percent plus).18 These numbers are cons
istent with the development pattern

for the region's Sustainable Communities Strat
egy, Plan Bay Area, astate-mandated,

integrated long-range transportation, land use,
 and housing plan.19 As part of the

planning process for Plan Bay Area, San Franci
sco identified Priority Development

Areas, which are areas where new developmen
t will support the day-to-day needs of

residents and workers in apedestrian-friendly env
ironment served by transit. Census

Tract 105 was identified within a Priority Develop
ment Area. Therefore, although the

proposed project, in combination with other past,
 present, and reasonably foreseeable

future projects, would increase the population in t
he area, it would not induce

substantial population growth, as this population growth has been anticipated.

Furthermore, the proposed project, in combination with other past, pr
esent, and

reasonably foreseeable fixture projects would not result in substan
tial numbers of

housing units or people displacement as the ma
jority of the approved and proposed

projects would demolish vacant buildings and/
or construct new buildings on surface

parking lots.

Further, the proposed project would not displace 
any existing housing units or people,

and the one-story commercial building on-site 
has been vacant since May 2015. The

project would not generate substantial demand
 for housing elsewhere, nor would the

project, as an infill development on a single parc
el, be anticipated to induce substantial

growth. Residential and employment growth d
ue to the proposed project, along with

18 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG
), Regional Housing Need Plan for the San Franc

isco Bad Area:

2014 — 2022, July 2013. This document is available online at

http://wzuw.nbng.cn.gov/Vlnnning/housingneeds/pdf
s12014-22_RHNA_Plnn.pdf, accessed June 2015.

19 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and AB
AG, Plan Bay Area, July 2013. This document is

available online at http://onebni~nren.org/plan-bn~-a
rea/final-plan-bay-nren.htn~l, accessed June 2015

.
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cumulative projects, would not exceed already acknowledged growth projections for
San Francisco as set forth in Plan Bay Area and modified by the Planning Department.
Because of this consistency with existing growth forecasts, cumulative effects related to
growth inducement would not be significant.

Based on the above, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant
cumulative impacts related to population or housing.

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No NotTopics:
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

3. CULTURAL 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 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco
Panning Code?

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those ❑ ❑ ❑ ~ ❑interred outside of formal cemeteries?

d) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑significance of a tribal cultural resource as
defined in Public Resources Code §21074?

Impact CP-1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse change in thesignificance of historic architectural resources. (Less than Significant)
The project site is not located within a known or potentially eligible historic district, but
is located in close proximity (less than '/4-mile) from two Landmark Historic Districts
(Northeast Waterfront and Jackson Square), which are listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. The proposed project is located adjacent to a property previously
identified as a Historic Resource (The Old Ship Saloon) located at 298 Pacific Avenue. In
addition, the proposed project would include the demolition of an existing one-story
commercial building located on-site at 290 Pacific Avenue. Thus, a Historic Resource
Evaluation (HRE) was prepared for the project, and is summarized below. Z~

20 Richard Brandt, Architectural Historian -Historic Resource Evaluation, 290 Pacific Avenue. September 8,2014.
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The HRE evaluated the existing buil
ding located at 290 Pacific Avenue to d

etermine its

individual eligibility for the Californ
ia Register of Historical Resources and

 whether it

lies within the boundaries of an eli
gible historic district that has not been

 previously

identified. Based on archival research,
 a site visit, and further analysis, the

 290 Pacific

Avenue is not eligible for listing on th
e California Register of Historical Reso

urces. As

explained more fully below, the buil
ding has been altered extensively and h

as lost its

historic integrity. Nor does the build
ing appear to lie within a previously u

nidentified

historic district.

The following section evaluates wheth
er the existing one-story commercial

 building on

the project site is a historic resource wh
ose demolition would be considered 

a significant

impact as defined under CEQA. Thi
s analysis is based on the HRE prep

ared by a

qualified historic resources consulta
nt and a subsequent Preservation Te

am Review

Form (PTR) prepared by the Planning 
Department's historic preservation staff

.21

Existing Building

The existing building at 290 Pacifi
c Avenue is rectangular-shaped, on

e-story, and

constructed of unreinforced brick. A
s of May 2015, the existing building 

is currently

vacant, but was formerly used as a rest
aurant. The flat roof is capped with a lo

w parapet

and has two skylights. The building 
occupies the entire 1,293- square-foot

 lot. The main

facade on Pacific Avenue faces south a
nd is clad in stucco. A curved bracke

t mounting

the letters G-L-O-B-E indicating the
 name of the former restaurant is loc

ated on the

facade. A metal, mesh globe hangs 
above the sign with four downward

-facing light

fixtures. The entrance is through a rece
ssed metal door set at an angle to the 

sidewalk. A

window is to the left of the door. Thre
e wood, glazed doors with arched 10-li

te glazing

are to the right of the door. The west
 facade abuts the building next door

 (Old Ship

Saloon, 298 Pacific Avenue) and is 
not visible. The east facade faces a 

parking lot

(formerly 240 Pacific) and has no 
windows or openings of any kind. 

Metal tiles are

visible at the top of the facade. The re
ar of the building has a brick base and

 a slightly

recessed concrete block wall without
 openings of any kind. The concrete b

lock appears

to be of more recent vintage. There i
s no architectural style to the building

. The interior

has exposed brick walls on the side wa
lls and a kitchen facility at the rear.

The existing building on the project sit
e (290 Pacific Avenue) is not listed on th

e National

Register of Historic Resources or Cali
fornia Register of Historical Resources

, has not

21 Lily Yegazu, Preservation Planner, S
an Francisco Planning Department, 

Historic Resource Evaluation

Response, Case No. 2013.1757E: 240 P
acific Avenue," July 20, 2015.
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been rated by the California Historic Resources Information Center, and is notdesignated under San Francisco Planning Code Articles 10 or 11 as a local landmark orwithin a historic conservation district. The existing building is included in SplendidSurvivors, a survey by San Francisco Architectural Heritage in 1978, and was given a 'D'rating, meaning of minor or no importance.

The property at 290 Pacific Avenue was originally developed with athree-storystructure with bakery at the ground floor and residences above, which was destroyed inthe 1906 earthquake and fire. The existing building was constructed in 1911 and is a one-story, unreinforced brick structure with a flat roof that covers the entire lot. Previoususes after 1911 included a blacksmith/horse shoeing shop, until 1945 when the buildingwas altered to a commercial store, and then to a restaurant in 1977. The primary (south)facade has a stucco finish and a storefront system with wood windows and a recessedmetal door set at an angle to the sidewalk. One side (east) and the rear (north) facadesface surface parking lots (240 Pacific Avenue and 720 Battery Street), which are visiblefrom the public right-of-way, but do not have contain window or door openings ordisplay any details.

Given the absence of any current historic designation, to be considered a historicalresource under CEQA, the building would normally have to be determined eligible forlisting in the California Register of Historical Resources on the basis of association withimportant events (Criterion 1), association with important persons) (Criterion 2);association with a master architect or as an example of particularly important design(Criterion 3); or because of information potential, normally associated witharchaeological resources (Criterion 4).22 If an existing building meets one or more of thecriteria, it must also possess sufficient physical integrity so as to be able to convey itsimportance in association with the criteria.

Based on the HRE and analysis by Planning Department staff, the existing building at290 Pacific Avenue does not appear to be individually eligible for the California Registerunder Criterion 1 (Events), 2 (Persons), or 3 (Architecture).

Specifically, under Criterion 1 (Events), the property at 290 Pacific Avenue wasconstructed five years after the 1906 earthquake and fire and is associated with the post-earthquake reconstruction trend; however, the existing building does not stand outwithin that context or any other significant historic events.

22 Analysis of the proposed project's eligibility under Criterion 4 (Archeology) is discussed in the followingsection, Impact CP-2 (page 38).
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Under Criterion 2, original owners, as w
ell as, subsequent owners of the property a

t 290

Pacific Avenue do not appear to be histori
cally significant. Further, the building is 

not

associated with the lives of persons im
portant to local, California, or national hi

story

and would not be eligible under this Cr
iterion.

Under Criterion 3, the use of the prop
erty as a horse shoeing or blacksmith shop

 dating

to 1911 would be considered as havin
g the distinctive characteristics of a type, p

eriod,

region, or method of construction. Howe
ver, the existing structure would not be eli

gible

under this Criterion due to a lack of in
tegrity due to multiple alterations made 

to the

facade since 1911. Also, the original a
rchitect for the property, Paul F. Demart

ini, is

considered one of San Francisco's leadi
ng architects; however his status as a master

 has

not been established. Finally, the buildin
g's use as a restaurant dates back from les

s than

50 years ago, making it too recent to
 consider the restaurant period as poten

tially

historically significant.

Ultimately, the Planning Department concu
rred with the analysis included in the H

RE

prepared for the proposed project, that the
 subject site is not a resources and the 

one-

story structure on the subject lot does
 not retain sufficient integrity to be cons

idered

historic resource. Therefore, the demoli
tion of the existing building at 290 

Pacific

Avenue would result in aless-than-signifi
cant impact related to historic resources.

In light of the above, the proposed proje
ct would have aless-than-significant impac

t on

the significance of historical architectural 
resources.

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could
 result in damage to, or destruction of, a

s-~c~-

~~archeological remains, 
~i hin the

project site. (Less than Significant with M
itigation)

Significance Criteria

CEQA requires that the effects of a pro
ject on an archeological resource shall 

be taken

into consideration and that if a project may
 affect an archeological resource that it 

shall

first be determined if the archeological re
source is an "historical resource", that is

, if the

archeological resource meets the criteria for listing in the California Register of

Historical Resources (CRHR). To be eligible
 for listing to the CRHR under Criteria 1

,2,or

3, an archeological site must contain a
rtifact assemblages, features, or strati

graphic

relationships associated with important
 events, or important persons, or be exem

plary of

a type, period, or method of construction 
(CEQA Guidelines ~ 15064.5(a)(1) and (3)

 and

(c)(1) and (2)). To be eligible under Cri
terion 4, an archeological site need only

 show the

potential to yield important information
 (United States. Department of the In

terior.
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1986). An archeological resource that qualifies as a "historical resource" under CEQA,generally, qualifies for listing under Criterion "4" of the CRHR (CEQA GuidelinesX15064.5 (a)(3)(D). An archeological resource may qualify for listing under Criterion "4"
when it can be demonstrated that the resource has the potential to significantlycontribute to questions of scientific/historical importance. The research value of anarcheological resource can only be evaluated within the context of the historical
background of the site of the resource and within the context of prior archeological
research related to the property type represented by the archeological resource (CA
OHP. Preservation Planning Bulletin No. 5).

When determining the potential for encountering archeological resources, relevantfactors include the location, depth, and areal extent of excavation proposed, as well asany recorded information on known archeological resources in the area. A PreliminaryArcheological Review (PAR) has been prepared by the Planning Department's staffarcheologist for the project.23 The project sponsor provided a geotechnical report for theproject site.24 The project site was determined to have the potential for historical periodresources present beneath the project site, particularly those dating to the Gold Rush era,and to a lesser extent those associated with the Barbary Coast.

Analysis

An archeological research design and treatment plan (ARD/TP) has been prepared for
the proposed project.25 The Archeological Research Design/Treatment Plan 240 PacificAvenue Project (WSA, September 2015) addresses the prehistoric, historic, and naturalformation contexts of the project site; the potential for archaeological resources to bepresent; the relationship of the expected resources to significant historical/scientificresearch themes; the eligibility of the expected resources for listing to the CaliforniaRegister of Historic Resources (CRHR); and the treatment of any discoveredarcheological resources.

The analysis of the ARD/TP has demonstrated that historic archaeological resources maybe present within soils affected by the .proposed project and that these expected

23 Randall Dean, SF Planning Department,. Environmental Planning Division, Preliminary ArcheologicalReview, dated October 29, 2014. Case No. 2013.1757E.
24 Langan, Treadwell, Rollo —Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation,240 Pacific Avenue and 720 BatteryStreet, San Francisco, California, January 20, 2014.
25 WSA —Final Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan, 240 Pacific Avenue Project, City andCounty of San Francisco, California. September 2015. This document is available for review at thePlaru~ing Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, as part of Case No. 2013.1757E.
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resources may have sufficient scientific/historical r
esearch potential to qualify for listing

in the California Register of Historical Resources und
er Evaluation Criterion 4,

information important to prehistory or history. No p
rior soils-disturbing activities have

been identified that would have significantly impaired the int
egrity of potential

archeological resources within the project site.

According to the Geotechnical Evaluation, the site 
and vicinity is generally underlain by

nine to 19 feet of fill material over a weak compressib
le clay known locally as Bay Mud.

Underlying the Bay Mud deposits are either 
bedrock or alluvial deposits consisting of

medium dense to dense sand and stiff to very stiff cla
y underlain by bedrock. The top of

the dense sand is about 33 feet below ground s
urface, with the underlying bedrock

ranging from 25 to 50 below ground surface.

The foundation system for the proposed building
 will be drilled in place cast concrete

piles in groups connected by pile caps that will be 
3 to 4 ft. thick. These pile caps will

support the building columns and walls and will
 also support 10-inch thick structural

concrete slabs on grade. The basement area will 
front Pacific Avenue and will cover

approximately 55 percent of the site area. The 
maximum extent of excavation for the

basement will be approximately 15 ft. below the
 existing grade. The remaining 45

percent of the site will be at grade level. The ma
ximum extent of the excavation for this

portion will be approximately 4 ft. below the existi
ng grade.

The proposed excavation related to the installation o
f the proposed basement level and

foundations would reach the existing fill, Bay Mud,
 and clay deposits, where prehistoric

features are unlikely to have been located. Alt
hough the possibility of encountering

prehistoric features is more probable in denser de
posits below 15 feet bgs, the project

could potentially disturb cultural resources if such resources were present. The

proposed project, therefore, has the potential to ca
use a substantial adverse change to

subsurface archaeological resources by adversely 
affecting the significance of these

resources under Criterion 4 (Information Potential)
. The partial or total destruction of

archaeological resources by the project would im
pair the ability of such resources to

convey important scientific and historical informati
on. Implementation of Mitigation

Measure M-CP-2 (Archeological Resources (Tes
ting)) below would reduce the

potential impact to aless-than-significant level. Thi
s mitigation measure also addresses a

potential impact to tribal cultural resources, as disc
ussed under Impact CP-4, below.

Case No. 2013.1757E 
41 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



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

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present
within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any
potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or
submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of an
archaeological consultant from the Planning Department ("Department") pool of
qualified archaeological consultants as provided the Department archaeologist.
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 consultants work shall be conducted in
accordance with this measure and with the requirements of the project
archeological research design and treatment plan (WSA. Archeological Research
Design/Treatment Plan 240 Pacific Avenue Project, September 2015) at the direction of
the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). In instances of inconsistency between
the requirement of the project archeological research design and treatment plan
and of this archeological mitigation measure, the requirements of this
archeological mitigation measure shall prevail. All plans and reports prepared by
the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO
for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision
until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery
programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for
up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of
construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the
only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a
significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5
(a)(c).

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to
the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). In addition, the
tribal cultural resource consulting Ohlone Native American tribal representative for this
nro;ect shall be liven the o~nortunit~ to review and comment on the draft 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 resources) 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
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program will be to determine to the extent possible th
e presence or absence of

archeological resources and to identify and to evalua
te whether any archeological resource

encountered on the site constitutes an historical reso
urce under CEQA.

At the completion of the archeological testing pr
ogram, 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 consultati
on with the archeological consultant

shall determine if additional measures are warrant
ed. 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 res
ource could be adversely affected by the

proposed project, at the discretion of the project spon
sor either:

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to a
void any adverse effect on

the significant archeological resource; or

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, u
nless 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 consu
ltation with the archeological

consultant determines that an archeological monito
ring program shall be implemented

the archeological monitoring program shall minima
lly 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 p
roject activities shall be

archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities,

such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, g
rading, utilities

installation, foundation work, driving of piles (fou
ndation, shoring, etc.), site

remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitor
ing 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 ar
cheological resource;
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■ The archeological monitors) 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 (ADRI').
The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on
the scope of the ADRI' prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. T'he archeological
consultant shall submit a draft ADRI' to the ERO. The ADRI' shall identify how
the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the
archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRI' 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
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recovery methods shall not be applie
d to portions of the archeological resou

rces

if nondestructive methods are prac
tical. ~ le~all~ recognized Ohlone Na

tive

Ame~ic~ tribal re~resentative26 sha
ll be present and monitor any data r

ecovery

activities related to a prehistoric and/o
r Native American site.

The scope of the ADRP shall include t
he following elements:

■ Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strat
egies,

procedures, and operations.

■ Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.
 Description of selected cataloguing

system and artifact analysis procedure
s.

■ Discard and Deaccession Policy. Descr
iption of and rationale for field and pos

t-

field discard and deaccession policies.

■ Interpretive Program. Consideration of
 an on-site/off-site public interpretive

program during the course of the arc
heological data recovery program.

■ Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the

archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-inten
tionally

damaging activities.

■ Final Report. Description of proposed report for
mat and distribution of

results.

■ Curation. Description of the procedures and re
commendations 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.

Tribal Cultural Resource Photo~rabhic Record Recommended process for

t~re~aration of digital ~hoto~ran~hs 
of any prehistoric or Native American

material that qualifies as tribal cultur
al resources recovered during th

e

archeological data recovery pro~~a
m and distribution of those ~hoto~ra

~hs

tQ tie consulting Native American tri
bal representative.

Human Remains and Associated or Unasso
ciated Funerary Objects. The treatment

 of human

remains and of associated or unassocia
ted funerary objects discovered durin

g any soils

disturbing activity shall comply with ap
plicable 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 Nativ

e American

z6 A "le~ally-recognized" Ohlone Nativ
e American tribal representative moni

tor means and onl~i means

those persons or ~rouns recogniz
ed b~ the California Native America

n Heritage Commission as Native

American tribal representative contac
ts for the City and County of San Fr

ancisco and of Ohlone tribal

descent themselves.
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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). T'he archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make allreasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity,human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec.15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation,removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the humanremains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a DraftFinal Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historicalsignificance of any discovered archeological resource and describes the archeologicaland historical research methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/datarecovery programs) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeologicalresource 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 Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shallreceive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR tothe NWIC. T'he Major Environmental Analysis division of the Planning Departmentshall receive two copies (bound and unbound) of the FARR and one unlocked,searchable PDF copy on a compact disk. MEA shall receive a copy of any formal siterecordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to theNational Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. i it 1~ otoQ~anhic record shall be made of anv nrehistoriclNative American materialrecovered from the ~ro~ect site determined to be a tribal cultural resource. The tribalcultural resource ~ otg~,ra~hic record shall be submitted to the vroiect tribal culturalresource consultation. Ohlone/Native American re~resentative(sl, the ERO, the NWIC.and the curation facility accessioning the archeological collection. A notice of the~v~i~abili v of this ~v ~,ra~hic record shall be sent to legally-reco nog; izedOhlone/Native American tribal representatives for San Francisco. In instances of highpublic interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require adifferent final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.
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Impact CP-3: The project may disturb
 human remains. (Less than Significa

nt with

Mitigation)

There are no known human remains
, including those interred outside of

 formal

cemeteries, located in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site. As describe

d above

under Impact CP-2, there is some po
tential for burials associated with Yerba

 Buena

Cemetery (1850-1869), but due to t
he project site's distance and uphill loca

tion, the

probability burials associated with the Yer
ba Buena Cemetery are present on the cu

rrent

project site is low. In the event that co
nstruction activities disturb unknown 

human

remains within the project site, any ina
dvertent damage to human remains w

ould be

considered a significant effect. With the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M

-CP-2

(Archeological Resources (Testing), a
s described above, the proposed projec

t would

have aless-than-significant impact relat
ed to unknown remains.

Impact CP-4: The proposed project ma
y cause a substantial adverse change 

in the

significance of a tribal cultural resource
. (Less than Significant with Mitigati

on)

Tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are thos
e resources that meet the definitions i

n Public

Resources Code Section 21074. TCRs 
are defined as sites, features, places, 

cultural

landscapes, sacred places, and objec
ts with cultural value to a Californi

a Native

American tribe that are also either (a) in
cluded or determined to be eligible for 

inclusion

in the California Register of Historical 
Resources or (b) included in a local reg

ister of

historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k). Bas

ed on

discussions with Native American trib
al representatives, in San Francisco, pre

historic

archeological resources are presumed to
 be potential TCIZs. A TCR is adversely 

affected

when a project impacts its significance.

Pursuant to Assembly Bill 52, effective 
July 1, 2015, within 14 days of a determ

ination

that an application for a project is co
mplete or a decision by a public a

gency to

undertake a project, the lead agency is 
required to contact the Native Americ

an tribes

that are culturally or traditionally affi
liated with the geographic area in w

hich the

project is located. Notified tribes have 30 days to reque
st consultation with the lead

agency to discuss potential impacts on T
CRs and measures for addressing those i

mpacts.
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On September 18, 2015, the Planning Department mailed a "Tribal Notification
Regarding Tribal Cultural Resources and CEQA" to the appropriate Native American
tribal representatives who have requested notification.

. A Tribal Cultural Resource consultation meeting occurred on
November 13, 2015 with Planning Department representatives and the one tribal
~r ~resentative reauestin~ consultation. Consultation concluded on December 2, 2015
with an agreement to require: the onnortunitF for review and comment of the ~o~ect
archeological testingplan by the consulting tribal cultural resource representative; an
~hlone Native American monitor to be present during all field investigations/data
recovery of and encountered prehistoric deposit: and the creation and availability of a
digital photographic record of and recovered tribal cultural resource/~rehistoric/Native
American material in the manner specified here.

As discussed under Impact CP-2, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Archeological Testing,
would apply to any components of the proposed project resulting in below-grade soil
disturbance. Unknown archeological resources may be encountered during construction
that could be identified as TCRs at the time of discovery or at a later date. Therefore, the
potential adverse effects of the proposed project on previously unidentified
archeological resources, discussed under Impact CP-2, also represent a potentially
significant impact on tribal cultural resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-CP-2, Archeological Testing, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Tribal Cultural
Resources Interpretive Program, would reduce potential adverse effects on TCRs to a
less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure M-CP-4 would require either
preservation-in-place of the TCRs, if determined effective and feasible, or an interpretive
program regarding the TCRs developed in consultation with affiliated Native American
tribal representatives.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that preservation-in-place
of previously unidentified archeological resources pursuant to Mitigation
Measure M-CP-2, Archeological Testing, is not a sufficient or feasible option, and
if in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the
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ERO determines that the resource consti
tutes a tribal cultural resource (TCR), the

Project Sponsor shall implement an i
nterpretive program of the TCR in

consultation with affiliated tribal represen
tatives. An interpretive plan produced

in consultation with the ERO and affiliate
d tribal representatives, at a minimum,

and approved by the ERO would be requir
ed to guide the interpretive program.

The plan shall identify, as appropriate, pro
posed locations for installations or

displays, the proposed content and material
s of those displays or installation, the

producers or artists of the displays or ins
tallation, and along-term maintenance

program. The interpretive program may inc
lude artist installations, preferably by

local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native 
Americans,

artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other

informational displays.

Impact CP-5: Construction activity on the p
roject site and adjacent parcels could result

 in

substantial damage to historic architectural resources. (Less than Significan
t with

Mitigation)

The proposed project would include demoli
tion of an existing one-story building on-

site

and the construction of a new seven-story 
building on three combined lots. The pro

ject

site is located adjacent to an existing 
three-story commercial building (298 Pac

ific

Avenue —The Old Ship Saloon) that was id
entified as a Historic Resource. Construct

ion

on the project site activity can generate 
vibration that can cause structural damage 

in

nearby buildings, especially the adjace
nt buildings at 7~4 Battery Street. 298 Paci

fic

AvenueE and 450 Battery Street. In general,
 even pile driving, which causes the greates

t

vibration levels during construction, is suf
ficiently attenuated by distance such that t

he

peak particle velocity (PPV) at 100 feet fr
om pile driving is less than 0.2 inch per secon

d

(0.2 PPV), the threshold established by the
 Federal Transit Administration for poten

tial

damage to non-engineered timber and 
masonry buildings. At closer distances, p

ile

driving, and possibly other construction
 activity, could damage historical resourc

es,

particularly unreinforced masonry structure
s. Implementation of Mitigation Measur

es

M-CP-5a and M-CP-5b, below, would re
duce potential construction impacts to hist

oric

architectural resources to less-than-significant
 levels.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5a: Protect Hi
storical Resources from Adjacent

Construction Activities.
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The project sponsor shall consult with Planning Department environmental
planning/preservation staff to determine whether adjacent or nearby buildings
constitute historical resources that could be adversely affected by construction-
generated vibration. For purposes of this measure, nearby historic buildings shall
include those within 100 feet of a construction site if pile driving would be used
in a subsequent development project; otherwise, it shall include historic
buildings within 25 feet if heavy equipment would be used on the subsequent
development project. (No measures need be applied if no heavy equipment
would be employed.) If one or more historical resources is identified that could
be adversely affected, the project sponsor shall incorporate into construction
specifications for the proposed project a requirement that the construction
contractors) use all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby
historic buildings. Such methods may include maintaining a safe distance
between the construction site and the historic buildings (as identified by the
Planning Department preservation staff), using construction techniques that
reduce vibration, appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent movement
of adjacent structures, and providing adequate security to minimize risks of
vandalism and fire.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical
Resources.

For those historical resources identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-5a, and
where heavy equipment would be used on a subsequent development project,
the project sponsor of such a project shall undertake a monitoring program to
minimize damage to adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such
damage is documented and repaired. The monitoring program, which shall
apply within 100 feet where pile driving would be used and within 25 feet
otherwise, shall include the following components. Prior to the start of any
ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect
or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake apre-construction
survey of historical resources) identified by the San Francisco Planning
Department within 125 feet of planned construction to document and
photograph the buildings' existing conditions. Based on the construction and
condition of the resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a maximum
vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on existing
condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated
construction practices (a common standard is 0.2 inch per second, peak particle
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velocity). To ensure that vibration levels do
 not exceed the established standard,

the project sponsor shall monitor vibrati
on levels at each structure and shall

prohibit vibratory construction activities th
at generate vibration levels in excess

of the standard.

Should vibration levels be observed in exc
ess of the standard, construction shall be

halted and alternative construction techn
iques put in practice, to the extent

feasible. (For example, pre-drilled piles coul
d be substituted for driven piles, if

feasible based on soils conditions; smaller, 
lighter equipment might be able to be

used in some cases.) The consultant shall c
onduct regular periodic inspections of

each building during ground-disturbing 
activity on the project site. Should

damage to either building occur, the bui
ldings) shall be remediated to its

pre-construction condition at the conclusion 
of ground-disturbing activity on the

site.

Impact C-CP-1: The proposed project in co
mbination with past, present, and reasonably

foreseeable future projects in the vicinity w
ould result in a cumulatively considerable

contribution to a significant cumulative impact on cultural resources.

(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Archeological resources are non-renewable m
embers of a finite class. All adverse effects

to archeological resources erode a dwind
ling cultural/scientific resource base. Federal

and state laws protect archeological reso
urces in most cases, either through project

redesign or by requiring that the scientific 
data present within an archeological resource

be archeologically recovered. Demolition a
nd excavation activities on the project sit

e,

has the potential to affect archeological res
ources. However, impacts to archeologica

l

resources and tribal cultural resources are
 reduced to less than significant impacts 

with

implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP
-2 and M-CP-4, as discussed above. The

project's impact, in combination with other p
rojects in the area that would also involve

ground disturbance and which could also enc
ounter previously recorded or unrecorded

archeological resources or human remains,
 could result in a significant cumulative

impact to archeological resources. Implem
entation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2

(Archeological Resources (Testing)) and M
-CP-4 (Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretiv

e

Program), would reduce potential project-rel
ated impacts to archeological resources and

tribal cultural resources, individually and c
umulatively, to less than significant.

The proposed project would demolish an 
existing one-story building that is not a

historic resource. Therefore, demolition of
 the existing building at 290 Pacific Avenu

e

would have no effect on historic (histo
ric architectural) resources, and could no

t
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contribute to any significant cumulative effect on such resources. While the projectwould be substantially different in style, and be of similar height, as buildings in thedistrict, it would be generally compatible in style, height, and massing with other nearbybuildings such as 733 Front Street and 717 Battery Street. Accordingly, it is notanticipated that the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, andreasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would result in substantial adverseimpacts to any known or potential historic districts or historic properties and the
cumulative effect on historic (historic architectural) resources would be less thansignificant. Further, project-related impacts on adjacent historic buildings would belimited to the physical construction of the proposed project, and would be reduced toless-than-significant levels with implementation of measures similar to MitigationMeasures M-CP-5a and M-CP-5b. Thus, the Proposed Project's contribution to
cumulative impacts on historic resources would be less than significant withimplementation of these measures.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

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 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? ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

~ Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the

performance or safety of such facilities?

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

private airstrip. Therefore, Topic 4(c) is not applicable t
o the project. Due to the scope

and location of the proposed project, the Plannin
g Department determined that a

Transportation Study would not be required for this projec
t.

Transportation Setting

The proposed project is located along the northern
 edge of the Financial District

neighborhood and within two blocks south of the Nort
h Beach neighborhood and three

blocks east of the Chinatown neighborhood in San F
rancisco. The project site is located

on a block bounded by Battery Street to the east, Pacifi
c Avenue to the south, Sansome

Street to the west and Broadway to the north. The pro
ject site is an "L-shaped" parcel

with frontages along both Battery Street and Pacific Avenu
e.
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Regional access to the project site is provided by United States Highway 101 (US 101)
and Interstate 280 (I-280). US 101 connects to the I-80 freeway connecting San Francisco
to the East Bay and other locations east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. US
101 and I-280 serve San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay and US 101 provides
access north via the Golden Gate Bridge. The local roadway network within the project
vicinity is primarily composed of Pacific Avenue, which runs east-west along the
southern border of the project block; Battery Street which runs north-south along the
western border of the project block; Broadway which is a main thoroughfare that runs
east-west along the northern border of the project block; and Front Street which runs
north-south along the eastern border of the project block. Broadway is designated as
major arterial.27,28 Pacific Avenue, Front Street, Battery Street, and Broadway are all
designated as Neighborhood Pedestrian Streets. Battery Street and Sansome Street are
designated as transit preferential streets.z9

Within the project vicinity, Pacific Avenue runs between Davis Street and Spruce Street
(near the Presidio). Between Powell Street and Davis Street and within the vicinity of
the proposed project, Pacific Avenue is one-way westbound. Pacific Avenue has one
travel lane and on-street parking on both sides of the street between Davis Street and
Columbus Avenue and two westbound travel lanes and on-street parking west of
Columbus Avenue. West of Powell Street, Pacific Avenue has one travel lane in each
direction.

Battery Street runs between Market Street and The Embarcadero. Within the vicinity of
the proposed project, Battery Street is one-way southbound with two travel lanes
between The Embarcadero and Broadway and three travel lanes between Broadway and
Market Street. On-street metered parking is generally allowed on both sides of the street,
and there are six metered commercial loading spaces between Pacific Avenue and
Broadway.

Broadway runs between The Embarcadero and Lyon Street (near the Presidio). In the
vicinity of the project site, Broadway has two lanes in each direction, with on-street
parking generally provided on both sides of the street.

27 San Francisco General Plan, Transportation Element, Map 6 and Map 7.
28 Major azterials are defined as cross-town thoroughfares whose primary function is to link districts withinthe city and to distribute traffic from and to the freeways; these are routes generally of citywidesignificance; of varying capacity depending on the travel demand for the specific direction and adjacentland uses.
29 San Francisco General Plan, Transportation Element Map 9, Map 11, and Map 12.
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Front Street runs between Market Street and
 The Embarcadero. Befween Market Street

and Clay Street, Sansome Street is a one-wa
y street, with two northbound travel lanes

and primarily on-street commercial vehicle 
loading spaces on either side of the street.

Between Jackson Street and The Embarcadero,
 Front Street continues to be a one-way

street, with two travel lanes northbound and 
parking on both sides of the street.

Within the immediate project vicinity, the 10-Tow
nsend Muni bus line runs north-south

and operates between Potrero Hill and Pacific 
Heights. The stops nearest to the project

site are Sansome Street/Pacific Avenue (inb
ound) and Battery Street/Jackson Street

(outbound). The 12-Folsom-Pacific line runs n
orth-south and operates between Russian

Hill and the Mission. The stops nearest to the 
project site are Sansome Street/Pacific

Avenue (inbound) and Battery Street/Jackson S
treet (outbound). The 82X-Levi Plaza

Express line runs north-south and operates be
tween the 4th Street/King Street Caltrain

Station and Levi Plaza. The stops nearest to t
he project site are Sansome Street/I'acific

Avenue (inbound) and Battery Street/Jackson St
reet (outbound). Other nearby transit

routes includes Muni bus lines 30X, 41, and th
e Historic Streetcar F line, as well as stops

bus stops for the Golden Gate Transit. The pro
ject site is located approximately 1/3-mile

(1,760 feet) northwest of the Embarcadero BA
RT Station, which provides rail access to

the east bay and the peninsula.

Battery Street, Broadway, and Front Street are
 part of the citywide bicycle network.

Bicycle Route 10 runs along Broadway betwe
en The Embarcadero and Hyde Street.

Bicycle Route 11 runs along Columbus A
venue between North Point Street and

Montgomery Street, on Washington Street and
 Clay Street between Montgomery Street

and Sansome Street, and on Sansome Street (northbound) and Battery Street

(southbound) between Clay Street and Marke
t Street. Bicycle Route 5 runs along Front

Street between Jackson Street and connects to
 Bicycle Route 10 on Broadway.

There are existing curb cuts located on the p
roject site, with a 12-foot-wide curb cut

along the Battery Street frontage, and a 40-foot
-wide curb cut along the Pacific Avenue

frontage. The proposed project remove both exi
sting curb cuts and construct a new 13-

foot-wide curb cut along the Pacific Avenue fro
ntage, which would be used to access the

proposed parking garage.
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Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance,or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulationsystem, taking into account all modes of transportation, nor would the proposed projectconflict with an applicable congestion management program including, but not limited to,level of service standards and travel demand measures. (Less than Significant)
Policy 10.4 of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan states that the
City will "Consider the transportation system performance measurements in all
decisions for projects that affect the transportation system." To determine whether the
proposed project would conflict with atransportation— or circulation-related plan,
ordinance or policy, this section analyzes the proposed project's effects on intersection
operations, transit demand, impacts on pedestrian and bicycle circulation, parking and
freight loading, as well as construction impacts.

Trip Generation and Traffic Impacts

Based on Planning Department Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review, the proposed project would generate a net addition of
approximately 616 person-trips per day, about 155 daily vehicle trips, and
approximately 23 vehicle trips in the p.m. peak hour (see Table 2).30,31

TABLE 2
DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION

Trip Generation Mode Split Daily Trips P.M. Peak-Hour Trips

Auto

Transit

Walk

Other

Total

244

90

245

37

616

33

11

34

3

82
Vehicle Trips 155 23

Parking Demand Short Term Long Term

Parking Spaces 4 48

Loading Demand Average Hour Peak-Hour
Loading Spaces 0.10 0.12

SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department, May 2015

30 San Francisco Planning Department, op. cit. (see footnote 14, p. 31).
31 Trip Generation Calculations, 240 Pacific Avenue, Apri12015. Available for public review at the PlanningDepartment, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case File No. 2013.1757E.
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Of the estimated 82 p.m. peak hour person trips generate
d by the proposed project, 33

would be by auto, 11 by transit, 34 would be pedestria
n trips, and 3 would be via

"other' modes (including bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis). The trip generation

calculations conducted for the proposed project estimate th
at the project would generate

approximately 23 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hou
r. Residents and businesses

along Pacific Avenue and Battery Street, as well as the imme
diately surrounding streets,

would experience an increase in vehicular activity as a re
sult of the proposed project;

however, this increase would not be above levels that ar
e common, and generally

accepted, in urban areas. The change in traffic within the 
project area as a result of the

proposed project would be undetectable to most drivers al
though it could be noticeable

to those immediately adjacent to the project site. These 23 
p.m. peak hour vehicle trips

are not anticipated to substantially affect existing levels o
f service at intersections within

the project vicinity. This is because, assuming the signals
 operate at cycles lasting 60

seconds, the average of about one additional car per cycl
e would not be sufficient to

alter intersection level of service or to substantially affect th
e average time at which cars

are stopped at a red light. Currently, the existing commerci
al building on-site is vacant,

but was formerly used as a bar/restaurant. Due to the closure
 of the existing commercial

building, any existing vehicle trips to and from the building 
were not calculated, and are

not expected to be substantial. For this reason, all trips a
ssociated with the proposed

project are considered to be new trips for the purposes of en
vironmental analysis.

Loading

Loading demand for the proposed project would be estimat
ed to be less than one truck

stop per day; peak hourly loading demand would be less t
han one loading space, for

both the retail and residential uses. No off-street loading sp
aces would be provided for

the proposed project. This would be consistent with Plan
ning Code Section 152, which

does not require any loading spaces for retail establishmen
ts under 10,000 square feet or

for apartment buildings under 100,000 square feet. Given
 the modest loading activity

anticipated, delivery vehicles would be expected to use 
existing commercial loading

zones (yellow zones) in the project vicinity, and the 
project would not result in

significant loading impacts and loading impacts are consid
ered less than significant.

Any double-parking by delivery vehicles could temporari
ly reduce traffic capacity on

project area street(s); enforcement of existing traffic laws cou
ld avoid or minimize any

potential impacts, and occasional double-parking generally 
would not be expected to

significantly impede traffic or cause safety concerns. Resid
ential move-in and move-out

activities are anticipated to occur primarily from the metere
d parking spaces at the curb
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on Battery Street, with items carted to the residential elevators through the ground floor
lobby. Curb parking on Battery Street would need to be reserved through DPW and
SFMTA. Likewise, trash and recycling pickup (anticipated to occur along the Pacific
Avenue frontage), would not adversely affect traffic, as these activities typically occur
outside the peak hours.

Construction Activities

Project construction would last approximately 18 months. During the construction
period, temporary and intermittent transportation impacts would result from truck
movements to and from the project site. Truck movements during periods of peak traffic
flow would have greater potential to create conflicts than during non-peak hours
because of the greater numbers of vehicles on the streets during the peak hour that
would have to maneuver around queued trucks. It is not anticipated that project
construction would require any travel lane closures on Battery Street or Pacific Avenue.
Although not anticipated, any temporary traffic lane closures would be coordinated
with the City in order to minimize the impacts on local traffic. In general, lane and
sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by DPW and the City's
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) that consists of representatives of City
departments including SFMTA, DPW, Fire, Police, Public Health, Port and the Taxi
Commission.

Throughout the construction period, there could be a potential for a temporary lessening
of local street capacity due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of
construction trucks, which would affect both traffic and transit operations. However,
these effects would be temporary and intermittent, and would thus not be considered
significant impacts.

Therefore, in light of the above, the project would have a les-than-significant impact
related to conflicts with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of neither the circulation system nor regarding conflict
with an applicable congestion management program.

Parking Discussion

As previously discussed in Section E (Evaluation of Environmental Effects), Public
Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, "aesthetics
and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center
project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered
significant impacts on the environment." The proposed project meets each of the three
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criteria and thus, this Initial Study does not 
consider the adequacy of parking in

determining the significance of project impacts
 under CEQA. Therefore, this analysis

presents a parking demand, supply and requirement
s under the Planning Code analysis

for informational purposes.

Although not required, this Initial Study neve
rtheless presents a parking demand

analysis for informational purposes. The analysis
 also considers any secondary physical

impacts associated with constrained supply (e.
g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce

onsite parking spaces that affects the public right
-of-way) as applicable.

Parking conditions are not static, as parking supp
ly and demand varies from day to day,

from day to night, from month to month, etc. He
nce, the availability of parking spaces

(or lack thereof) is not a permanent physical c
ondition, but changes over time as people

change their modes and patterns of travel. Whi
le parking conditions change over time, a

substantial deficit in parking caused by a pro
ject that creates hazardous conditions or

significant delays to traffic, transit, bicycles o
r pedestrians could adversely affect the

physical environment. Whether a deficit in parki
ng creates such conditions will depend

on the magnitude of the shortfall and the ability
 of drivers to change travel patterns or

switch to other travel modes. If a substantia
l deficit in parking caused by a project

creates hazardous conditions or significant delays 
in travel, such a condition could also

result in secondary physical environmental impa
cts (e.g., air quality or noise impacts

cause by congestion), depending on the project an
d its setting.

The absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, c
ombined with available alternatives to

auto travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicycles
 or travel by foot) and a relatively dense

pattern of urban development, induces many driver
s to seek and find alternative parking

facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or chan
ge their overall travel habits. Any such

resulting shifts to transit service or other mode
s (walking and biking), would be in

keeping with the City's "Transit First" policy 
and numerous General Plan policies,

including those in the Transportation Element. Th
e City's Transit First Policy, established

in the City's Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115, p
rovides that "parking policies for areas

well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public

transportation and alternative transportation."
 As stated above, the project site is well

served by Muni (metro and bus) and BART, and b
icycle lanes and sidewalks are prevalent

in the vicinity.

The transportation analysis accounts for potential 
secondary effects, such as cars circling

and looking for a parking space in areas of limit
ed parking supply, by assuming that all
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drivers would attempt to find parking at or near the project site and then seek parking
farther away if convenient parking is unavailable. The secondary effects of drivers
searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who
are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area, and thus choose to reach their
destination by other modes (i.e., walking, bicycling, transit, taxi). If this occurs, any
secondary environmental impacts that may result from a shortfall in parking in the
vicinity of the proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the
transportation analysis, as well as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian safety
analyses, would reasonably address potential secondary effects.

The parking demand for the new residential uses associated with the proposed project
was determined based on the methodology presented in the Transportation Guidelines.3z
On an average weekday, the demand for parking would be 47 spaces for the proposed
residential units and 5 spaces for the retail use. The project would provide a total of 36
off-street vehicle parking spaces, all for the residential units, which would be consistent
with Planning Code requirements for off-street parking in the C-2 zoning district. While
the proposed off-street parking spaces would be less than the calculated parking
demand anticipated for the project, this unmet parking demand would not result in a
significant impact in this case. At this location, the unmet parking demand could be
accommodated within existing on-street and off-street parking spaces within a
reasonable distance of the project vicinity. Additionally, the project site is well served by
public transit with stops located within two to three blocks. (1,300 feet or less) of the
project site and bicycle lanes/routes located within one quarter mile of the site.
Therefore, any unmet parking demand associated with the project would not materially
affect the overall parking conditions in the project vicinity such that hazardous
conditions or significant delays are created.

Further, the project site is located in a C-2 zoning district, where under Section 151.1 of
the Planning Code, the proposed project would be permitted up to 1.5 off-street parking
spaces per unit.. As such, the proposed project would provide 36 vehicle parking spaces,
including 1 ADA-accessible space, within the proposed parking garage.

It should be noted that the Planning Commission has the discretion to adjust the number
of on-site parking spaces included in the proposed project, typically at the time that the
project entitlements are sought. The Planning Commission may not support the number
of parking ratio proposed (36 parking spaces to 33 dwelling units). In some cases,

32 San Francisco Planning Department (SFPD), op. cit (see footnote 14, p. 31).

Case No. 2013.1757E 60 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



particularly when the proposed project is in a transi
t rich area, the Planning Commission

may not support the provision of any off-street p
arking spaces. This is, in part, owing to

the fact that the parking spaces are not 'bundl
ed' with the residential units. In other

words, residents would have the option to re
nt or purchase a parking space, but one

would not be automatically provided with the 
residential unit.

If the project were ultimately approved with no
 off-street parking spaces, the proposed

project would have an unmet demand of 52 spa
ces. As mentioned above, the unmet

parking demand could be accommodated wi
thin existing on-street and off-street

parking spaces nearby (e.g., 750 Battery Street 
Garage, 955 Sansome Street Garage, or

768 Sansome Street Parking Lot) and through alt
ernative modes such as public transit

and bicycle facilities. Given that the unmet dem
and could be met by existing facilities

and given that the proposed project site is well-s
erved by transit and bicycle facilities, a

reduction in the number of off-street parking
 spaces associated with the proposed

project, even if no off-street spaces are provided
, would not result in significant delays

or hazardous conditions.

In summary, the proposed project would not re
sult in a substantial unmet parking

demand with or without the off-street parking
 currently proposed that would create

hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles or

pedestrians.

Impact TR-2: The proposed project would not re
sult in substantially increased hazards

due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dan
gerous intersections) or incompatible

uses. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project would not include any des
ign features that would substantially

increase traffic hazards (e.g., a new sharp curve 
or dangerous intersections), and would

not include any incompatible uses, as discussed 
in Topic E1, Land Use and Land Use

Planning. Therefore, the proposed project wou
ld not cause adverse impacts associated

with traffic hazards. The proposed project would r
emove the existing curb cuts along

both the Battery Street and Pacific Avenue fron
tages, but restore one standard-length

curb cut on Pacific Avenue for use as an entran
ce to the proposed garage. The project

would increase the distance between the propose
d driveway and the Pacific Avenue and

Battery Street intersection, which is sufficient to en
sure safe vehicle movements entering

and exiting the project site. Based on the above, 
the proposed project would have a less-

than-significant impact related to transportatio
n hazards due to a design feature or

resulting from incompatible uses.
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Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. (Lessthan Significant)

The proposed project would not result in a significant impact with regard to access to
emergency services and would not interfere with existing traffic circulation or cause
major traffic hazards. The proposed building would be required to comply with the
standards contained in the Building and Fire Codes, and the Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) and Fire Department would review the final building plans to ensure
sufficient access and safety. Emergency access to the residential units will be provided
through the main residential lobby on Battery Street. The proposed project would,
therefore, have aless-than-significant impact on emergency access conditions on and
near the project site.

Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans orprograms regarding public transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decreasethe performance or safety of such features. (Less than Significant)

Transit Conditions

The project site is well served by public transit. T'he project would generate about
11 p.m. peak-hour transit trips, according to the SF Guidelines. These additional transit
riders could easily be accommodated on the multiple Muni lines (1, 10, 12, 30X, 41, 82X,
and F) and BART and Golden Gate Transit lines that exist in the project vicinity, as
previously described in the Transportation Setting, p. 49. These bus and rail lines link
the neighborhood to the rest of the City, the East Bay, the North Bay, and the Peninsula,
as well as facilitating connections to the far East Bay through a variety of transit
networks. It is estimated that the project would generate approximately 90 daily and 11
p.m. peak-hour transit trips, which would be distributed among Muni, BART, and
Golden Gate Transit lines. The addition of the project-generated transit riders would not
substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization of the MUNI bus and light rail
lines or the regional transit lines serving the proposed project. Bus stops serviced by
multiple Muni routes are located within one block (300 feet) west and south of the
project site, and Golden Gate Transit buses operate on Battery Street (inbound) and
Sansome Street (outbound; one block [300 feet] west of the project site), respectively.
Muni and Golden Gate Transit bus stop are located within one block [300 to 425 feet] of
the project site, and BART and Muni Metro are seven blocks (1,800 feet) south, at
Embarcadero Station. The proposed project would include a new curb cut along the
Pacific Avenue frontage, but would not conflict with existing bus operations on either
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Battery Street or other nearby transit stops
; therefore, no impacts to bus circulation

would occur.

It should be noted that transit-related pol
icies include, but are not limited to: (1)

discouragement of commuter automobiles (Pla
nning Code Section 101.1, established by

Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Init
iative); and (2) the City's "Transit First"

policy, established in the City's Charter Secti
on 16.102. The proposed project would not

conflict with transit operations as discussed 
above and would also not conflict with the

transit-related policies established by Propos
ition M or the City's Transit First Policy.

Therefore, impacts to the City's transit n
etwork would be considered less than

significant.

Pedestrian Conditions

Project-related trips made by walking (including tr
ansit-walk trips) would be estimated

at 34 pedestrian trips during the p.m. peak hou
r. Pedestrian access to the proposed

residences would be through a residential lobby
 on Battery Street, while pedestrian

access to the proposed retail spaces would be thr
ough an entrance on Pacific Avenue.

Sidewalks in the project area have adequate cap
acity and are not congested and the

project would not result in safety hazards for pe
destrians; therefore, no pedestrian

impacts would be anticipated.

Bicycle Conditions

The proposed project would provide 54 bicycle p
arking spaces (50 Class I and 4 Class II

bicycle parking spaces) within the proposed garage
. This would exceed the requirement

of Planning Code Sec. 155.2, which requires one C
lass I bicycle parking space for every

dwelling unit and minimum of one Class II parki
ng space per 20 units, along with one

Class II space for each 750 occupied square fe
et of retail space.

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan includes goals
 and objectives to encourage bicycle use in

the City, describes the existing bicycle rou
te network (a series of interconnected streets

and pathways on which bicycling is encour
aged) and identifies improvements to

achieve the established goals and objectives.
 Within the project vicinity, Battery Street,

Broadway, and Front Street are part of th
e citywide bicycle network. There are

designated bicycle routes on these streets Bic
ycle Route 10 runs along Broadway (Route

10), Columbus Avenue (Route 11), and alo
ng Front Street (Route 5), all of which are

within one-quarter mile of the project site.

Case No. 2013.1757E 
63 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



The proposed project would provide adequate bicycle access and bicycle parking (as
shown on Figure3 (Floor Plans [Basement and First Floor]), and would not result in
hazardous conditions for bicyclists, and therefore would have aless-than-significant
impact related to conflicting with the City's Bicycle Plan, or other plan, policy or program
related to bicycle use in San Francisco.

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonablyforeseeable future projects, would not result in substantial cumulative transportationimpacts. (Less than Significant)

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts is the local
roadway within the 240 Pacific Avenue vicinity. Project impacts related to bicycle and
pedestrian circulation, loading supply and demand, emergency vehicle access, and
construction would be localized and site specific, and would not contribute to impacts
from other development and infrastructure projects in San Francisco. As of August 2015,
there are no active projects within a '/4-mile from the project site. Other recently
constructed projects, involved the rehabilitation and reuse of existing buildings.
Although the proposed project would generate approximately 616 daily person trips,
155 daily vehicle trips and a total of 82 p.m. peak person trips, these trips would not
contribute to a level of significant cumulative impact to nearby intersections. Of the 82
p.m. peak-hour person trips, 33 would be vehicle person-trips, 11 would be transit trips,
34 would be walking trips, and 3 would be trips made via other modes of transportation
such as bicycles, taxi, or motorcycle. Based on the above, the project would not
contribute considerably to a significant cumulative traffic impact, and the project's
cumulative impact would be less than significant.

Certain Muni bus and light rail lines currently operate at capacity in excess of Muni's
85 percent threshold, and would continue to do so under cumulative conditions. The
estimated 11 p.m. peak-hour transit trips generated by the project, however, when
divided among the many lines that serve the project site, would not make a considerable
contribution to impacts on Muni ridership, even with the addition of riders from
proposed. Likewise, the regional transit trips generated by the proposed project would
not make a considerable contribution to any adverse effects on those carriers. As a result,
no significant cumulative transit impacts would occur.

Bicycle and pedestrian impacts are by their nature site-specific and generally do not
contribute to impacts from other development projects. Bicycle trips throughout the City
may increase under the cumulative scenario due to general growth. Bicycle trips
generated by the proposed project would include bicycle trips to and from the project
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site. However, as stated in the project analysis, 
the proposed project would not create

potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists 
or pedestrians or otherwise interfere with

bicyclist or pedestrian accessibility to the si
te and adjoining areas. Increases in the

number of motor vehicle trips could increas
e some conflicts between bicyclists and

pedestrians and the new vehicles; however
, the volume of these conflicts would not

likely be considered significant. Considering the proposed project's growth with

reasonably foreseeable future projects and gro
wth throughout the City, the cumulative

effects of the proposed project on bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities would not be

considerable. Furthermore, the proposed pro
ject would include the removal of an

existing curb cut along the Battery Street fron
tage, as well as the width of an existing

curb cut along the Pacific Avenue frontage (f
rom 40 feet to 13 feet). Thus, the proposed

project would not add a conflict (e.g., new cu
rb cut or loading zone) along a near or

long-term project identified in the San Francisc
o Bicycle Plan, nor would it conflict with

the Better Streets Plan. For the above reasons, th
e proposed project would result in less-

than-significant cumulative bicycle- and pedest
rian-related impacts.

As described above, the proposed project,. in c
ombination with other past, present, and

reasonably foreseeable future projects, would 
not result in cumulatively considerable

transportation and circulation impacts.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mifigation Significant No No!Topics:
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

5. NOISE—Would the project:

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

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

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

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

e) For a project located within an airport land use ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ~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?

~ 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? ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑
The project site is not within an airport land use plan area, nor is it in the vicinity of a
private airstrip. Therefore, Topics 5(e) and 5(f) are not applicable.

Impact NO-1: The proposed project would not result in the exposure of persons to orgeneration of noise levels in excess of established standards, nor would the proposedproject result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels or otherwise besubstantially affected by existing noise. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project would include new sensitive receptors in the form of residences. In
addition, other sensitive receptors (primarily residences) are located on the project block
along Battery Street and Pacific Avenue, in close proximity to the project site, as well as
elsewhere throughout the project vicinity, which largely comprises buildings with
upper-story residential units, particularly to the north and west of the project site.

Case No. 2013.1757E 66 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



Applicable Noise Standards

The Environmental Protection Element of the San Fra
ncisco General Plan contains Land Use

Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. 
These guidelines, which are similar to

state guidelines promulgated by the Governor's O
ffice of Planning and Research (OPR),

indicate maximum acceptable noise levels for var
ious newly developed land uses. The

proposed uses for this project most closely corresp
ond to the "Residential —All Dwellings,

Group Quarters" land use category in the Land Use
 Compatibility Guidelines.33 For this

land use category, the maximum "satisfactory, w
ith no special insulation requirements"

exterior noise levels are approximately 60 d
BA (Ldn).34,35 Where exterior noise levels

exceed 60 dBA (Ldn) for a new residential b
uilding, it is generally recommended that a

detailed analysis of noise reduction requirement
s be conducted prior to final review and

approval of the project, and that the needed no
ise insulation features be include in the

project design.

In addition, Chapter 12 of the California Building Code (CBC) contains 
acoustical

requirements for interior sound levels in habit
able rooms of multi-family developments.

In summary, the CBC requires an interior nois
e level no higher than an Ldn of 45 dB.

Projects exposed to an exterior Ldn of 60 dB,
 or greater, require an acoustical analysis

showing that the proposed design will limit
 interior levels to the prescribed allowable

interior level. Additionally, if windows mus
t be in the closed position to meet the

interior standard, the design must include a
 ventilation or air-conditioning system to

provide fresh-air and therefore, a habitable 
interior environment. An Environmental

Noise Study was prepared for the proposed proj
ect by an acoustical consultant, and is

discussed below.36

33 San Francisco General Plan. Environmental
 Protection Element, Land Use Compatibility

 Chart for

Community Noise. Available online at

http://www.sfplanning.org/ftp/general_plan/I6
_Environmental_Protection.htm. Accessed on August

2015.

34 ~e dBA, or A-weighted decibel, refers to a scale 
of noise measurement that approximates the ra

nge of

sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of differe
nt frequencies. Qn this scale, the normal range

 of human

hearing extends from about OdBA to about 140 
dBA. A 10-dBA increase in the level of a continuou

s noise

represents a perceived doubling of loudness.

35 ~e Ldn or DNL is the Leq, or Energy Equival
ent Level, of the A-weighted noise level over

 a 24-hour

period with a 10 dB penalty applied to noise
 levels between 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Leq is 

the level of a

steady noise which would have the same ener
gy as the fluctuating noise level integrated over

 the time

period of interest.

36 Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc., Environmen
tal Noise Stud, 240 Pacific Avenue, August 11,

 2015. This

document is available for review as part of Cas
e File No. 2013.1757E at the San Francisco 

Planning

Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
 Francisco, California 94103.
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Existing Noise in Project Site Vicinity

Ambient noise levels in the project vicinity are typical of noise levels found in
San Francisco, which are dominated by vehicular traffic, including, cars, Muni buses,
and emergency vehicles. Both Battery Street and Pacific Avenue along the project's
western and southern frontages, respectively, are fairly heavily traveled streets, and
generate moderate to high levels of traffic noise. In addition, the proposed project would
result in an "L-shaped" building surrounding a corner lot which contains 298 Pacific
Avenue (The Old Ship Saloon), an existing commercial use (bar). Also, the project site is
located across the street from 717 Battery Street (The Battery Club), an existing social
club and bar. These land uses in the project site vicinity could be potential sources of
noise during the late-night/early-morning hours, as patrons arrive and depart. In
combination with traffic volumes along surrounding roads could result in a relatively
loud noise environment.

The Noise Study conducted for the proposed project included two long-term continuous
(72-hour) noise measurements in the project vicinity in order to quantify the existing
noise environment. The results of the conducted noise measurements are provided in
Table 3.

TABLE 3
RESULTS OF NOISE MONITOR MEASUREMENTS IN PROJECT VICINITY

Monitor ~ Location
Measured Ldn

Ll I Approximately 20 feet north of the Battery Street frontage, 12 feet above grade. I 75 dB
L2 I Approximately 10 feet east of the Pacific Avenue frontage, 12 feet above grade. I 69 dB

SOURCE: Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc., August 2015.

Project Noise Exposure

Since the proposed project would include new sensitive receptors (residences), the
project would be required to incorporate Title 24 noise insulation features such as
double-paned windows and insulated walls as part of its construction, which would
reduce indoor noise levels by at least 25 decibels. Given the relatively high exterior noise
levels in the project vicinity, the noise study included design recommendations to
ensure that interior noise levels are in accordance with Title 24 standards and the San
Francisco Building Code. The noise study recommended that the project include sound
rated assemblies at exterior building facades, with window and exterior door assembly
Sound Transmissions Class (STC) ratings that meet the City standards. The noise study
estimated that exterior doors and windows along Pacific Avenue would require an STC
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rating ranging from 31 to 37 for each residential flo
or. Along the Battery Street frontage,

exteriors door and windows would require an STC 
rating ranging from 37 to 40 for each

residential floor. The noise study further recom
mended that a qualified acoustical

engineer review the project design as it is further
 developed to refine the specific STC

ratings once building design and site layout has bee
n refined and to review the glazing

and frame submittals, if non-tested assemblies a
re to be used, which may require the

STC ratings of the recommended glass to be increa
sed. Because windows must be closed

to achieve the interior noise criteria (45 dBA, Ld
n), the noise study also noted that an

alternate means of providing outside air (e.g., fres
h-air exchange units, HVAC, Z-ducts,

etc.) to habitable spaces is required for building fac
ades exposed to an exterior Ldn of 60

dB, or greater. The Department of Building Inspec
tion would review the final building

plans to ensure that the project meets the interior no
ise requirements of Title 24 and the

San Francisco Building Code. Accordingly, the potent
ial environmental impacts associated

with locating residential uses in an area that currentl
y exceeds acceptable ambient noise

levels for such uses would be less than significant.

Noise from Project Operations

The proposed project would involve the const
ruction of an 84-foot-tall, seven-story,

approximately 56,000-square-foot mixed-use b
uilding. Vehicular traffic makes the

greatest contribution to ambient noise levels th
roughout most of San Francisco.

Generally, traffic must double in volume to produc
e a noticeable increase in the ambient

noise level in the project vicinity. The proposed pro
ject would generate approximately

155 daily vehicle trips, with 23 of those trips oc
curring in the p.m. peak hour. The

estimated addition of project-related vehicle trips
 would not cause traffic volumes to

double on nearby streets, and it would not have 
a noticeable effect on ambient noise

levels in the project site vicinity. The proposed proj
ect would contain ground-floor retail

with residential uses above and would not include 
features or uses that would generate

substantial noise. Therefore, operational noise fr
om the proposed project, including

traffic-related noise, would not significantly increa
se the existing ambient noise levels in

the project vicinity.

In addition to vehicle-related noise, building equi
pment and ventilation are also noise

sources. Specifically, mechanical equipment produc
es operational noise, such as heating

and ventilation systems. Mechanical equipment woul
d be subject to Section 2909 of the

Noise Ordinance. As amended in November 2008,
 this section of the Ordinance

establishes a noise limit from mechanical sources suc
h as building equipment, specified as

a certain noise level in excess of the ambient nois
e level at the property line. For noise
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generated by residential uses, the limit is 5 dBA in excess of ambient; while for noise
generated by commercial and industrial uses, the limit is 8 dBA in excess of ambient; and
for noise on public property, including streets, the limit is 10 dBA in excess of ambient. In
addition, the Noise Ordinance provides for a separate fixed-source noise limit for
residential interiors of 45 dBA at night and 55 dBA during the day and evening hours.

Compliance with Section 2909, serves to minimize stationary source noise from building
operations. Given that the proposed projects vehicle trips would not cause a doubling
of traffic volumes on nearby streets, thereby resulting in a noticeable increase in ambient
noise levels, and that any proposed mechanical equipment would be required to comply
with the Noise Ordinance, the proposed project would not result in a noticeable increase
in ambient noise levels. Thus, the project's impact related to project operations would be
less than significant.

Impact NO-2: During construction, the proposed project would result in a substantialtemporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels and vibration in the project vicinityabove levels existing without the project (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Demolition, excavation, and building construction would cause a temporary increase in
noise levels within the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate noise
and possibly vibrations that could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby
properties. According to the project sponsor, the construction period would last
approximately 18 months. Construction noise levels would fluctuate depending on
construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between noise source
and affected receptor, and the presence (or absence) of barriers. Impacts would generally
be limited to demolition and the periods during which new foundations and exterior
structural and facade elements would be constructed. Interior construction noise would
be substantially reduced by exterior walls. However, there would be times when noise
could interfere with indoor activities in nearby residences and other businesses near the
project site.

As noted above, construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance
(Article 29 of the Police Code). The ordinance requires that noise levels from individual
pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a
distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoerams, impact
wrenches) must have both intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Director
of Public Works. Section 2908 of the Ordinance prohibits construction work between
8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by five dBA at the
project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of Public
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Works or the Director of Building Inspection. The proje
ct would be required to comply

with regulations set forth in the Noise Ordinance.

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are the 
residential uses directly east of

the project site at 733 Front Street (located on Pacif
ic Avenue and Front Street), and

further north of the site on 799 Battery Street (located on
 Battery Street and Broadway).

These residences would experience temporary and in
termittent noise associated with

site clearance, demolition of the existing building on-si
te, and construction activities as

well as the passage of construction trucks in and out
 of the project site. Impacts

associated with construction noise, especially if the co
nstruction is to occur during the

nighttime hours when people are sleeping, would be sign
ificant. Due to the proximity of

the project site to a number of sensitive receptors in 
the vicinity, implementation of

Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, below, would be required 
to reduce the noise impact

from construction activities to aless-than-significant level.

Further, site excavation would involve removal of app
roximately 5,500 cubic yards of

soil for abelow-grade garage. Pile driving is anticipated
 as part of the project and pile

foundations would likely be the preferred foundation t
ype for the proposed project. In

the event that pile driving is determined to be requir
ed for the proposed project, the

project sponsor would be required to comply with mea
sures required for construction

equipment in Section 2907 of the Noise Ordinance. 
However, even compliance with

Section 2907 measures has the potential to expose
 sensitive receptors to temporary

increases in noise levels substantially in excess of am
bient levels, resulting in a

potentially significant noise impact. Implementation of
 Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b,

below, would reduce adverse impacts from pile-drivin
g noise upon sensitive receptors

to less-than-significant levels.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: General Construction Noise
 Control Measures.

To ensure that project noise from construction activi
ties is minimized to the

maximum extent feasible, the sponsor shall undertake the 
following:

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shal
l require the general

contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used fo
r project construction

use the best available noise control techniques (e.g., 
improved mufflers,

equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engi
ne enclosures and

acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever fea
sible).
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• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall require the general
contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as compressors) as far from
adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle such noise
sources, and to construct barriers around such sources and/or the
construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as much as 5
dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary
equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, if feasible.

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall require the general
contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and
rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible
to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically
powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust
muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external
noise jackets on the tools, which could reduce noise levels by as much as 10
dBA.

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall include noise control
requirements in specifications provided to construction contractors. Such
requirements could include, but not be limited to, performing all work in a
manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; undertaking the most
noisy activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents
and occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid residential
buildings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible.

• Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of
construction documents, the sponsor of a subsequent development project
shall submit to the San Francisco Planning Department and Department of
Building Inspection (DBI) a list of measures to respond to and track
complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures shall include: (1)
a procedure and phone numbers for notifying DBI, the Department of Public
Health, and the Police Department (during regular construction hours and
off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site describing noise complaint procedures
and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all times during
construction; (3) designation of an on-site construction complaint and
enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification of neighboring
residents and non-residential building managers within 300 feet of the project
construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise-generating
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activities (defined as activities generating noise le
vels of 90 dBA or greater)

about the estimated duration of the activity.

M-NO-2b: Noise Control Measures During Pile Dr
iving.

For individual projects within the Draft Plan 
Area and Adjacent Parcels that

require pile driving, a set of site-specific noise 
attenuation measures shall be

completed under the supervision of a qualifi
ed acoustical consultant. These

attenuation measures shall include as many of th
e following control strategies as

feasible:

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall require the

construction contractor to erect temporary plyw
ood noise barriers along the

boundaries of the project site to shield potent
ial sensitive receptors and

reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA, although th
e precise reduction is a

function of the height and distance of the barrier 
relative to receptors and

noise source(s);

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall require the

construction contractor to implement "quiet" pile
-driving technology (such

as pre-drilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, and th
e use of more than one pile

driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), where feasible, in

consideration of geotechnical and structural requir
ements and conditions;

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall require the

construction contractor to monitor the effective
ness of noise attenuation

measures by taking noise measurements; and

• The sponsor of a subsequent development pr
oject shall require that the

construction contractor limit pile-driving activity to result in the least

disturbance to neighboring uses

Noise impacts would be temporary in nature an
d would be limited to the 18-month

period of demolition and construction. Moreover, the project demolition and

construction activities would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance

requirements, which prohibit construction after
 8:00 p.m. Although construction noise

could be annoying at times, it would not be expe
cted to exceed noise levels commonly

experienced in this urban environment and would 
not be considered significant.
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Impact C-NO-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to anycumulative significant noise impacts. (Less than Significant)
Construction activities in the vicinity of the project site, such as excavation, grading, or
construction of other buildings in the area, would occur on a temporary and intermittent
basis, similar to the project. Project construction-related noise would not substantially
increase ambient noise levels at locations greater than a few hundred feet from the
project site. Since there are no known active construction or demolition projects within a
1/4-mile of the project site, the proposed project would not result in any cumulative
construction noise impact. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-
2a and M-NO-2b would reduce any construction-related noise impacts to less than
significant levels. As such, construction noise effects associated with the proposed
project are not anticipated to combine with those associated with other proposed and
ongoing projects located near the project site. Therefore, cumulative construction-related
noise impacts would be less than significant.

Localized traffic noise would increase in conjunction with foreseeable residential and
commercial growth in the project vicinity. However, the proposed projects limited
number of vehicle trips (155 daily vehicle trips) would not contribute considerably to
any cumulative traffic-related increases in ambient noise, and therefore cumulative
traffic noise impacts would not be significant. Moreover, the proposed project's
mechanical equipment would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance and
would therefore not be expected to contribute to any cumulative increases in ambient
noise levels.

In light of the above, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant
cumulative impacts related to noise.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Sign cant No Not

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

6. AIR QUALITY—Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of th
e ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribut
e ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

substantially to an existing or projected air

quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

increase of any criteria pollutant for which the

project region isnon-attainment under an

applicable federal, state, or regional ambient
 air

quality standard (including releasing emissi
ons

which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substa
ntial ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

number of people?

Setting

Overview

The Bay Area Air Quality Management Di
strict (BAAQMD) is the regional agency w

ith

jurisdiction over the nine-county San Franc
isco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), wh

ich

includes San Francisco, Alameda, Contra
 Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara,

 and

Napa Counties and portions of Sonoma
 and Solano Counties. The BAAQMD

 is

responsible for attaining and maintainin
g air quality in the SFBAAB within federa

l and

state air quality standards, as established 
by the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and 

the

California Clean Air Act (CCAA), respe
ctively. Specifically, the BAAQMD has

 the

responsibility to monitor ambient air po
llutant levels throughout the SFBAAB an

d to

develop and implement strategies to atta
in the applicable federal and state standa

rds.

The CAA and the CCAA require plans 
to be developed for areas that do not meet

 air

quality standards, generally. The most rece
nt air quality plan, the 2010 Clean Air P

lan,

was adopted by the BAAQMD on Septembe
r 15, 2010. The 2010 Clean Air Plan updat

es

the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy in acc
ordance with the requirements of the CC

AA to

implement all feasible measures to reduc
e ozone; provide a control strategy to re

duce

ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and 
greenhouse gases in a single, integrated 

plan;

and establish emission control measures t
o be adopted or implemented. The 2010 Cl

ean

Air Plan contains the following primary goa
ls:
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• Attain air quality standards;

• Reduce population exposure and protect public health in the San Francisco Bay
Area; and

• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and protect the climate.

The 2010 Clean Air Plan represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the
SFBAAB. Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed
project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of air quality plans.

Criteria Air Pollutants

In accordance with the state and federal CAAs, air pollutant standards are identified for
the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter
(PM), nitrogen dioxide (NOz), sulfur dioxide (SOz), and lead. These air pollutants are
termed criteria air pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public
health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. In general,
the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to
federal or state standards. The SFBAAB is designated as either in attainment37 or
unclassified for most criteria pollutants with the exception of ozone, PMz.s, and PMio, for
which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment for either the state or federal
standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in
that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air
quality standards. Instead, a project's individual emissions contribute to existing
cumulative air quality impacts. If a projects contribution to cumulative air quality
impacts is considerable, then the project's impact on air quality would be considered
significant 38

Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the
construction and operational phases of a project. Table 4 identifies air quality
significance thresholds followed by a discussion of each threshold. Projects that would
result in criteria air pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds would not
violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or

37 "Attainment" status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specifiedcriteria pollutant. "Non-attainment' refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for aspecified criteria pollutant. "Unclassified" refers to regions where there is not enough data to determinethe region's attainment status for a specified criteria air pollutant.
38 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air QualityGuidelines, May 2011, page 2-1.
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result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
in criteria air pollutants within the

SFBAAB.

Table 4

Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds

Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds

Pollutant
Average Daily Emissions (Ibs./day)

Average Daily
Emissions
(Ibs./day)

Maximum Annual
Emissions (tons/year)

ROG 54 54 10

NOx 54 54 10

PM~o 82 (exhaust) 82 15

PMz.S 54 (exhaust) 54 10

Fugitive Dust
Construction Dust Ordinance or

other Best Management Practices
Not Applicable

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

attainment for ozone and particulate matter. Ozone
 is a secondary air pollutant

produced in the atmosphere through a complex se
ries of photochemical reactions

involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a

project to result in a cumulatively considerable net
 increase in criteria air pollutants,

which may contribute to an existing or projected air
 quality violation, are based on the

state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits f
or stationary sources. To ensure that

new stationary sources do not cause or contribute
 to a violation of an air quality

standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires
 that any new source that emits

criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions l
imit must offset those emissions. For

ozone precursors ROG and NOX, the offset emission
s level is an annual average of 10

tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).39 The
se levels represent emissions below

which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to
 an air quality violation or result

in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.

Although this regulation applies to new or modi
fied stationary sources, land use

development projects result in ROG and NOx emission
s as a result of increases in vehicle

trips, architectural coating and construction activit
ies. Therefore, the above thresholds

can be applied to the construction and operational phase
s of land use projects and those

projects that result in emissions below these threshol
ds, would not be considered to

contribute to an existing or projected air quality viol
ation or result in a considerable net

increase in ROG and NOX emissions. Due to the t
emporary nature of construction

39 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Rep
ort, California Environmental Quality Act Threshold

s of

Significance, October 2009, page 17.
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activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction phase
emissions.

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).40 The BAAQMD has not established an offset limit
for PMz.s. However, the emissions limit in the federal NSR for stationary sources in
nonattainment areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PM~o and PMz.s, the
emissions limit under NSR is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54
lbs. per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels below which a source
is not expected to have an impact on air quality.4' Similar to ozone precursor thresholds
identified above, land use development projects typically result in particulate matter
emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas
combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction activities. Therefore, the above
thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of a land use
project. Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only the average
daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions.

Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction
phases. Studies have shown that the application of best management practices (BMPs) at
construction sites significantly control fugitive dust42 and individual measures have
been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.43 The BAAQMD
has identified a number of BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from construction
activities 44 The City's Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08,
effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures to control fugitive dust and the
BMPs employed in compliance with the City's Construction Dust Control Ordinance is
an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust.

Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not
exceeded the state standards in the past 11 years and S02 concentrations have never
exceeded the standards. The primary source of CO emissions from development projects

40 PMio is often termed "coarse' particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns indiameter or smaller. PMz.s, termed "fine" particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 micronsor less in diameter.
41 gAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds ofSignificance, October 2009, page 16.
42 Western Regional Air Partnership. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook. September 7, 2006. Thisdocument is available online at http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf,accessed February 16, 2012.
43 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Envtronmental Quality Act Thresholds ofSignificance, October 2009, page 27.
44 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011.
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is vehicle traffic. Construction-related S02 emis
sions represent a negligible portion of

the total basin-wide emissions and construct
ion-related CO emissions represent less

than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-w
ide CO emissions. As discussed

previously, the Bay Area is in attainment f
or both CO and S02. Furthermore, the

BAAQMD has demonstrated, based on modeli
ng, that in order to exceed the California

ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-ho
ur average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour average)

for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traff
ic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles

per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 
vehicles per hour where vertical and/or

horizontal mixing is limited). Therefore, given
 the Bay Area's attainment status and the

limited CO and S02 emissions that could 
result from a development projects,

development projects would not result in a cum
ulatively considerable net increase in

CO or 502, and quantitative analysis is not req
uired.

Local Health Risks and Hazards

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual
 projects may emit toxic air contaminants

(TACs). TACs collectively refer to a diverse gr
oup of air pollutants that are capable of

causing chronic (i.e., of long-duration) and acu
te (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse

effects to human health, including carcinogenic
 effects. Human health effects of TACs

include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer
, and mortality. There are hundreds of

different types of TACs with varying degrees 
of toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly

in the health risk they present; at a given level
 of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard

that is many times greater than another.

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not hav
e ambient air quality standards but are

regulated by the BAAQMD using arisk-based 
approach to determine which sources and

pollutants to control as well as the degree of 
control. A health risk assessment is an

analysis in which human health exposure 
to toxic substances is estimated, and

considered together with information regar
ding the toxic potency of the substances, to

provide quantitative estimates of health risks
.45

Air pollution does not affect every individual in 
the population in the same way, and

some groups are more sensitive to adverse hea
lth effects than others. Land uses such as

residences, schools, children's day care centers, 
hospitals, and nursing and convalescent

homes are considered to be the most sensitive 
to poor air quality because the population

45 ~ general, a health risk assessment is required if 
the BAAQMD concludes that projected emissio

ns of a

specific air toxic compound from a proposed n
ew or modified source suggest a potential public

 health

risk. The applicant is then subject to a heal
th risk assessment far the source in questio

n. Such an

assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-
term effects, estimating the increased risk of 

cancer as a

result of exposure to one ar more TACs.

Case No. 2013.1757E 
79 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or,
as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than that for other
land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as sensitive receptors. Exposure
assessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be exposed to air
pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days per year, for 70 years. Therefore, assessments of air
pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes
of all population groups.

Exposures to fine particulate matter (PMz.$) are strongly associated with mortality,
respiratory diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as
hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease.46 In addition to PMz.s, diesel particulate
matter (DPM) is also of concern. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) identified
DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in
humans 47 The estimated cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher
than the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region.
In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of
TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to conduct a citywide health risk
assessment based on an inventory and assessment of air pollution and exposures from
mobile, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality,
termed the "Air Pollutant Exposure Zone," were identified based on health-protective
criteria that considers estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine particulate matter,
proximity to freeways, and locations with particularly vulnerable populations. The
project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Each of the Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria is discussed below.

Excess Cancer Risk. The above 100 per .one million persons (100 excess cancer risk)
criteria is based on United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) guidance
for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility
and community-scale leve1.48 As described by the BAAQMD, the USEPA considers a
cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the "acceptable" range of cancer risk.
Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for

46 SFDPH, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intro-Urban Roadways: Guidance forLand Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008.
47 California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, "The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process:Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines;' October 1998.
48 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds ofSignificance, October 2009, page 67.
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Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaki
ng,49 the USEPA states that it "...strives

to provide maximum feasible protection agai
nst risks to health from hazardous air

pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest numb
er of persons possible to an individual

lifetime risk level no higher than approximate
ly one in one million and (2) limiting to no

higher than approximately one in ten thousan
d [100 in one million] the estimated risk

that a person living near a plant would have 
if he or she were exposed to the maximum

pollutant concentrations for 70 years." The 100
 per one million excess cancer cases is also

consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the
 most pristine portions of the Bay Area

based on BAAQMD regional modeling.
5o

Fine Particulate Matter. In April 2011, the U
SEPA published Policy Assessment for the

Particulate Matter Review of the National Ambient A
ir Quality Standards, "Particulate Matter

Policy Assessment." In this document, USEP
A staff concludes that the then current

federal annual PMz.s standard of 15 µg/m3 shou
ld be revised to a level within the range

of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly sup
porting a standard within the range of 12 to

11 µg/m3. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 
for San Francisco is based on the health

protective PMZ.s standard of 11 µg/m3, as sup
ported by the USEPA's Particulate Matter

Policy Assessment, although lowered to 10
 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in

accurately predicting air pollutant concentratio
ns using emissions modeling programs.

Proximity to Freeways. According to the Califo
rnia Air Resources Board, studies have

shown an association between the proximity 
of sensitive land uses to freeways and a

variety of respiratory symptoms, asthma exac
erbations, and decreases in lung function

in children. Siting sensitive uses in close prox
imity to freeways increases both exposure

to air pollution and the potential for advers
e health effects. As evidence shows that

sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot 
buffer of any freeway are at an increased

health risk from air pollution,51 lots that are
 within 500 feet of freeways are included in

the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.

Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the BAAQMD's evaluation of health

vulnerability in the Bay Area, those zip code
s (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in

the worst quintile of Bay Area Health vulne
rability scores as a result of air pollution-

related causes were afforded additional pro
tection by lowering the standards for

49 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989
.

50 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justificat
ion Report, California Environmental Quality Act

 Thresholds of

Significance, October 2009, page 67.

51 California Air Resources Board, Air Quality
 and Lnnd Use Handbook: A Community Health P

erspective. April

2005. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.go
v/ch/landuse.htm.
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identifying lots in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: (1) an excess cancer risk greater
than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PMz.s concentrations in excess of 9
µg~ms.52

The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving a series
of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as
the Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or
Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective December 8, 2014) (Article 38). T'he
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. In
addition, projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration
to determine whether the project's activities would add a substantial amount of
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality.

Construction Air Quality Impacts

Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from
construction and long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses
construction-related air quality impacts resulting from the proposed project.

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project's construction activities would generate fugitive dustand criteria air pollutants, but would not violate an air quality standard, contributesubstantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulativelyconsiderable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Less than Significant)
Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and
PM in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions).
Emissions of ozone precursors and PM are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel
from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that
involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The proposed
project includes the demolition of an existing one-story commercial building and the
construction of a new seven-story, approximately 84-foot-tall, mixed-use building with
33 dwelling units and ground-floor commercial space. During the projects

52 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014 Air PollutantExposure Zone Map (Memo and Map), April 9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board ofSupervisors File No. 14806, Ordinance No. 224-14
Amendment to Health Code Article 38
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approximately 18-month construction period, con
struction activities would have the

potential to result in emissions of ozone precursors
 and PM, as discussed below.

Fugitive Dust

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading,
 and other construction activities may

cause wind-blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local

atmosphere. Although there are federal standards 
for air pollutants and implementation

of state and regional air quality control plans, air
 pollutants continue to have impacts on

human health throughout the country. Californi
a has found that particulate matter

exposure can cause health effects at lower levels 
than national standards. The current

health burden of particulate matter demands that,
 where possible, public agencies take

feasible available actions to reduce sources of par
ticulate matter exposure. According to

the ARB, reducing particulate matter PMz.s concent
rations to state and federal standards

of 12 µg/m3 in the San Francisco Bay Area wou
ld prevent between 200 and 1,300

premature deaths.53

Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irri
tation to the lungs, nose, and throat.

Demolition, excavation, grading, and other. construct
ion activities can cause wind-blown

dust that adds particulate matter to the local at
mosphere. Depending on exposure,

adverse health effects can occur due to this particu
late matter in general and also due to

specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that 
may be constituents of soil.

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisor
s approved a series of amendments to

the San Francisco Building and Health Codes
 generally referred hereto as the

Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance
 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with

the intent of reducing the quantity of dust genera
ted during site preparation, demolition

and construction work in order to protect the he
alth of the general public and of onsite

workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and 
to avoid orders to stop work by the

Department of Building Inspection (DBI).

The Ordinance requires that all site preparation 
work, demolition, or other construction

activities within San Francisco that have the po
tential to create dust or to expose or

disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square fe
et of soil comply with specified dust

control measures whether or not the activity requ
ires a permit from DBI. The Director of

DBI may waive this requirement for activities on
 sites less than one half-acre that are

unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.

53 ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Asso
ciated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airb

orne

Particulate Matter in California, Staff Report, Table 4c
, October 24, 2008.

Case No. 2013.1757E 
83 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and
the contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required
to use the following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices
that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director. Dust
suppression activities may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to
prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary
whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. During excavation and dirt-moving
activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and
intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles
(where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or
500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand,
road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or
equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques.
CCSF Ordinance 175-91 restricts the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust
control activities undertaken in conjunction with any construction or demolition project
occurring within the boundaries of San Francisco, unless permission is obtained from
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). Non-potable water must be
used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and
demolition. The SFPUC operates a recycled water truck-fill station at the Southeast
Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these activities at no
charge.

Criteria Air Pollutants

As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air
pollutants from the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. To assist lead
agencies in determining whether short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions
require further analysis as to whether the project may exceed the criteria air pollutant
significance thresholds shown in Table 4, above, the BAAQMD, in its CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines (May 2011), developed screening criteria. If a proposed project meets the
screening criteria, then construction of the project would result in less-than-significant
criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may require a
detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions
would exceed significance thresholds. The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines note that the
screening levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield54 sites
without any form of mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the

54 A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial,residential, or industrial projects.
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screening criteria do not account for project design features, attributes, or 
local

development requirements that could also 
result in lower emissions.

The proposed project includes the dem
olition of an existing one-story commerc

ial

building and the construction of a new s
even-story, approximately 84-foot-tall, mix

ed-

use building with 33 dwelling units and
 ground-floor commercial space.. The si

ze of

proposed construction activities (33 dwel
ling units) would be below the criteria 

air

pollutant screening sizes for mid-rise ap
artments (494 dwelling units) identified 

in the

BAAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Guideline
s. Thus, quantification of construction-rel

ated

criteria air pollutant emissions is not req
uired and the proposed project's constru

ction

activities would result in aless-than-signi
ficant criteria air pollutant impact.

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project's co
nstruction activities would generate toxic 

air

contaminants, including diesel particul
ate matter, but would not expose sen

sitive

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrat
ions. (Less than Significant)

As discussed above, the project site is not 
within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Wi

th

regards to construction emissions, of
f-road equipment (which includes constru

ction-

related equipment) is a large contributor 
to DPM emissions in California, although s

ince

2007, the ARB has found the emission
s to be substantially lower than previou

sly

expected.55 Newer and more refined emi
ssion inventories have substantially lower

ed

the estimates of DPM emissions from off-
road equipment such that off-road equipme

nt

is now considered the sixth largest sou
rce of DPM emissions in California.56 

This

reduction in emissions is due, in part, to ef
fects of the economic recession and ref

ined

emissions estimation methodologies. For
 example, revised PM emission estimates 

for

the year 2010, which DPM is a major c
omponent of total PM, have decreased by

 83

percent from previous 2010 emission esti
mates for the SFBAAB.57 Approximately h

alf of

the reduction can be attributed to the ec
onomic recession and approximately half can

 be

55 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for
 Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments

 to the Regulation

for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and
 the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requ

irements, p1 and p.

13 (Figure 4), October 2010.

56 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons 
for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendment

s to the Regulation

for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets an
d the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet R

equirements, October

2010.

57 ARB, "In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 20
11 Inventory Model," Query accessed o

nline, April 2, 2012,

http://www. arb.ca. gov/msei/categories.ht
m#inuse_or_category .

Case No. 2013.1757E 
85 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



attributed to updated assumptions independent of the economic recession (e.g., updated
methodologies used to better assess construction emissions).58

Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road
equipment. Specifically, both the USEPA and California have set emissions standards for
new off-road equipment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission
standards were phased in between 1996 and 2000 and Tier 4 Interim and Final emission
standards for all new engines would be phased in between 2008 and 2015. To meet the
Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new
engines with advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full benefits of these
regulations will not be realized for several years, the USEPA estimates that by
implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by
more than 90 percent s9

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

"Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC
emissions in most cases would be temporary, especially considering the short
amount of time such equipment is typically within an influential distance that
would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations.
Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 70
percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (ARB 2005). In addition, current
models and methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated
with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate
well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities.
This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk."6o

Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to produce
overestimated assessments of long-term health risks. However, within the Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone, as discussed above, additional construction activity may adversely
affect populations that are already at a higher risk for adverse long-term health risks
from existing sources of air pollution.

58 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulationfor In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October2010.

59 United State Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), "Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,"May 2004.
60 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 8-6.
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Although on-road heavy-duty diesel vehicles
 and off-road equipment would be used

during the 18-month construction duration, em
issions would be temporary and variable

in nature and would not be expected to exp
ose sensitive receptors to substantial air

pollutants. Furthermore, the proposed proje
ct would be subject to, and would comply

with, California regulations limiting idling to n
o more than five minutes,61 which would

further reduce nearby sensitive receptor exp
osure to temporary and variable DPM

emissions. Therefore, because the project site
 is not within the Air Pollutant Exposure

Zone and construction activities would be te
mporary and variable over the 18-month

construction period, TAC emissions would r
esult in aless-than-significant impact to

sensitive receptors.

Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the p
roposed project would result in emissions

of criteria air pollutants, but not at levels th
at would violate an air quality standard,

confiribute to an existing or projected air qu
ality violation, or result in a cumulatively

considerable net increase in criteria air pollutant
s. (Less than Significant)

As discussed above in Impact AQ-1, the B
AAQMD, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines

(May 2011), has developed screening criteri
a to determine whether a project requires an

analysis of project-generated criteria air polluta
nts. If all the screening criteria are met by

a proposed project, then the lead agency 
or applicant does not need to perform a

detailed air quality assessment.

The proposed project includes the demoli
tion of an existing one-story commercial

building and the. construction of a new sev
en-story, approximately 84-foot-tall, mixed-

use building with 33 dwelling units and ground-floor commercial spac
e. The

introduction of new dwelling units would inc
lude an estimated 155 daily vehicle trips

and 23 p.m. peak vehicle trips. The propose
d project at 33 dwelling units would be

below the criteria air pollutant screening siz
es for mid-rise apartments (494 dwelling

units) identified in the BAAQMD's CEQA Air
 Quality Guidelines. Thus, quantification of

project-generated criteria air pollutant emissio
ns is not required, and the proposed

project would not exceed any of the signific
ance thresholds for criteria air pollutants,

and would result in less than significant impa
ct with respect to criteria air pollutants.

61 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Divi
sion 3, ~ 2485 (on-road) and g 2449(d)(2) (o

ff-road).
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Impact AQ-4: During project operations, the proposed project would generate toxic aircontaminants, including diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitivereceptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant)
As discussed above, the project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.However, the proposed project would site sensitive land uses (residential), as discussedbelow.

Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants

Vehicle Trips. Individual projects result in emissions of toxic air contaminants primarily
as a result of an increase in vehicle trips. The BAAQMD considers roads with less than
10,000 vehicles per day "minor, low-impact" sources that do not pose a significant
health impact even in combination with other nearby sources and recommends that
these sources be excluded from the environmental analysis. The proposed project's 155
daily (and 23 p.m. peak hour) vehicle trips would be well below this level and would be
distributed among the local roadway network, therefore an assessment of project-
generated TACs resulting from vehicle trips is not required, and the proposed project
would not generate a substantial amount of TAC emissions that could affect nearby
sensitive receptors.

Siting Sensitive Land Uses

The proposed project would include development of 33 dwelling units (residences) and
is considered a sensitive land use for purposes of air quality evaluation. The proposed
project would not site sensitive land uses within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,
therefore, the proposed project would result in aless-than-significant impact with
respect to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air pollution.

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementafiionof, the 2010 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Signifiicant).
The most recently adopted air quality plan for the SFBAAB is the 2010 Clean Air Plan.
The 2010 Clean Air Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area
will achieve compliance with the state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable
and how the region will reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to
neighboring air basins. In determining consistency with the 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP),
this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the primary goals of the
CAP, (2) include applicable control measures from the CAP, and (3) avoid disrupting or
hindering implementation of control measures identified in the CAP.

Case No. 2013.1757E 88 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



The primary goals of the CAP are to: (1) reduce emissions an
d decrease concentrations

of harmful pollutants, (2) safeguard the public health by red
ucing exposure to air

pollutants that pose the greatest health risk, and (3) reduce gre
enhouse gas emissions.

To meet the primary goals, the CAP recommends specific contro
l measures and actions.

These control measures are grouped into various categories and
 include stationary and

area source measures, mobile source measures, transportati
on control measures, land

use measures, and energy and climate measures. The CAP rec
ognizes that to a great

extent, community design dictates individual travel mode, 
and that a key long-term

control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, a
ir toxics, and greenhouse

gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area g
rowth into vibrant urban

communities where goods and services are close at hand, an
d people have a range of

viable transportation options. To this end, the 2010 Clean Air 
Plan includes 55 control

measures aimed at reducing air pollution in the SFBAAB.

The measures most applicable to the proposed project a
re transportation control

measures and energy and climate control measures. 'The propos
ed project's impact with

respect to GHGs are discussed in Section E.7 (Greenhouse G
as Emissions), which

demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the a
pplicable provisions of

the City's Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy.

The compact development of the proposed project and hi
gh availability of viable

transportation options ensure that residents could bicycle, wal
k, and ride transit to and

from the project site instead of taking trips via private automobile
. These features ensure

that the project would avoid substantial growth in automobile 
trips and vehicle miles

traveled. The proposed project's anticipated 155 net new daily
 vehicle trips would result

in a negligible increase in air pollutant emissions. Furthermore
, the proposed project

would be generally consistent with the San Francisco General Plan,
 as discussed in Section

E.4 (Transportation). Transportation control measures that are
 identified in the 2010

Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Pla
n and the Planning Code,

for example, through the City's Transit First Policy, bicycle p
arking requirements, and

transit impact development fees. Compliance with these require
ments would ensure the

project includes relevant transportation control measures spec
ified in the 2010 Clean Air

Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable
 control measures

identified in the CAP to the meet the CAP's primary goals.

Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay 
of Clean Air Plan control

measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a tra
nsit line or bike path, or

projects that propose excessive parking beyond parking requi
rements. The proposed

project would add a new mixed-use building to a dense, wa
lkable urban area near a
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concentration of regional and local transit service. It would not preclude the extension of
a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement, and thus would not
disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the CAP.

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

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

Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills,
transfer stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants,
chemical manufacturing facilities, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops,
rendering plants, and coffee roasting facilities. During construction, diesel exhaust from
construction equipment would generate some odors. However, construction-related
odors would be temporary and would not persist upon project completion.
Observations conducted by Planning Department Staff indicate that the project site is
not substantially affected by sources of odors. Additionally, the proposed project
includes the demolition of an existing one-story commercial building and the
construction of a new seven-story, mixed-use, building, and would therefore not create a
significant sources of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

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

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative
impact. Emissions from past, present and future projects contribute to the region s
adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient
in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a
project's individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality
impacts.62 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by
which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result

62 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 2-1.
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in a considerable net increase in
 criteria air pollutants. Therefore, bec

ause the proposed

project's construction (Impact AQ-
1) and operational (Impact AQ-3) 

emissions would

not exceed the project-level thr
esholds for criteria air pollutants, t

he proposed project

would not be considered to res
ult in a cumulatively considerabl

e contribution to

regional air quality impacts.

Although the project would add n
ew sensitive land uses and new sou

rces of TACs (e.g.,

new vehicle trips and stationary s
ources, the project site is not loc

ated within an Air

Pollutant Exposure Zone. The proje
ct's incremental increase in localize

d TAC emissions

resulting from new vehicle trips a
nd a new source (i.e., back-up ge

nerator) would be

minor and would not contribute subs
tantially to cumulative TAC emis

sions that could

affect nearby and proposed sen
sitive land uses. Therefore, cumu

lative air quality

impacts would be considered less t
han significant.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less ThanSignificant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics:

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable7. 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 adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change represent cumulativeimpacts. GHG emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverseenvironmental impacts of global climate change. No single project could generateenough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead,the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects havecontributed and will contribute to global climate change and its associatedenvironmental impacts.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has prepared guidelinesand methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQAGuidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5 which address the analysis and determinationof significant impacts from a proposed project's GHG emissions. CEQA GuidelinesSection 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHGemissions resulting from a project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for publicagencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as part of a larger plan for thereduction of greenhouse gases and describes the required contents of such a plan.Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(GHG Reduction Strategy)63 which presents a comprehensive assessment of policies,programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco's Qualified GHGReduction Strategy in compliance with CEQA guidelines. The actions outlined in thestrategy have resulted in a 14.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2010 comparedto 1990 levels, exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD's 2010

63 San Francisco Planning Department Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2010.The final document is available online at: htt~:llwww.sf-~lnnning.org/index.nspx?page=2627.
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Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3- 
05,64 and Assembly Bill 32 (also kno

wn as the

Global Warming Solutions 
Act.)65,66

Given that the City's local greenhou
se gas reduction targets are more agg

ressive than

the State and Region's 2020 GHG red
uction targets and consistent with the

 long-term

2050 reduction targets, the City's Gree
nhouse Gas Reduction Strategy is cons

istent with

the goals of EO S-3-05, AB 32, and 
the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. Th

erefore,

proposed projects that are consistent wi
th the City's Greenhouse Gas Reductio

n Strategy

would be consistent with the goals of EO
 5-3-05, AB 32, and the Bay Area 2010 C

lean Air

Plan, would not conflict with these 
plans, and would therefore not e

xceed San

Francisco's applicable GHG threshold o
f significance.

The following analysis of the proposed p
roject's impact on climate change focuse

s on the

project's contribution to cumulatively si
gnificant GHG emissions. Given the an

alysis is

in a cumulative context, this section
 does not include an individual proj

ect-specific

impact statement.

Impact GGG-1: The proposed project wo
uld generate greenhouse gas emissions

, but not

at levels that would result in a signifi
cant impact on the environment or conflict

 with any

policy, plan, or regulation adopted f
or the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas

 emissions.

(Less than Significant)

Individual projects contribute to the c
umulative effects of climate change by 

directly or

indirectly emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct

operational emissions include GHG em
issions from new vehicle trips and ar

ea sources

(natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions incl
ude emissions from electricity

providers, energy required to pump, t
reat, and convey water, and emissions

 associated

with waste removal, disposal, and landfil
l operations.

The proposed project would increase the
 activity onsite by the addition of a new

 84-foot-

tall, seven-story, mixed-use building 33
 dwelling units and approximately 2,

000 sq. ft.

for ground-floor retail use. Therefore,
 the proposed project would contribute 

to annual

long-term increases in GHGs as a resu
lt of increased vehicle trips (mobile sou

rces) and

64 Executive Order 5-3-05, sets forth a ser
ies of target dates by which statewide 

emissions of GHGs need to

be progressively reduced, as follows: b
y 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 20

00 levels (approximately 457

million MTCOzE); by 2020, reduce emiss
ions to 1990 levels (estimated at 427

 million MTCOzE); and by

2050 reduce emissions to 80 percen
t below 19901evels (approximately 85 

million MTCOzE).

65 San Francisco Department of Environm
ent (DOE), San Francisco Climate Action

 Strategy, 2013 Update.

66 ~e Clean Air Plan, Executive Orde
r 5-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 goals, 

among others, are to reduce

GHGs in the year 2020 to 19901evels.
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residential and commercial operations that result in an increase in energy use, water useand wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would alsoresult in temporary increases in GHG emissions.

The proposed project would be subject to and required to comply with severalregulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG ReductionStrategy. The regulations that are applicable to the proposed project include theCommuter Benefits Ordinance, Emergency Ride Home Program, Transit ImpactDevelopment Fee, Bicycle Parking requirements, Street Tree Planting Requirements forNew Construction, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, SF GreenBuilding Requirements for Energy Efficiency, and Stormwater Management.
These regulations, as outlined in San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse GasEmissions, have proven effective as San Francisco's GHG emissions have measurablyreduced when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has metand exceeded EO S-3-05, AB 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan GHG reductiongoals for the year 2020. The proposed project was determined to be consistent with SanFrancisco's GHG Reduction Strategy.67 Other existing regulations, such as thoseimplemented through AB 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project's contributionto climate change. Therefore, the proposed projects GHG emissions would not conflictwith state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations, and thus theproposed project's contribution to GHG emissions would not be cumulativelyconsiderable or generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have asignificant impact on the environment. As such, the proposed project would result in aless-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. No mitigation measures arenecessary.

67 Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist. November 3, 2014. This document is on file andavailable for public review as part of Case File No. 2013.1757E.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No Not

Topics:
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

8. WIND AND SHADOW—Would the project:

a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affe
cts ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

public areas?

b) Create new shadow in a manner that
❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

substantially affects outdoor recreation 
facilities

or other public areas?

Impact WS-1: The proposed project would 
not alter wind in a manner that substanti

ally

affects public areas. (Less than Significant)

Winds in San Francisco are generally from t
he west, off the Pacific Ocean. Wind speeds

,

in general, are greatest in the spring and
 summer, and least in fall. Daily variat

ion in

wind speed is evident, with the strongest w
ind in the late afternoon and lightest win

ds

in the morning. Westerly to northwesterl
y winds are the most frequent and stron

gest

winds during all seasons in San Francisco
. Of the 16 primary wind directions, four w

ind

directions (northwest, west-northwest, w
est, and west-southwest) have the great

est

frequency of occurrence and also make up
 the majority of the strong winds that occur.

Wind speeds can affect the comfort of p
edestrians. Winds up to 4 mph have 

no

noticeable effect on pedestrian comfort
. When winds range from 4 to 8 mp

h, a

pedestrian typically feels wind on the face
. Between 8 and 13 mph, winds will dis

turb

hair and cause clothing to flap. With win
ds between 13 and 19 mph, loose paper,

 dust,

and dry soil will be raised. The force of 
winds from 19 to 26 mph can be felt on the 

body.

When winds range from 26 to 34 mph, it be
comes difficult to use an umbrella and to

walk steadily, and wind noise is unpleasa
nt. Above 34 mph, winds can increase

difficulty with balance and pedestrians ca
n be in danger of being blown over by gus

ts of

wind.

Regulatory Framework

Because of these wind-inducing effects tha
t large buildings can cause, proposed larg

e-

scale buildings in the City of San Fra
ncisco are evaluated to consider the wi

nd

generation associated with their developm
ent. Proposed buildings are assessed bas

ed on

specific comfort criteria established by th
e City in order to maintain a comfortable w

ind

environment. When necessary, such imp
acts can be reduced or avoided thro

ugh
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appropriate building articulation to limit large flat building facades that would divertwind into a street or public right-of-way.

Section 148 of the Planning Code establishes wind criteria to determine impacts for thepurposes of environmental review in C-3 use districts. The Planning Department usesthe wind hazard criterion and pedestrian-comfort criteria from Section 148 forevaluating the wind impacts of a proposed building located anywhere in the City.Section 148 identifies comfort levels of 7 mph equivalent wind speed for public seatingareas, and 11 mph equivalent wind speed for areas of substantial pedestrian use. Thesecomfort levels are not to be exceeded more than ten percent of the time between thehours of 7:00 am and 6:00 pm. The project site is located within the C-2 (CommunityBusiness) zoning district and not located within a C-3 zoning district. Thus, PlanningCode Section 148 would not apply to the proposed project.

However, the Planning Department, as the lead agency, uses the Planning Code's windhazard criterion and pedestrian-comfort criteria for the implementation of CEQA and toevaluate potential wind impacts of a proposed building located anywhere in the city,including the project site. The height of the proposed residential building triggers awind analysis study in order to ensure that the project will not exceed the comfortcriteria (ground level wind levels not to exceed 11mph in areas of substantial pedestrianuse or 7mph in public seating areas) established in Section 148 of the Planning Code.

Wind Analysis

A wind evaluation was prepared for the proposed project.68 The following discussionrelies on the information provided in the analysis.

Ground-level wind accelerations near buildings are controlled by exposure, massing andorientation. Exposure is a measure of the extent that the building extends abovesurrounding structures into the wind stream. A building that is surrounded by tallerstructures is not likely to cause adverse wind accelerations at ground level, while even asmall building can cause wind problems if it is freestanding and exposed. A buildingtaller than its immediate surroundings could intercept winds and deflect them. downtowards the ground level, particularly if it is oriented so that a large, unarticulated wallcatches a prevailing wind. This can cause wind flow accelerations around building

68 Donald Ballanti, Consulting Meteorologist -Wind Evaluation of the Proposed 240 Pacific Avenue Project, SanFrancisco. December 19, 2014. This document is on file and available for public review as part of Case FileNo. 2013.1757E.
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corners. When the gap between two build
ings is aligned with the prevailing winds,

 high

wind activity is expected along this gap.

The project site is located in the southwe
st corner of the block bounded by Pacific

Avenue, Battery Street, Broadway Street 
and Front Street in San Francisco's Financia

l

District. The project site is L-shaped and f
ronts both Pacific Avenue and Battery Street

and is currently occupied by a parking
 lot and aone-story, approximately 15-foot

-tall,

building. Building heights in the project b
lock vary from one to seven stories. West an

d

northwest of the of the project site the heigh
t of existing buildings is generally four-s

ix

stories. The site is abutted to the east by an 
existing seven-story residential building. The

terrain around the project is generally l
evel with no slopes or substantial changes

 in

grade.

Evaluation of Project Wind Effects

The proposed seven-story building, as a w
hole, would be constructed so that its l

ong

axis is aligned approximately west to east. 
Therefore, the long axis of the building wou

ld

be aligned along prevailing winds, whi
ch would minimize the amount of win

d

intercepted by western facade of the propos
ed building. An existing three-story build

ing

located at the corner of Pacific and Battery
 would remain, sheltering a good portion 

of

the western facade of the proposed buil
ding. The northern facade of the propose

d

building would be partially sheltered by an
 existing two-story building, as well as large

r

three- to four-story buildings across the stre
et on Battery Street.

For the prevailing wind directions (northwes
t through west), the project site is at leas

t

partially sheltered by existing structures. Th
is means that only a few upper floors woul

d

be exposed to prevailing winds. The prop
osed project has a very complex shape wi

th

numerous cut-outs and setbacks formin
g terraces. Due to the complexity of t

he

proposed facades, any wind accelerations 
generated by building would be light. Als

o,

the location of adjacent buildings result in
 any wind accelerations occurring over th

e

rooftop of adjacent buildings where they w
ould not affect pedestrian spaces adjacen

t

the project.

In summary, the project's exposure to prev
ailing winds would be limited due to she

lter

provided by existing buildings, as well as t
he proposed building's east-west alignment

,

complex design, and small dimensions. F
urther, the proposed project is not locate

d

within an area known to be affected by stro
ng winds. In consideration of the exposure,

massing and orientation of the proposed project
, the wind evaluation concluded that the
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proposed project would not have the potential to cause substantial changes to theexisting wind environment in pedestrian areas adjacent or near the site.

Wind impacts are generally caused by large building masses extending substantiallyabove their surroundings, and by buildings oriented such that a large wall catches aprevailing wind, particularly if such a wall includes little or no articulation. Since theproposed project would not be substantially taller than nearby buildings, and thedevelopment in the project vicinity is generally of a low-rise nature, with nearbybuildings not exceeding more than seven stories, the proposed project would not resultin adverse effects on ground-level winds. In addition, the proposed project does nothave the potential to cause significant changes to the wind environment in pedestrianareas adjacent or near the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would result in aless-than-significant wind impact.

In light of the above, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impactson wind in public areas.

Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not result in new shadows in a manner thatsubstantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (Less thanSignificant)

Planning Code Section 295, which was adopted in response to Proposition K (passedNovember 1984), mandates that new structures above 40 feet in height that would castadditional shadows on properties under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquiredby, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRI'D) can only be approvedby the Planning Commission (based on recommendation from the Recreation and ParksCommission) if the shadow is determined to be insignificant or not adverse to the use ofthe park. Within the vicinity of the project site, there are several existing parks and openspace areas that are either privately-owned or under the jurisdiction of the SFRPD.These include the Sydney G. Walton Square (located at Pacific Avenue and Front Street),Maritime Plaza (located at Battery Street and Washington Street), Sue Bierman Park(located at Washington Street and Drumm Street), and the Transamerica Redwood Park(located at Sansome Street and Washington Street).

The proposed building would be 84 feet in height. To determine whether this proposedproject would conform to Section 295, a shadow fan analysis was prepared by Planning
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Department staff.69 The shadow fan indicated 
that project shadows could not reach any

site under Recreation and Park Commissio
n jurisdiction. However, the shadow fan

indicates that the proposed project could cas
t shadows on Sydney G. Walton Square, a

publicly accessible open space that is not 
under the jurisdiction of the SFRPD. The

shadow fan does not take into account the p
resence of intervening buildings or shadow

already cast on this facility. In considering e
xisting buildings adjacent to the project site,

the existing seven-story residential building
 immediately adjacent at 733 Front Street

already casts shadow on Sydney G. Walton S
quare, thus the proposed project would not

cast any new shadow on this facility.

The proposed project would add new shade t
o portions of the project site as well as to

surrounding properties. However, because of 
the height of the proposed building and

the configuration of existing buildings in the 
vicinity, the net new shading that would

result from the project's construction would 
be limited in scope, and would not increase

the total amount of shading above levels 
that are common and generally accepted in

urban areas. Due to the dense urban fabric 
of the city, the loss of sunlight on private

residences or property is rarely considered t
o be a significant environmental impact and

the limited increase in shading as a resul
t of the proposed project would not be

considered a significant impact under CEQA.

Therefore, the proposed project would not
 result in new shadows in a manner that

substantially affects outdoor recreation facil
ities or other public areas, and this impact

would be less than significant.

Impact C-WS-1: The proposed project, in 
combination with other past, present, and

reasonably foreseeable projects, would not res
ult in cumulatively considerable impacts

related to wind and shadow. (Less than Signifi
cant)

Based on the discussion above, the propos
ed project's effects on wind and shadow

would be limited. There are no nearby project
s that are large enough (or of similar size

to the proposed project) that their wind effec
ts, in combination with wind effects of the

proposed project, could result in a cumula
tive significant effect on pedestrian-level

winds. The Wind Evaluation conducted for the
 proposed project concluded that with the

addition of the proposed project, no new
 wind hazards would be created under

cumulative conditions.

69 Christopher Espiritu, San Francisco Pl
anning Department, Preliminary Shadow Fa

n Analysis. April

2015. This document is available for public re
view at the Planning Department, 1650 Miss

ion Street, San

Francisco, as part of Case No. 2013.1757E.
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Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
.foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable wind
impact.

As previously described, the proposed project would not cast new shadow on parks
protected by Section 295 such as Maritime Plaza and Sue Bierman Park. The proposed
project would not be tall enough to cast new shadows that would interact with shadows
of cumulative projects proposed nearby. Further, the proposed project would not
contribute to a cumulative shadow impact on the public open spaces in the project
vicinity. Thus the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects proposed in the vicinity, would not result in a
cumulatively considerable shadow impact.

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Notlmpac! lncorporafed Impact Impact Applicable

9. RECREATION—Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood 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 the ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

c) Physically degrade existing recreational ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑resources?

The proposed project would include the development of 33 residential units and
approximately 2,009 square feet of ground-floor commercial uses on three existing
parcels with one parcel containing an existing one-story commercial building. The new
residents of the proposed project would be served by the San Francisco Recreation and
Parks Department (SFRI'D), which administers more than 220 parks, playgrounds, and
open spaces throughout the City, as well as recreational facilities including recreation
centers, swimming pools, golf courses, and athletic fields, tennis courts, and basketball
courts.~~ The project site is located within an intensely developed urban neighborhood,
and does not contain large regional park facilities, but includes a number of

~~ San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department. Available online at: sfrecpark.org. Accessed May 2015.
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neighborhood parks and open spaces, 
as well as other recreational facilities. T

he 2014

Final Recreation and Open Space Elem
ent of the San Francisco General Plan id

entified

areas of "high-need," which are given 
highest priority for the construction of ne

w parks

and recreation improvements. The proj
ect site is located within proximate dista

nce to

some medium- and higher- need area
s, but are currently served by existin

g SFRI'D

facilities.

Impact RE-1: The proposed project woul
d not result in substantial increase in the 

use of

existing parks and recreational faciliti
es, the deterioration of such facilities,

 include

recreation facilities, or require the e
xpansion of recreational facilities, or ph

ysically

degrade existing recreational resources. 
(Less than Significant)

Within the vicinity of the project site, the
re are several existing parks and open

 space

areas that are both privately-owned a
nd under the jurisdiction of the SFRI'

D. These

include:

Sydney G. Walton Square (Pacific A
venue and Front Street): An approxima

tely

1.66-acre privately-owned park, located
 approximately one block (300 feet) eas

t

of the project site.

• Maritime Plaza (Battery Street and Wa
shington Street): An approximately 2.01

-

acre plaza, under the jurisdiction of
 the SFRI'D, located approximately t

wo

blocks (800 feet) south of the project site
.

• Sue Bierman Park (Washington Street an
d Drumm Street): An approximately 4.3-

acre park, under the jurisdiction of 
the SFIZPD, located approximately thr

ee

blocks (900 feet) southeast of the project
 site

• Transamerica Redwood Park (Sansom
e Street and Washington Street): An

approximately 1.92-acre privately-owned park, located approximately four

blocks (900 feet) southwest of the projec
t site.

The proposed project would provide pas
sive recreational uses onsite for the r

esidents,

including 1,155 sq ft of common open
 space on the sixth and seventh floors a

nd an

additiona12,948 sq ft of private open spac
e for 10 units out of the 33 total residenc

es. The

common open spaces on the sixth an
d seventh floors would be accessible 

only to

building residents. In addition, resident
s of the proposed residential units wo

uld be

within walking distance of the above-note
d parks and open spaces.

Although the proposed project would introduce a new permanent population

(approximately 71 residents) to the proje
ct site, the estimated number of new 

residents

would not be large enough so as to s
ubstantially increase demand for or use 

of either

neighborhood parks and recreational f
acilities (discussed above) or citywide 

facilities
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such as Golden Gate Park, such that substantial physical deterioration would beexpected. The estimated 71 new residential population on the site and the incrementalon-site daytime population growth that would result from the proposed 2,009 sq ftground-floor commercial use would not require the construction of new recreationalfacilities or the expansion of existing facilities. The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to existing recreational facilities, and would notcontribute substantially to cumulative effects.

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, orreasonably foreseeable projects would result in less-than-significant impacts torecreational resources. (Less than Significant)
Recreational facility use in the project area would likely increase with the developmentof the proposed project, especially in combination with other reasonably foreseeableresidential and mixed-use development projects in the vicinity. However, eachindividual project would be subject to compliance with the City's open spacerequirements, as defined in the Planning Code. In addition, as described above, a numberof public open space and recreational facilities exist in the vicinity of the project site.Thus, cumulative impacts on recreational resources would be less than significant.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than

Sign cant Mitigation Significant No Not

Topics:
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—

Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements
 of ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

the applicable Regional Water Quality Co
ntrol

Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new
❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

water or wastewater treatment facilities or

expansion of existing facilities, the constr
uction

of which could cause significant environ
mental

effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of n
ew ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

storm water drainage facilities or expansio
n of

existing facilities, the construction of which

could cause significant environmental eff
ects?

d) Have sufficient water supply available to se
rve ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

the project from existing entitlements and

resources, or require new or expanded wa
ter

supply resources or entitlements?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewa
ter ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

treatment provider that would serve the pr
oject

that it has inadequate capacity to serve the

project's projected demand in addition to 
the

provider's existing commitments?

~ Be served by a landfill with sufficient permi
tted ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

capacity to accommodate the project's solid

waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local sta
tutes ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

and regulations related to solid waste?

The project site is within an urban a
rea that is served by utility service s

ystems,

including water, wastewater and storm
 water collection and treatment, and solid

 waste

collection and disposal. The proposed 
project would add new daytime and nig

httime

population to the site that would increa
se the demand for utilities and service s

ystems

on the site, but not in excess of amounts 
expected and provided for in the project ar

ea.

Impact UT-1: The proposed project woul
d not significantly affect wastewater c

olleckion

and treatment facilities and would n
ot require or result in the constructio

n of new

stormwater drainage facilities, wastew
ater treatment facilities, or eupansion o

f existing

facilities. (Less than Significant)

The project site is served by San Franc
isco's combined sewer system, which

 handles

both sewage and stormwater runoff
. The Southeast Water Pollution Cont

rol Plant

(Southeast Plant) provides wastewate
r and stormwater treatment and manag

ement for
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the east side of the city, including the project site. No new sewer or stormwater facilitiesor construction would be needed to serve the proposed project. The proposed projectwould meet the wastewater pre-treatment requirements of the San Francisco PublicUtilities Commission (SFPUC), as required by the San Francisco Industrial WasteOrdinance in order to meet Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements.~l "Theproposed project would add residential units and commercial uses to the project site,which would incrementally increase the demand for wastewater and stormwatertreatment services, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the projectarea.

The project site is currently covered with impervious surfaces and the proposed projectwould not create any additional impervious surfaces, resulting in little effect on the totalstorm water volume discharged through the combined sewer system. While theproposed project would add to sewage flows in the area, it would not cause collectiontreatment capacity of the sewer system in the City to be exceeded. In light of the above,the proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of theRegional Water Quality Control Board and would not require the construction of newwastewater/storm water treatment facilities or expansion of existing ones. Because theproject is fully developed at present, new development could not result in an increase instormwater runoff. However, the project would be required to comply with the City'sStormwater Design Guidelines, and thus would reduce the total stormwater runoffvolume and peak stormwater runoff rate, compared to existing conditions, through theuse of Low Impact Design approaches and BMPs such as rainwater reuse, landscapeplanters, rain gardens, and green roofs. The SFPUC would review and approve theproject's stormwater compliance strategy.

Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase the demand forwastewater and would result in aless-than-significant impact on wastewater treatmentand storm drainage facilities.

Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not require expansion or construction of newwater supply or treatment faciliiies. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project would add residential units and commercial uses to the projectsite, which would increase the demand for water on the site, but not in excess ofamounts expected and provided for in the project area. Although the proposed project

~l City and County of San Francisco, Ordinance No. 19-92, San Francisco Public Works Code, Part II, ChapterX, Article 4.1 (amended), January 13, 1992.

Case No. 2013.1757E 104 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



would incrementally increase the d
emand for water in San Francisco, th

e estimated

increase in demand could be accomm
odated within anticipated water use a

nd supply

for San Francisco.72~~3 The proposed
 project would also be designed to 

incorporate

water-conserving measures, such as lo
w-flush toilets and urinals, as required by

 the San

Francisco Green Building Ordinance. T
he project site is not located within a

 designated

recycled water use area, as defined in
 the Recycled Water Ordinance 390-91

 and 393-94;

thus, the project is not required to in
stall a recycled water system. Since th

e proposed

project's water demand could be acc
ommodated by the existing and plann

ed supply

anticipated under the San Francisco Pu
blic Utilities Commission's (SFPUC's) 

2010 Urban

Water Management Plan (UWMP), as up
dated by the SFPUCs 2013 Water Avai

lability

Study, the proposed project would re
sult in less-than-significant water servic

e impacts.

Impact UT-3: The proposed project
 would be served by a landfill wi

th sufficient

permitted capacity to accommodate the
 projects solid waste disposal needs. (

Less than

Significant)

Until 2016, San Francisco's solid waste
 would be disposed at the Altamont La

ndfill in

Alameda County and is required to m
eet federal, state and local solid waste 

regulations.

The Altamont Landfill currently has 
a permitted maximum disposal of 11,1

50 tons per

day and is operating well below that
 capacity, at approximately 4,000 to 5,0

00 tons per

day. In addition, the landfill has an an
nual solid waste capacity of 2,226,500 

tons from

the City and County of San Francisco.
 However, the landfill is well below 

its allowed

capacity, receiving approximately 1.2
9 million tons of solid waste in 200

7, the most

recent data year available.

In 2016, San Francisco's contract wi
th Waste Management (operator of th

e Altamont

Landfill) would expire and the Cit
y's solid waste would be sent to the 

Hay Road

Landfill, managed by Recology, locate
d in unincorporated Solano County so

utheast of

Vacaville.74 The contract would cover
 the disposal of five million tons of s

olid waste

which would occur over an estimated 13 
to 15 years after 2016. The Recology Hay

 Road

facility is permitted to receive up to 
2,400 tons of solid waste per day, and 

the addition

72 San Francisco Public Utilities Com
mission (SFPUC), 2010 Urban Water M

anagement Plan, which includes

county-wide demand projections thr
ough the year 2035, and compares 

water supply and demand.

Available online at: http://www.sfwnter.org/Modules/

ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=1055,
 accessed May 2015

73 SFPUC, 2013 Water Availability S
tudy for the City and County of Sa

n Francisco. Available online at:

http://wwwsfsewers.org/modules/sh
owdocument.aspx?documentid=3589, 

accessed June 2015.

74 San Francisco Department of Env
ironment, Agreement for Disposal

 of SF Municipal Solid Waste at

Recology Hay Road Landfill in Sola
no County. Accessed June 2015.
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of the City's waste at current levels would increase the existing amount being receivedto approximately 1,851 tons per day. At this estimated rate of disposal, closure of theHay Road Landfill under the current permitted capacity would occur in approximately2041.

Although the proposed project would incrementally increase total waste generationfrom the City, the increasing rate of diversion through recycling and other methodswould result in a decreasing share of total waste that requires deposition into thelandfill. San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires a minimum of 65 percent of allconstruction and demolition debris to be recycled and diverted from landfills.Furthermore, the project would be required to comply with City's Ordinance 100-09, theMandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires everyone in SanFrancisco to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash. Given this,and given the long-term capacity available at the Hay Road Landfill, the solid wastegenerated by project construction and operation would not result in the landfillexceeding its permitted capacity, and the project would result in aless-than-significantsolid waste generation impact.

Impact UT-4: The construction and operation of the proposed project would comply withall applicable statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requiresmunicipalities to adopt an Integrated Waste Management Plan (IWMP) to establishobjecfives, policies, and programs relative to waste disposal, management, sourcereduction, and recycling. Reports filed by the San Francisco Department of theEnvironment showed the City generated approximately 870,000 tons of waste materialin 2000. By 2010, that figured decreased to approximately 455,000 tons. Waste divertedfrom landfills is defined as recycled or composted. San Francisco has a goal of 75 percentlandfill diversion by 2010 and 100 percent by 2020. As of 2009, 78 percent of SanFrancisco's solid waste was being diverted from landfills, having met the 2010 diversiontarget. Since 2007, waste diversion increased by 6 percentage points.~s

San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires a minimum of 65 percent of all constructionand demolition debris to be recycled and diverted from landfills. Furthermore, theproject would be required to comply with City's Ordinance 100-09, the MandatoryRecycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires everyone in San Francisco to

75 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Section. Available on the Internet atwww.sustainablesf.org/indicators/view/4. Accessed on May 2015.
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separate their refuse into recyclables,
 compostables, and trash. With waste di

version and

expansions that have occurred at t
he Altamont Landfill, there is adequate

 capacity to

accommodate San Francisco's solid w
aste. The proposed project would meet

 both the

construction and demolition debris diversion rate and the requirements of the

Mandatory Recycling and Composting 
Ordinance, which requires all persons 

in San

Francisco to separate recyclables, comp
ostables and landfilled trash and part

icipate in

recycling and composting programs.

Therefore, in light of the above, the c
onstruction and operation of the proje

ct would

result in aless-than-significant impact 
regarding compliance with all applicable 

statutes

and regulations related to solid waste.

Impact GUT-1: The proposed project w
ould not make a considerable contribut

ion to any

cumulative significant effects related t
o utilities or service systems. (Less than

 Significant)

Cumulative development in the pr
oject site vicinity would incremental

ly increase

demand on citywide utilities and servi
ce systems, but not beyond levels antic

ipated and

planned for by public service providers. Given that the City's existing service

management plans address anticipat
ed growth in the region, the propos

ed project

would have aless-than-significant im
pact on utility service provision or faci

lities under

cumulative conditions.
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Less Than
Sign cant

Potentially with
Signi~canf Mitigation
Impact Incorporated

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?

Less Than
Significant No Not

Impact Impact applicable

~ ❑ ❑

Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in thedemand for police service, and would not result in substantial adverse impacts associatedwith the provision of such services. (Less than Significant)
In comparison with current uses on the project site, the proposed project would intensifyuses on-site by the addition of a new 84-foot-tall, seven-story, mixed-use building 33dwelling units and approximately 2,000 sq. ft. for ground-floor retail use. Theintensification of use would incrementally increase the demand for police services in theproject area. Police protection is provided by the Central Police Station located at 766Vallejo Street (approximately 0.6 miles [3,000 feet] northwest of the project site).Although the addition of new uses on the project site could increase the demand forservice calls received from the immediate area or the level of regulatory oversight thatmust be provided as a result of the increased concentration of activity on site, theincrease in demand would not be substantial in light of the existing demand for policeand fire protection services. The Central Police Station would be able to provide thenecessary police services and crime prevention in the area. Meeting this additionalservice demand would not require the construction of new police facilities. Hence, theproposed project would have aless-than-significant impact on police services.

Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not substantially increase demand for fireprotection services, and would not result in substantial adverse impacts associated withthe provision of such service. (Less than Significant)
The project site receives fire protection services from the San Francisco Fire Department(SFFD). The nearest SFFD fire stations located in the vicinity of the project site includeFire Station 13, located at 530 Sansome Street (about 6 blocks [800 feet] away). Othernearby fire stations includes Fire Station 2 located at Powell Street and Pacific Avenue(about 0.6 miles from the site [3,000 feet]) and Fire Station 28 located at Stockton Street
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and Greenwich Street (about 0.8 miles fr
om the site [3,250 feet]). The proposed p

roject

would increase the demand for fire prot
ection services within the project area. Al

though

the proposed project would increase th
e number of calls received from the area

 or the

level of regulatory oversight that mu
st be provided as a result of the inc

reased

concentration of activity on site, the incre
ase in responsibilities would not be substa

ntial

in light of existing demand for fire protect
ion services.

Traffic delays and added call volume ma
y result for the SFFD, due to cumulati

ve

development in the project area; howev
er, the SFFD is able to minimize pote

ntial

impacts by shifting primary response dut
ies to other nearby fire stations. Due t

o the

construction of a new mixed-use buildi
ng, the number of calls for services fro

m the

project site may be expected to increase. 
However, the increases would be increme

ntal,

funded largely through project-related inc
reases to the City's tax base, and woul

d not

likely be substantial in light of the exist
ing demand and capacity for fire suppress

ion

and emergency medical services in the Cit
y.

Furthermore, the proposed project woul
d be required to comply with all applic

able

Building and Fire Codes, which establ
ish requirements pertaining to fire pro

tection

systems, including, but not limited to, t
he provision of state-mandated smoke al

arms,

fire alarm and sprinkler systems, fire e
xtinguishers, required number and locat

ion of

egress with appropriate distance separ
ation, and emergency response notif

ication

systems. Since the proposed project wou
ld be required to comply with all appli

cable

Building and Fire Codes, and the proposed 
project would result in an incremental inc

rease

in demand, it would not result in the nee
d for new fire protection facilities, and wo

uld

not result in significant impacts to the p
hysical environment. Therefore, the prop

osed

project would have aless-than-significant
 impact on fire protection services.

Impact PS-3: The proposed project would 
not directly or indirectly generate a subs

tantial

number of school students and there would
 not be a substantial impact on existing s

chool

facilities. (Less than Significant)

The John Yehall Chin Elementary School, l
ocated at 350 Broadway, is the nearest pub

lic

school in the vicinity of the project site (
about 700 feet northwest of the site). O

ther

nearby schools includes the following: Ch
inese Education Center Elementary Scho

ol at

657 Merchant Street, about 1500 feet 
southwest of the project site; and the G

arfield

Elementary/Early Education School, locat
ed at 420 Filbert Street, or about 2,50

0 feet

northwest of the project site. The proposed
 project, a mix of commercial and reside

ntial

uses, would incrementally increase the 
number of school-aged children that wo

uld

attend public schools in the project are
a. However, this increase would not excee

d the
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projected student capacities that are expected and provided for by the San FranciscoUnified School District, as well as private schools in the project area. Therefore, theimplementation of the proposed project would not necessitate the need for new orphysically altered schools.

The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) has experienced overall declines inenrollment in the last decade. However, beginning in 2008, the SFUSD saw kindergartenenrollments begin to increase, and anticipates continued growth of SFUSD enrollment.SFUSD projections from 2009 indicate that elementary school enrollment will increase byabout 11 percent from 2008 to 2013. Given a small decline in enrollment from 2009 to2010, and then continued enrollment growth after 2010, the SFUSD projects thatenrollment levels in 2013 will still be lower than 2008 levels.76 Thus, the SFUSDanticipates increases in students, and has adequate capacity for enrollment growth.

In addition, the proposed project would be subject to a citywide development impactfee, which requires a payment of $2.91 per square foot of assessable space for residentialdevelopment ($0.24 per square foot of retail development) constructed within theSFUSD to be paid to the district.~~

In summary, the proposed project would not result in a substantially increased demandfor school facilities, and would not require new or expanded school facilities. Theproposed project would thus result in a less-than-significant impact on school facilities.

Impact PS-4: The proposed project would not substantially increase demand forgovernment services, and there would not be a substantial impact on governmentfacilities. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project would incrementally increase demand for governmental servicesand facilities such as libraries; however, the project would not be of such a magnitudethat the demand could not be easily accommodated without the need to construct orphysically alter these existing facilities. Overall, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on governmental services.

76 San Francisco Unified School District, Capital Plan FY 2010-2019, September 2009. Available online at2http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/capital-plan-final-2010-2019.pdf. Accessed May2015.

~~ San Francisco Unified School District, Developer Impact Fee Annual and Five Year Reports far the FiscalYear Ending June 30 2012, November 2013. Available online at http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/files/SFUSD AnnuaLFiveYearReport_FY1112_Final.pdf. Accessed May 2015.
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Impact C-PS: The proposed project,
 combined with past, present, and 

reasonably

foreseeable future projects in the v
icinity, would not have a substanti

al cumulative

impact to public services. (Less th
an Significant)

The proposed project is not expec
ted to incrementally increase dem

and for public

services, especially not beyond 
levels anticipated and planned for 

by public service

providers. Cumulative developmen
t in the project area would incremen

tally increase

demand for public services, but n
ot beyond levels anticipated and pla

nned for by public

service providers. Thus, projec
t-related impacts to public servi

ces would not be

cumulatively considerable.

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No Not

Topics:
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly ❑ ❑ ❑ ~ ❑

or through habitat modifications, o
n any species

identified as a candidate, sensitive
, or special-

status species in local or regional pla
ns, 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 o
n any riparian o o ❑ ❑ ~

habitat or other sensitive natural c
ommunity

identified in local or regional plans,
 policies,

regulations or by the California Depa
rtment of

Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildl
ife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on
 federally ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ~

protected wetlands as defined by Sec
tion 404 of

the Clean W ater Act (including, but 
not limited

to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.
) through

direct removal, filling, hydrologica
l interruption,

or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the move
ment of any ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

native resident or migratory fish or w
ildlife

species or with established native 
resident or

migratory wildlife corridors, or impe
de the use

of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or or
dinances ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree

preservation policy or ordinance?

~ Conflict with the provisions of a
n adopted ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ~

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Co
mmunity

Conservation Plan, or other appro
ved local,

regional, or state habitat conservatio
n plan?

Case No. 2013.1757E 
111 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 B

attery Street



The proposed project is located in a developed area completely covered by impervioussurfaces. The project area does not include riparian habitat or other sensitive naturalcommunities as defined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and theUnited States Fish and Wildlife Service; therefore, Topic 12(b) is not applicable to theproposed project. In addition, the project area does not contain any wetlands as definedby Section 404 of the Clean Water Act; therefore Topic 12(c) is not applicable to theproposed project. Moreover, the proposed project does not fall within any local, regionalor state habitat conservation plans; therefore, Topic 12(f) is not applicable to theproposed project.

Impact BI-1: The proposed project would have no substantial impact on special statusspecies, avian species, riparian, wetland, or sensitive natural communities, and would notconflict with an approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. (Less thanSignificant)

The proposed project is located within a fizlly developed urban area and does not supporthabitat for any rare or endangered wildlife or plant species. In addition, no riparianhabitat or other sensitive natural communities exist on site. The proposed project wouldtherefore have no impact on rare or endangered species, riparian habitat, or sensitivenatural communities.

No rare, threatened, or endangered species are known to exist on-site or in the projectvicinity. The lack of natural nesting habitats in urban areas tends to result in residentand migratory birds nesting in ornamental or street trees. Migrating birds do passthrough San Francisco, but the project site does not contain habitat to support migratingbirds. Nesting birds, their nests, and eggs are fully protected by Fish and Game Code(Sections 3503, 3503.5) and the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The proposedproject would remove one existing tree on the project site and would be subject to theMBTA.

The removal of an existing tree located on the project site, as well as project-relateddemolition and construction activities could cause nest abandonment and death ofyoung or loss of reproductive potential at active nests. Specific conditions for thetreatment of bird nests would be required as a condition of the tree removal permitunder Public Works Code Article 16. Demolition/construction activities would occurduring the early part of the breeding season (May through August). The project sponsorwould therefore conduct surveys for nesting birds prior to construction.
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The project sponsor would impleme
nt the following protective measures

 to ensure

implementation of the Migratory Bir
d Treaty Act and compliance with State 

regulations

during construction. The project spo
nsor and/or the construction contracto

rs) would

trim/remove all vegetation/tree limbs necessary for project construction between

September 1 to January 31. Should
 construction activities or vegetation removal

commence between February 1 to Aug
ust 31, pre-construction surveys for ne

sting birds

would be conducted for any affected t
rees) located within the public right of w

ay by a

qualified biologist to ensure that no 
active nests would be disturbed durin

g project

implementation. Apre- construction su
rvey would be conducted no more tha

n 14 days

prior to the initiation of demolition/c
onstruction activities. During this sur

vey, the

qualified person would inspect the stre
et trees located within the public righ

t of way

and areas immediately adjacent to the 
project site for nests. If an active nest is 

found

close enough to the construction are
a to be disturbed by these activities, the 

qualified

biologist, in consultation with the Cal
ifornia Department of Fish and Game

, would

determine the extent of a constructio
n-free buffer zone to be established aroun

d the nest

until the young have fledged. Outside
 of the breeding season (August 16 —J

anuary 31),

or after young birds have fledged, as 
determined by the biologist, work activit

ies may

proceed. Special-status birds that est
ablish nests during the construction p

eriod are

considered habituated to such activi
ty and no buffer would be required

, except as

needed to avoid direct destruction of t
he nest, which would still be prohibited.

Compliance with the MBTA and adhe
rence to the conditions under Public Wo

rks Code

Article 16 would avoid significant impac
ts to any potential nesting birds. Therefo

re, this

impact would be less than significant.

Impact BI-2: The proposed project woul
d not conflict with the City's local tree 

ordinance.

(Less than Significant)

The City's Urban Forestry Ordinance, Pub
lic Works Code Sections 801 et. seq., requ

ires a

permit from the Department of Publi
c Works (DPW) to remove any protecte

d trees.

Protected trees include landmark trees, s
ignificant trees, or street trees located on

 private

or public property anywhere within the
 territorial limits of the City and Coun

ty of San

Francisco. There are currently no exis
ting street trees located along the Pacifi

c Avenue

and Battery Street sidewalks adjacent
 to the project site. However, there is 

an existing

significant tree located on the project
 site. This tree would be removed as p

art of the

proposed project, and removal wou
ld require a permit from DPW. Fur

ther, the

proposed project would include the i
nstallation of a total of seven street trees 

to comply

with Section 138.1(c)(1) of the Planning C
ode, which requires that one tree be 

planted
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every 20 feet of property frontage or payment of an in-lieu fee if the planting of a tree ortrees is deemed infeasible by DPW and DBI. Because the proposed project would notconflict with the City's local tree ordinance, this impact would be less than significant.

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

As discussed above, the project site does not contain biological resources, with theexception of an existing tree on-site, and the project vicinity has few street trees, whichdo not provide a habitat for any identified endangered or threatened plant or animalspecies. Removal of the existing tree on the project site would be regulated by Article 16of the Public Works Code and the MBTA. The project proposes tree replanting, andtherefore would not contribute to cumulative tree losses, should they occur. Theproposed project, would result in only minor, less-than-significant impacts on biologicalresources. When considered relative to the existing cumulative impact on biologicalresources caused by past development, the proposed project would add 'only a minor,incremental contribution. The proposed project's contribution would not becumulatively considerable, and therefore the cumulative impact of the Proposed Projecton biological resources would be less than significant.

Case No. 2013.1757E 114 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



L¢ss Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No Not

Topics:
impact Incorporated impact Jmpact Applicable

13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—

Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to 
potential

substantial adverse effects, incl
uding the risk of

loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake f
ault, as ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

delineated on the most recent A
lquist-

Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued

by the State Geologist for the ar
ea or based

on other substantial evidence o
f 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 potent
ially result in on-

or off-site landslide, lateral sprea
ding,

subsidence, liquefaction, or colla
pse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as
 defined in ~ ❑ ❑ ~ ❑

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Buil
ding Code,

creating substantial risks to life o
r property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequatel
y supporting ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ~

the use of septic tanks or alternat
ive wastewater

disposal systems where sewers a
re not available

for the disposal of wastewater?

~ Change substantially the topogra
phy or any ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

unique geologic or physical featu
res of the site?

g) Directly or indirectly destroy a un
ique ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

paleontological resource or site
 or unique

geologic feature?

The proposed project would c
onnect to the City's sewer and s

tormwater collection and

treatment system and would n
ot use a septic water disposal

 system. Therefore, Topic

13e is not applicable to the proje
ct site.

The following section describes
 the geology, soils, and seismici

ty characteristics of the

project site, and the overall vici
nity, based on the information a

nd findings provided in

the Preliminary Geotechnical
 Evaluation prepared for the p

roposed project, unless

Case No. 2013.1757E 
115 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 

Battery Street



otherwise noted.78 The Geotechnical Evaluation relied on available geotechnical datafrom the surrounding area to develop preliminary conclusions and recommendations,including soil sampling data (borings) conducted in 1969, 1981, and 1990 on adjacent lotsto the west, north, and southwest of the project site, respectively.

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not result in exposure of people and structuresto substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving ruptureof a known earthquake fault, e~cpansive soils, seismic ground-shaking, liquefaction, orlateral spreading. (Less than Significant)
The project site is not located within an Earthquake Fault Zone as defined by theAlquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and no known or potentially active faultexists on the project site. In a seismically active area, such as the San Francisco Bay Area,the possibility exists for future faulting in areas where no faults previously existed. TheGeotechnical Evaluation found no evidence of active faulting on the project site andconcludes that the risk of surface faulting at the project site is low. However, during anearthquake at any of the major area faults mentioned above, the project site wouldexperience very strong ground shaking. Strong ground shaking during an earthquakecan result in ground failure associated with soil liquefaction,79 lateral spreading,80 andcyclic densification.81

In terms of the potential for strong seismic ground shaking, the site is located within a50-kilometer radius of several major active faults, including the San Andreas (13.5 km),San Gregorio (19.0 km), Hayward (15.5 km) and Calaveras (34.5 km). According to U.S.Geological Survey, the overall probability of moment magnitude 6.7 or greaterearthquake to occur in the San Francisco Bay Region during the next thirty years is 63percent. Therefore, there is potential that a strong to very strong earthquake wouldaffect the project during its lifetime.

~g Langan, Treadwell, Rollo —Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation,240 Pacific Avenue and 720 BatteryStreet, San Francisco, California, January 20, 2014. This document is available for review at the PlanningDepartment, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, as part of Case No. 2013.1757E.79 Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated, cohesionless soil experiences a temporary loss ofstrength due to the buildup of excess pore water pressure, especially during cyclic loading such as thatinduced by earthquakes. Soil most susceptible to liquefaction is loose, clean, saturated, uniformlygraded, fine-grained sand and silt of low plasticity that is relatively free of clay.80 Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which surficial soil displaces along a shear zone that has formedwithin an underlying liquefied layer. Upon reaching mobilization, the surficial blocks are transporteddownslope or in the direction of a free face by earthquake and gravitational forces.81 Soil compaction, or cyclic densification, is a phenomenon in which non-saturated, cohesionless soil isdensified by earthquake vibrations, causing settlement.

Case No. 2013.1757E 116 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



ABAG has classified the Modi
fied Mercalli Intensity Shakin

g Severity Level of ground

shaking in the proposed proje
ct vicinity due to an earthquake

 on the North San Andreas

Fault as "VIII-Very Strong."S2
 Very strong shaking would r

esult in damage to some

masonry buildings, fall of stucco 
and some masonry walls, fall o

f chimneys and elevated

tanks, and shifting of unbolte
d wood frame structures off th

eir foundations. However,

the San Francisco Building Code
 requires that the project applic

ant include analysis of the

potential for strong seismic 
shaking as part of the final 

design-level geotechnical

investigation.

Groundshaking associated wi
th an earthquake on one of the

 regional faults around the

project site may result in grou
nd failure, such as that associa

ted with soil liquefaction,

lateral spreading, and differe
ntial compaction. The project s

ite is near the border of an

area of liquefaction potential, 
as shown in the Community Sa

fety Element of the General

Plan (Map 4, titled "Hazards S
tudy Zones—Areas of Liquefac

tion Potential"). The project

site is also near the border of 
an area subject to landslides (

Map 5 in the Community

Safety Element).83 According
 to the Geotechnical Evaluati

on, the site and vicinity is

generally underlain by nine t
o 19 feet of fill material over 

a weak compressible clay

known locally as Bay Mud. 
Underlying the Bay Mud depo

sits are either bedrock or

alluvial deposits consisting of
 medium dense to dense sand 

and stiff to very stiff clay

underlain by bedrock. The to
p of the dense sand is about 33

 feet below ground surface,

with the underlying bedrock 
ranging from 25 to 50 belo

w ground surface. The

Geotechnical Evaluation concluded that the potential for liquefaction-induced

settlement and lateral spread
ing at the project site is low. 

However, the sand layers

below the surrounding sidew
alks could experience earthqua

ke-induced settlements of

approximately 1 to 1~/z inches.

The final building plans would
 be reviewed by the Departm

ent of Building Inspection

(DBI). In reviewing building
 plans, DBI refers to a variety

 of information sources to

determine existing hazards a
nd assess requirements for mit

igation. Sources reviewed

include maps of Special Geo
logic Study Areas and known

 landslide areas in San

Francisco as well as the bui
lding inspectors' working kno

wledge of areas of special

geologic concern. Potential geologic hazards wou
ld be mitigated during the 

permit

review process through these 
measures. To ensure complian

ce with all Building Code

gZ Association of Bay Area Go
vernments. Earthquake Haza

rd Map for San Francisco S
cenario: Entire San

Andreas Fault System, http:
//www.abag.ca.gov/cgi-bin/pi

ckmapx.pl. Accessed on August
 2015.

83 City and County of San Fr
ancisco, Community Safety Ele

ment, Geneval Plan, April 199
7.
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provisions regarding structure safety, when DBI reviews the geotechnical report andbuilding plans for a proposed project, they will determine the adequacy of necessaryengineering and design features. Past geological and geotechnical investigations wouldbe available for use by DBI during its review of building permits for the site. Also, DBIcould require that additional site-specific soils reports) be prepared in conjunction withpermit applications, as needed. Therefore, potential damage to structures from geologichazards on the project site would be avoided through DBI's requirement for ageotechnical report and review of the building permit application pursuant to DBIimplementation of the Building Code, and this impact would be less than significant.

Impact GE-2: The proposed project site would not expose people or structures to potentialsubstantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides.(No Impact).

Based on the official State of California Seismic Hazards Zone Map for San Franciscoprepared under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990,84 the project site does not liewithin an area subject to landslide (Map 4 of the Community Safety Element). Therefore,the proposed project would not result in landslide-related impacts.

Impact GE-3: 'The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil orerosion. iLess than Significant)

The project site is almost covered entirely with impervious surfaces and does not containnative top soil. Although excavation would occur for the proposed basement,compliance with standard erosion-control measures would ensure that the potential forerosion would be less-than-significant impact.

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not result in impacts to site topographicalfeafiures. (No Impact)

The topography in the project vicinity is relatively flat, with a gentle upward slopetoward the northwest, and contains no unique topography. The proposed project wouldhave no impact with respect to topographical features of the site.

84 The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was developed to protect khe public from the effects of strong groundshaking, liquefaction, landslides, or other ground failure, and from other hazards caused by earthquakes.This act requires the State Geologist to delineate various seismic hazards zones and requires cities,counties, and other local permitting agencies to regulate certain development projects within thesezones.
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Impact GE-5: The proposed project would n
ot change substantially the top

ography or

any unique geologic or physica
l features of the site and would

 not directly or indirectly

destroy a unique paleontologica
l resource or site. (No Impact)

The project site is flat, and imple
mentation of the proposed proje

ct would not change the

topography of the project site. T
he project site has been develo

ped since the early 1900s,

so there are no unique geologi
c or physical features on the 

project site that could be

altered by implementation of the proposed project. In addition, there are no

paleontological resources on the
 project site that could be destro

yed by implementation

of the proposed project. For the
se reasons, the proposed proje

ct would have no impact

related to paleontological resour
ces.

Impact C-GE: 'The proposed proj
ect, in combination with past,

 present, and reasonably

foreseeable future projects in the
 site vicinity, would not have 

a substantial cumulative

impact on geology and soils. (Les
s than Significant)

The proposed project would resul
t in no impact to topographical

 features, loss of topsoil

or erosion, or risk or injury or de
ath involving landslides. Geolo

gy impacts are generally

site specific and in this setting 
would not have cumulative ef

fects with other projects.

Therefore, the project would na
t have a considerable contribut

ion to related cumulative

impacts. In addition, the build
ing plans of planned and forese

eable projects would be

reviewed by the Department 
of Building Inspection (DBI), 

and potential geologic

hazards would be avoided du
ring the DBI permit review 

process. Therefore, the

cumulative impacts of the proj
ect related to geology, soils, and

 seismicity would be less

than significant.
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Less Than
Significant

Potential/y with Less ThanSignificant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics:

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable14. 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 rateof pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a
level which would not support existing land usesor 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
of siltation on- or off-site?

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

~ Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑g) Place housing within a 10Q-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 ar death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of alevee or dam?

j} Expose people ox structures to a significant risk ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ~
of loss, injury or death involving inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area and the project does notpropose structures that would impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-year flood
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hazard area. Therefore, Topics 1
4(g) and 14(h) do not apply. The

 project is not located in

an area identified as subject to
 seiche or potential inundation

 in the event of a tsunami

along the San Francisco coast,
 based on a 20-foot water leve

l rise at the Golden Gate

(Maps Five and Six of the Comm
unity Safety Element of the 

San Francisco General Plan).

In addition, the developed area
 of the project site would not

 be subject to mudflow.

Therefore, Topic 14(j) does not ap
ply.

ImpacE HY-1: The proposed proj
ecE would not violate any wate

r quality standards or waste

discharge requirements and wo
uld result inless-than-signific

ant impacts to water quality.

(Less than Significant)

As discussed in Section E.10 (U
tilities and Services), wastewa

ter and stormwater from

the project site would continue
 to flow into the City's combin

ed stormwater and sewer

system and would be treated 
to the standards contained in t

he City's National Pollutant

Discharge Elimination System
 (NPDES) Permit for the So

utheast Water Pollution

Control Plant, prior to discha
rge into the San Francisco Ba

y. Treatment would be

provided pursuant to the efflu
ent discharge standards contai

ned in the City's NPDES

permit for the plant. Additional
ly, as new construction, the pr

oposed project would be

required to meet the standar
ds for stormwater manageme

nt identified in the San

Francisco Stormwater Manag
ement Ordinance (SFSMO) a

nd meet the SFPUC

stormwater management requ
irements per the Stormwate

r Design Guidelines. The

project sponsor would be req
uired to submit and have ap

proved by the SFPUC a

Stormwater Control Plan (S
CP) that complies with the 

City's Stormwater Design

Guidelines using a variety of BM
Ps. As is required of projec

ts disturbing over 5,000

square feet of ground surface 
and located in the combined s

ewer system such as the

proposed project the BMPs mus
t meet the SFPUC performance 

requirements equivalent

to LEED 6.1 and reduce the to
tal stormwater runoff volume a

nd peak runoff rate from

the project site. The SFPUC em
phasizes the use of low-cost, lo

w impact BMPs to meet

this requirement. Implementa
tion of the SCP would ensu

re that the project meets

performance measures set by 
the SFPUC related to stormwat

er runoff rate and volume.

Therefore, the proposed proj
ect would not substantially de

grade water quality and

water quality standards or waste
 discharge requirements would

 not be violated. Thus,

the project would have aless-th
an-significant impact on wate

r quality resources.
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Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater suppliesor interfere with groundwater recharge, or otherwise substantially alter the existingdrainage pattern of the site resulting in erosion or flooding on- or off-site. (Less thanSignificant)

Construction of the proposed project would replace the existing impervious surface atthe site with an equal amount of impervious surface area; therefore, the project wouldnot result in any change in infiltration or runoff. Groundwater beneath the site has beenestimated at a depth of approximately 10 feet below ground surface (bgs). However, thegroundwater level would likely fluctuate with the season. Groundwater is not used as adrinking water supply in San Francisco. The proposed development would necessitateexcavation to a maximum depth of approximately 15 feet bgs. If groundwater wereencountered on-site, then dewatering activities would be necessary. The Bureau ofSystems Planning, Environment, and Compliance of the SFPUC must be notified ofprojects necessitating dewatering. The SFPUC may require water analysis beforedischarge. The project would be required to obtain a Batch Wastewater DischargePermit from the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise Collection System Division (WWE/CSD)prior to any dewatering activities. Groundwater encountered during construction of theproposed project would be subject to requirements of the Article 4.1 of the Public WorksCode, Industrial Waste, requiring that groundwater meet specified water qualitystandards before it may be discharged into the sewer system. These measures wouldensure protection of water quality during construction of the proposed project.Therefore, groundwater resources would not be substantially degraded or depleted, andthe proposed project would not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge.Thus, the proposed project would have aless-than-significant impact on groundwater.

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in risks fromflooding. (Less than Significant)
The project site is relatively flat, with the exception of the northern portion of the projectsite, which slopes down from an elevation of 5 ~lz feet to 1 foot. The project site is notwithin a flood hazard area as mapped on federal Flood Hazard Boundary or FloodInsurance Rate Maps. Therefore, potential flood hazard impacts would be less thansignificant.
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Impact C-HY-1: The proposed 
project in combination with 

other past, present, or

reasonably foreseeable projects would not result i
n a cumulatively considerable

contribution to a significant cumul
ative hydrology and water qua

lity impact (Less than

Significant)

As previously stated, the propose
d project would have less-than-

significant impacts to

groundwater levels and existing d
rainage patterns. Because other 

development projects

would be required to follow du
st control and dewatering wa

ter quality regulations,

similar to the proposed project,
 no significant cumulative effect

s would be anticipated

and, because the project woul
d have little effect, the propo

sed project would not

contribute considerably to any s
uch cumulative effects. Thus, cum

ulative hydrology and

water quality impacts would be less
 than significant.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less ThanSignificant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics:

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable15. 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?

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 ox death involving fires?

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of aprivate airstrip. Therefore, Topics 15(e) and 15(f) are not applicable.
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Impact HZ-1: The proposed proje
ct would not create a significant haz

ard to the public or

the environment through the ro
utine transport, use, or disposal o

f hazardous materials.

(Less than Significant)

The project would likely result in
 use of common types of hazardou

s materials typically

associated with retail and residen
tial uses, such as cleaning produ

cts and disinfectants.

These products are labeled to info
rm users of their potential risks an

d to instruct them in

appropriate handling procedures
. Most of these materials are co

nsumed through use,

resulting in relatively little waste.
 Businesses are required by law 

to ensure employee

safety by identifying hazardous materials in the workplace, providing safety

information to workers who han
dle hazardous materials, and a

dequately training

workers. For these reasons, hazar
dous materials used during projec

t operation would

not pose any substantial public
 health or safety hazards resulti

ng from hazardous

materials. Thus, the project would r
esult in less-than-significant impa

cts related to the

use of hazardous materials.

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project
 would create a significant hazaz

d to the public or the

environment through reasona
bly foreseeable conditions involving the release of

hazardous materials into the envi
ronment. (Less than Significant wi

th Mitigation)

Potential Soil and Groundwater Contami
nation

The project site is located in an
 area of San Francisco governed 

by Article 22A of the

Health Code, also known as the Mah
er Ordinance, which is administ

ered and overseen

by the Department of Public Hea
lth (DPH).85 The project would di

sturb more than 50

cubic yards of soil and would invo
lve excavation of approximately 

5,500 cubic yards of

soil. Therefore, the project is su
bject to the Maher Ordinance. Th

e Maher Ordinance

requires the project sponsor to re
tain the services of a qualified pro

fessional to prepare a

Phase I Environmental Site Assess
ment (ESA) that meets the require

ments of Health Code

Section 22.A.6. The Phase I woul
d determine the potential for sit

e contamination and

level of exposure risk associated 
with the project. Based on that inf

ormation, the project

sponsor may be required to con
duct soil and/or groundwater sa

mpling and analysis.

Where such analysis reveals the pre
sence of hazardous substances in

 excess of state or

federal standards, the project spo
nsor is required to submit a site m

itigation plan (SMP)

to DPH or other appropriate st
ate or federal agency(ies), and t

o remediate any site

contamination in accordance wi
th an approved SMP prior to 

the issuance of any

building permit. In compliance
 with the Maher Ordinance, th

e project sponsor has

85 San Francisco Planning De
partment, "Expanded Maher Area

" Map, March 2015. Available o
nline at:

hifp://www.s(pinnning.org/ffp/fifes/
p~1blicntions_reporfs/librnry_of cnr

togrnph~/Mnher%20Map.pr~f,
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submitted a Maher Application to DPH and a Phase I ESA has been prepared to assessthe potential for site contamination.gb

The Phase I ESA included: (1) a reconnaissance-level site visit to look for evidence of thereleases) of hazardous materials and petroleum products and to assess the potential foronsite releases of hazardous materials and petroleum products; (2) observations ofadjacent properties and the project site vicinity; (3) interviews with people familiar withthe project site; (4) review of regulatory agency files; and (5) review of historicaldocuments including aerial photographs and topographical maps. Further, the Phase IESA included a review of environmental regulatory agency lists and records for theproject site and vicinity to identify potential sources of or activities involving hazardoussubstances or petroleum products that might affect the soil and groundwater quality atthe Site. These regulatory agency lists identify properties where underground storagetank (UST) leaks, chemical spills, or contamination of soil andJor groundwater havebeen reported and confirmed. The regulatory agency lists also include properties whereabove-ground or underground storage tanks are present, hazardous materials aregenerated andJor stored, and whether or not there has been an unauthorized release.
The project site is located in a fully developed area of San Francisco known as theFinancial District. This area is generally dominated by commercial, light industrial andresidential properties in the immediate vicinity and surrounding area. Of the twoproperties that make up the project site, the 720 Battery Street address was not listed inany of the regulatory databases. The 240 Pacific Avenue address was listed in several ofthe regulatory databases, including: State of California registered leaking undergroundstorage tank (LUST), Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System(SWEEPS), Underground Storage Tank (UST), California Facility Inventory Database(CA FID UST), and Environmental Data Resources (EDR Historical Auto Stations) lists.Online databases operated by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control(DTSC) and California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) wereresearched and no files were available for the project site. Inquiries were made withregard to environmental files held at the San Francisco Department of Public Health(SFDPH) and the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) for the project site.

86 Langan, Treadwell, Rollo - Phase I Environmental Sfte Assessment, 240 Pacific Avenue and 720 Battery Street,San Francisco, California, February 6, 2014. This document is available for review as part of Case File No.2013.1757E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco,California 94103.

Case No. 2013.1757E 
126 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



According to the regulatory databas
e information and records retrieved 

from both the

SFDPH and SFFD, a 500-gallon g
asoline UST was suspected of havi

ng leaked when

encountered during excavation acti
vities in 1989. The UST was remove

d in July 1989,

and disposed to H & H Ship Servi
ce in San Francisco, California. Beca

use the original

UST removal report was not sub
mitted, the responsible party chose 

to drill five soil

borings and collect two groundwat
er samples on the property in the vic

inity of the UST.

Analysis of the soil samples from
 varying depths and groundwater r

esulted in non-

detectable levels of total petroleum
 hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPHg), b

enzene, toluene,

ethyl benzene, xylenes (BTEX), and
 methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE)

. Total lead levels

were detected at 2,500 parts per millio
n (ppm) but are not believed to be ca

used by the

LUST, but the earthquake debris/fil
l material within the soil profile. Admi

nistrative case

closure was granted by the SFDPH 
-Local Oversight Program (SFDPH-

LOP) on August

16, 2004, with no additional investiga
tions required.

The Phase I ESA identified one Reco
gnized Environmental Condition (R

EC) associated

with the project site that indicates a p
otential for residual contamination t

o be present at

the site. Based on analytical results from previous environme
ntal investigations

performed at the project site, the fill material below the site contains elevated

concentrations of lead and other
 residual hydrocarbons that exce

eded the State of

California hazardous waste criter
ia and petroleum hydrocarbons. T

he fill material

beneath the project site is typical 
in this area of San Francisco. Speci

al soil handling

and/or sampling will likely be requi
red during any construction activit

ies. The Phase I

ESA recommended that a soil man
agement plan (SMP) and a health a

nd safety (H&S)

plan be required prior to constructio
n because of the hazardous materials

 detected at the

project site. The SMP would provi
de recommended measures to mitiga

te the long-term

environmental or health and safety r
isks caused by the presence of haza

rdous materials

in the soil. The SMP would also c
ontain contingency plans to be impl

emented during

soil excavation if unanticipated ha
zardous materials are encountered.

 The H&S plan

would outline proper soil handlin
g procedures and health and safet

y requirements to

minimize worker and public expo
sure to hazardous materials during

 construction.

DPH will review and comment on th
e soil sampling report. The propos

ed project would

be required to remediate soil con
tamination described above in accor

dance with Article

22A of the Health Code. Thus, the 
proposed project would not result 

in a significant

hazard to the public or environmen
t from contaminated soil and the 

proposed project

would result in a les-than-significan
t impact.
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Hazardous Building Materials

Given the age of the existing one-story commercial building located on the project site(constructed in 1911), the building may contain hazardous building materials, includingasbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury. Electrical equipment may containPCBs, while fluorescent light ballasts may contain PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent lighttubes generally contain mercury vapors. All of these materials were commonlyemployed until the second half of the 20th century, and were still in use at the time thebuilding was constructed. During building demolition, workers and the public could beexposed to hazardous building materials if they were not abated prior to demolition.However, as discussed below, there is awell-established regulatory framework for theabatement of asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint, and impacts related toexposure to these hazardous building materials would be less than significant withcompliance with regulatory requirements. Impacts related to exposure to otherhazardous building materials would be potentially significant but could be mitigated toa less-than-significant level.

Asbestos Containing Materials. Section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Coderequires that local agencies not issue demolition or alteration permits until an applicanthas demonstrated compliance with notification requirements under applicable federalregulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. The BAAQMD isvested by the California legislature with authority to regulate airborne pollutants,including asbestos, through both inspection and law enforcement, and must be notifiedten days in advance of any proposed demolition or abatement work. Notification includesthe following:

• the names and addresses of operations and persons responsible;
• a description and location of the structure to be demolished/altered including size, ageand prior use;

• the approximate amount of friable asbestos that would be removed or disturbed;
• the scheduled starting and completion dates of demolition or abatement;
• the nature of the planned work and methods to be employed;
• the procedures to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements; and
• the name and location of the waste disposal site to be used.
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The District randomly inspects a
sbestos removal operations. In add

ition, the BAAQMD

will inspect any removal operation 
when a complaint has been received.

The local office of the State Occupa
tional Safety and Health Adminis

tration (Cal-OSHA)

must be notified of asbestos abatem
ent to be carried out. Asbestos ab

atement contractors

must follow state regulations conta
ined in 8CCR1529 and 8CCR341.6

 through 341.17

where there is asbestos-related wo
rk involving 100 square feet or m

ore of asbestos-

containing material. Asbestos r
emoval contractors must be certi

fied as such by the

Contractors Licensing Board of
 the State of California. The owner

 of the property where

abatement is to occur must have
 a Hazardous Waste Generator N

umber assigned by

and registered with the Office 
of the California Department of 

Health Services in

Sacramento. The contractor and 
hauler of the material are required

 to file a Hazardous

Waste Manifest which details the ha
uling of the material from the site

 and the disposal

of it. Pursuant to California law
, DBI would not issue the requi

red permit until the

applicant has complied with the n
otice and abatement requirements 

described above.

These regulations and implementation of the required procedures during the

development process would ens
ure that any potential impacts 

due demolition or

renovation of structures with asbestos-containing materials would be less than

significant.

Lead-based Paint. Work that cou
ld result in disturbance of lead pai

nt must comply with

Secfion 3425 of the San Francisco 
Building Code, Work Practices for

 Lead-Based Paint on

Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Str
uctures. Where there is any wor

k that may disturb or

remove lead paint on the exter
ior of any building built prior 

to 1979, Section 3425

requires specific notification an
d work standards, and identifie

s prohibited work

methods and penalties. (The rea
der may be familiar with notices c

ommonly placed on

residential and other buildings in 
San Francisco that are undergoin

g re-painting. These

notices are generally affixed to a 
drape that covers all or portions of

 a building and are a

required part of the Section 3425 n
otification procedure.)

Section 3425 applies to the exteri
or of all buildings or steel structur

es on which original

construction was completed prio
r to 1979 (which are assumed to 

have lead-based paint

on their surfaces, unless demonstr
ated otherwise through laborato

ry analysis), and to

the interior of residential build
ings, hotels, and child care cent

ers. The ordinance

contains performance standards, 
including establishment of conta

inment barriers, at

least as effective at protecting h
uman health and the environment

 as those in the U.S.

Department of Housing and U
rban Development Guidelines 

(the most recent
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Guidelines for Evaluation and Control of Lead-Based Paint Hazards) and identifiesprohibited practices that may not be used in disturbances or removal of lead-basedpaint. Any person performing work subject to the ordinance shall, to the maximumextent possible, protect the ground from contamination during exterior work; protectfloors and other horizontal surfaces from work debris during interior work; and makeall reasonable efforts to prevent migration of lead paint contaminants beyondcontainment barriers during the course of the work. Clean-up standards require theremoval of visible work debris, including the use of a High Efficiency Particulate AirFilter (HEPA) vacuum following interior work.

The ordinance also includes notification requirements and requirements for signs. Priorto the commencement of work, the responsible party must provide written notice to theDirector of DBI, of the address and locafiion of the project; the scope of work, includingspecific location within the site; methods and tools to be used; the approximate age ofthe structure; anticipated job start and completion dates for the work; whether thebuilding is residential or nonresidential, owner-occupied or rental property; the dates bywhich the responsible party has fulfilled or will fulfill any tenant or adjacent propertynotification requirements; and the name, address, telephone number, and pager numberof the party who will perform the work. Further notice requirements include a PostedSign notifying the public of restricted access to the work area, a Notice to ResidentialOccupants, Availability of Pamphlet related to protection from lead in the home, andNotice of Early Commencement of Work (by Owner, Requested by Tenant), and Noticeof Lead Contaminated Dust or Soil, if applicable. Section 3425 contains provisionsregarding inspection and sampling for compliance by DBI, as well as enforcement, anddescribes penalties for non-compliance with the requirements of the ordinance.

Demolition would also be subject to the Cal/OSHA Lead in Construction Standard (8 CCRSection 1532.1). This standard requires development and implementation of a leadcompliance plan when materials containing lead would be disturbed during construction.The plan must describe activities that could emit lead, methods that will be used tocomply with the standard, safe work practices, and a plan to protect workers fromexposure to lead during construction activities. Cal/OSHA would require 24-hournotification if more than 100 square feet of materials containing lead would be disturbed.

Implementation of procedures required by Section 3425 of the Building Code and theLead in Construction Standard would ensure that potential impacts of demolition orrenovation of structures with lead-based paint would be less than significant.
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Other Hazardous Building Ma
terials. Other hazardous bu

ilding materials that could be

present include electrical tran
sformers that could contain PC

Bs, fluorescent light ballasts

that could contain PCBs o
r DEHP, and fluorescent lig

ht tubes that could contain

mercury vapors. Disruption 
of these materials could pose h

ealth threats for construction

workers if not properly disposed of, a potentially significant impact. Howev
er,

implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2, Hazardous
 Building Materials

Abatement, would require t
hat the presence of such mater

ials be evaluated prior to

demolition or renovation and
, if such materials were pre

sent, that they be properly

handled during removal and
 building demolition or renov

ation. This would reduce the

potential impacts of exposu
re to these hazardous buildi

ng materials to a less-than-

significantlevel.

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2—H
azardous Building Materials

 Abatement

The project sponsor shall ens
ure that, prior to demolition, t

he building is surveyed

for hazardous building materials including, electrica
l equipment containing

polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs
), fluorescent light ballasts co

ntaining PCBs or bis (2-

ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP
), and fluorescent light tube

s containing mercury

vapors. These materials shall 
be removed and properly disp

osed of prior to the start

of demolition. Light ballasts t
hat are proposed to be remov

ed during renovation

shall be evaluated for the pr
esence of PCBs and in the ca

se where the presence of

PCBs in the light ballast cann
ot be verified, they shall be as

sumed to contain PCBs,

and handled and disposed of
 as such, according to applicab

le laws and regulations.

Any other hazardous buil
ding materials identified either before or during

demolition shall be abated acc
ording to federal, state, and lo

cal laws and regulations.

Implementation of Mitigati
on Measure M-HZ-2 would 

reduce impacts related to

exposure to hazardous buil
ding materials during demolit

ion to aless-than-significant

level.

HZ-3: The proposed project c
ould emit hazardous emission

s or handle hazardous or

acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within a 

quarEer-mile of an existing or

proposed school. (Less than Sig
nificant)

The project site is located wi
thin aquarter-mile from schoo

ls including the John Yehall

Chin Elementary School (3
50 Broadway), about 700 fee

t northwest of the site, the

Chinese Education Center 
Elementary School (657 Merc

hant Street), about 1500 fee
t

southwest of the project site
, and the Garfield Elementar

y/Early Education School (42
0

Filbert Street), about 2,500 fee
t northwest of the project site.
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The proposed project would not store, handle, or dispose of significant quantities ofhazardous materials and would not otherwise include any uses that would includeemissions of hazardous substances. In addition, any hazardous materials on the site, suchas soil to be excavated during project construction, would be handled in compliance withthe SMP discussed above. 'Thus, the proposed project would have aless-than-significantimpact related to hazardous emissions or materials within aquarter-mile of a school.

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project is not included on a list of hazardous materials sitescompiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. (Na Impact)
The project site is not on any available environmental databases as compiled by theCalifornia Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) or the State Water ResourcesControl Board pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The project site is not listedin database reports from state and federal regulatory agencies that identify businessesand properties that handle or have released hazardous materials or waste. The proposedproject would have no impact related to this criterion.

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not expose people ar structures to a significantrisk of loss, injury or death involving fires, nor interfere with the implementation of anemergency response plan. (Less than Significant)
San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the Building and FireCodes. Final building plans would be reviewed and approved by the San Francisco FireDepartment (as well as the Department of Building Inspection), to ensure conformancewith these provisions. In this way, potential fire hazards, including those associatedwith hydrant water pressures and emergency access, would be mitigated during thepermit review process.

The implementation of the proposed project could add incrementally to congested trafficconditions in the immediate area in the event of an emergency evacuation. However, theproposed project would have a contribution to traffic conditions that would not besubstantial within the context of the dense urban setting of the project site and it isexpected that project-related traffic would be dispersed within the existing street grid,such that there would be no significant adverse impacts on nearby traffic conditions.Therefore, the proposed project would not impair implementation of, or physicallyinterfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan andthis impact would be less than significant.
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Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed
 project would not make a cons

iderable contribution to any

cumulative significant effects
 related to hazardous materials.

 (Less than Significant)

Impacts from hazardous mate
rials are generally site-specific 

and typically do not result

in cumulative impacts. Any i
dentified hazards at nearby si

tes would be subject to the

same safety or remediation 
requirements discussed for t

he proposed project above,

which would reduce any h
azard effects to less-than-sign

ificant levels. As such, the

proposed project would not c
ombine with other project to

 cause cumulative impacts

related to hazardous materia
ls. Therefore, the proposed p

roject would have less than

significant impacts related to
 hazards and hazardous materi

als.

Topics:

16. MINERAL AND ENERGY
 RESOURCES—

Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability
 of a known

mineral resource that would be o
f value to the

region and the residents of the 
state?

b) Result in the loss of availability
 of a locally-

important mineral resource rec
overy site

delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan

or other land use plan?

c) Encourage activities which resu
lt in the use of

large amounts of fuel, water, 
or energy, or use

these in a wasteful manner?

Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No No!

Impact Incorporated Impact impact Applicable

❑ ❑ ❑ ~ ❑

o a a ~ a

❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

Impact ME-1: The proposed pr
oject would have no impact

 on mineral resources. (No

Impact)

All land in the City of San Fran
cisco, including the project site,

 is designated by the CGS

as Mineral Resource Zone (MR
Z) Four under the Surface Mi

ning and Reclamation Act of

1975. The MRZ-4 designatio
n indicates that adequate in

formation does not exist to

assign the area to any other MI
ZZ; thus, the area is not one d

esignated to have significant

mineral deposits. The project si
te has previously been develope

d, and future evaluations

of the presence of minerals at
 this site would therefore not

 be affected by the proposed

project. Further, the developm
ent and operation of the propo

sed project would not have

an impact on any off-site opera
tional mineral resource recov

ery sites.

In addition, because the site 
has been designated as having

 no known mineral deposits,

the proposed project woul
d not result in the loss of 

availability of a locally- or
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regionally- important mineral resource, and would have no impact on mineralresources.

Impact ME-2: The proposed project would result in increased energy consumption, butnot in large amounts or in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project would add new retail and residential uses, and an increasedintensity of use, to the project site, although, not to an extent that exceeds anticipatedgrowth in the area. As a new building in San Francisco, the proposed project would besubject to the energy conservation standards included in the San Francisco GreenBuilding Ordinance (SFGBO), which would require the project to meet a number ofconservation standards. Documentation showing compliance with the SFGBO would besubmitted with the application of the building permit, and would be enforced by theDepartment of Building Inspection.

In summary, the proposed project would not cause a wasteful use of energy, and effectsrelated to use of fuel, water, or energy would be less than significant.

Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present orreasonably foreseeable projects would result in less-than significant impacts to mineraland energy resources. (Less than Significant)
No known minerals exist in the project site or in the vicinity, as all of the City of SanFrancisco falls within MRZ-4, as described above. Therefore, the proposed project wouldnot contribute to any cumulative impact on mineral resources.

While statewide efforts are being made to increase power supply and to encourageenergy conservation, the demand for energy created by the proposed project would beinsubstantial in the context of the total demand within San Francisco and the state, andwould not require a major expansion of power facilities. Thus, the energy demand thatwould be created by the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative impact,and in cumulative conditions the proposed project would result in less-than-significantimpacts on mineral and energy resources.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than

Signiflcanf Mitigation Significant No Not

Topics: 
Impact Incorporated Impact impact Applicable

17. AGRICULTURE AND FO
REST RESOURCES: In det

ermining whether impacts to 
agricultural resources are sign

ificant

environmental effects, lead ag
encies may refer to the Calif

ornia Agricultural Land Evaluat
ion and Site Assessment M

odel

(1997) prepared by the Calif
ornia Dept. of Conservation

 as an optional model to use
 in assessing impacts on agric

ulture and

farmland. In determining w
hether impacts to forest resou

rces, including timberland, ar
e significant environmental ef

fects, lead

agencies may refer to inform
ation compiled by the Califor

nia Department of Forestry an
d Fire Protection regarding 

the state's

inventory of forest land, inclu
ding the Forest and Range A

ssessment Project and the Fores
t Legacy Assessment project;

 and

forest carbon measurement me
thodology provided in Fore

st Protocols adopted by the Cali
fornia Air Resources Board.

—Would the project

a) Convert Prime Farmland
, Unique Farmland, or

❑ ❑ ❑ ~ ❑

Farmland of Statewide Import
ance, as shown on

the maps prepared pursuant 
to the Farmland

Mapping and Monitoring Progr
am of the

California Resources Agency, to 
non-agricultural

use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning
 for agricultural use, ❑ ❑ ❑ ~ ❑

or a Williamson Act contrac
t?

c) Conflict with existing zonin
g for, or cause

❑ ❑ ❑ ~ ❑

rezoning of, forest land (as de
fined in Public

Resources Code Section 12220
(8)) or timberland

(as defined by Public Resour
ces Code Section

4526)?

d) Result in the loss of fores
t land or conversion of

❑ ❑ ❑ ~ ❑

forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the e
xisting ❑ ❑ ❑ ~ ❑

environment which, due to 
their location or

nature, could result in conver
sion of Farmland to

non-agricultural use or forest
 land to non-forest

use?

Impact AF-1: The proposed pro
ject would not convert farml

and, conflict with existing

zoning for agricultural uses or 
forest land, and would not resu

lt in the loss or conversion

of forest land. (No Impact)

The project site is located wit
hin an urbanized area of San

 Francisco. No land in San

Francisco County has been des
ignated by the California Dep

artment of Conservation s

Farmland Mapping and Moni
toring Program as agricultur

al land. Because the project

site does not contain agricul
tural uses and is not zoned fo

r such uses, the proposed

project would not require the
 conversion of any land desig

nated as prime farmland,

unique farmland, or Farmland
 of Statewide Importance to 

non-agricultural use. The

proposed project would not conf
lict with any existing agricult

ural zoning or Williamson
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Act contracts.87 No land in San Francisco is designated as forest land or timberland bythe State Public Resource Code. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict withzoning for forest land, cause a loss of forest land, or convert forest land to a differentuse. The proposed project would therefore have no impact on agricultural and forestresources.

Impact C-AF-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present orreasonably foreseeable projects would not result in a cumulatively considerablecontribution to a significant cumulative impact to agricultural and forest resources. (NoImpact)

As described above, the proposed project would have no impact with respect toagriculture and forestry resources; therefore, the proposed project would not contributeto any cumulatively considerable impact to agricultural and forest resources.

87 San Francisco is identified as "Urban and Built-Up Land" on the California Department of ConservationImportant Farmland in California Map, 2008. Available online at www.consrv.ca.~ov. Accessed on April2015.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No Nof

Topics: 
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS O
F SIGNIFICANCE—

Would the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade t
he quality of the ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

environment, substantially re
duce 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 numb
er or restrict the

range of a rare or endangered pla
nt or animal, or

eliminate important examples o
f the major

periods of California history or
 prehistory?

b) Have impacts that would be
 individually ❑ ❑ ~ ❑ ❑

limited, but cumulatively consid
erable?

("Cumulatively considerable"
 means that the

incremental effects of a project ar
e considerable

when viewed in connection wit
h the effects of

past projects, the effects of othe
r current projects,

and the effects of probable future
 projects.)

c) Have environmental effects tha
t would cause ❑ ~ ❑ ❑ ❑

substantial adverse effects on h
uman beings,

either directly or indirectly?

The foregoing analysis identifies potentially significant impacts to archeological

resources, noise, and hazards
 and hazardous materials, whi

ch would all be mitigated

through implementation of m
itigation measures identified b

elow and described within

Section E.

a) As discussed in the variou
s topics in this Initial Study, t

he proposed project is

anticipated to have less-than
-significant impacts on the en

vironmental topics

discussed. The project, howe
ver, could have potentially 

significant impacts

resulting fram disturbance t
o archeological resources, con

struction noise and

vibration, and exposure to h
azardous building materials 

during construction.

These impacts would be mi
tigated through implementa

tion of Mitigation

Measures M-CP-2 (Archeological Resources (Testing)), M-CP-5a (Protect

Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities) and M-CP-5b

(Construction Monitoring P
rogram for Historical Resource

s), M-NO-2a (General

Construction Noise Control
 Measures} and M-NO-2b (Noi

se Control Measures

During Pile Driving), and M-
HZ-2 (Hazardous Building Mat

erials Abatement),

to less-than-significant levels, a
s described within Section E.
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b) The proposed project in combination with the past, present and foreseeableprojects as described in Section E, would not result in cumulative impacts to landuse, population and housing, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality,GHG emissions, wind and shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems,public services, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and waterquality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral and energy resources, andagricultural and forest resources.

c) The proposed project, as discussed in Section C (Compatibility with ExistingZoning and Plans) and Topic E.1 (Land Use and Land Use Planning) would begenerally consistent with local and zoning requirements. Mitigation Measures M-CP-2 (Archeological Resources (Testing)) and M-HZ-2 (Hazardous BuildingMaterials Abatement) would address cultural resources and hazardous materialsimpacts. Mitigation Measures M-CP-5a (Protect Historical Resources fromAdjacent Construction Activities) and M-CP-5b (Construction MonitoringProgram for Historical Resources), M-NO-2a (General Construction NoiseControl Measures) and M-NO-2b (Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving)would address construction-related impacts. Implementation of these mitigationmeasures would reduce any direct and indirect impact to human beings due toconstruction, and the release of hazardous materials to less-than-significantlevels.

F. MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES
The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potentially significantimpacts resulting from the proposed project to less-than-significant levels. Accordingly,the project sponsor has agreed to implement all mitigation measures described below.No improvement measures have been identified for this project.

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

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present withinthe project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentiallysignificant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historicalresources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultantfrom the Planning Department ("Department") pool of qualified archaeologicalconsultants as provided the Department archaeologist. The archeological consultantshall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the
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consultant shall be available to c
onduct an archeological monitoring

 and/or data

recovery program if required pursu
ant to this measure. The archeologi

cal consultant's

work shall be conducted in accorda
nce with this measure and with the 

requirements of

the project archeological research
 design and treatment plan (WSA.

 Archeological

Research Design/Treatment Plan 240 Pa
cific Avenue Project, September 2015) a

t the direction

of the Environmental Review Office
r (ERO). In instances of inconsistency

 between the

requirement of the project archeolog
ical research design and treatment pl

an and of this

archeological mitigation measure, th
e requirements of this archeolog

ical mitigation

measure shall prevail. All plans and reports prepared by th
e consultant as specified

herein shall be submitted first and 
directly to the ERO for review and 

comment, and

shall be considered draft reports su
bject to revision until final approva

l by the ERO.

Archeological monitoring and/or dat
a recovery programs required by th

is measure

could suspend construction of the p
roject for up to a maximum of four

 weeks. At the

direction of the ERO, the suspension
 of construction can be extended beyo

nd four weeks

only if such a suspension is the onl
y feasible means to reduce to a less t

han significant

level potential effects on a signific
ant archeological resource as defi

ned in CEQA

Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c).

Archeological Testing Program. The arc
heological consultant shall prepare 

and submit to

the ERO for review and approval a
n archeological testing plan (ATP). In 

addition, the

tribal cultural resource consultin~O
hlone Native American tribal represen

tative for this

~ro~ct shall be liven the onnortuni
ri~ to review and comment on the 

draft ATP. The

archeological testing program shall be
 conducted in accordance with the app

roved ATP.

The ATP shall identify the property t
ypes of the expected archeological r

esources) that

potentially could be adversely affect
ed by the proposed project, the testing

 method to be

used, and the locations recommende
d for testing. The purpose of the arche

ological testing

program will be to determine to the exte
nt possible the presence or absence 

of

archeological resources and to identif
y and to evaluate whether any archeolo

gical resource

encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA.

At the completion of the archeologic
al testing program, the archeologic

al consultant

shall submit a written report of the f
indings 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 archeologic

al consultant

shall determine if additional measure
s are warranted. Additional measure

s that may be

undertaken include additional archeol
ogical testing, archeological monitorin

g, and/or an

archeological data recovery program. If the ERO determines that a significant
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archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by theproposed 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 archeologicalconsultant determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implementedthe 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 soilsdisturbing activities commencing. T'he ERO in consultation with thearcheological consultant shall determine what project activities shall bearcheologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities,such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilitiesinstallation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), siteremediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the riskthese activities pose to potential archaeological resources and to theirdepositional context;

■ The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on thealert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how toidentify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriateprotocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource;■ The archeological monitors) shall be present on the project site according toa schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO untilthe ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant,determined that project construction activities could have no effects onsignificant archeological deposits;
■ The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soilsamples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;
■ If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activitiesin the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall beempowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/piledriving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated.If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the

Case No. 2013.1757E 140 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



archeological monitor has cause to
 believe that the pile driving acti

vity may

affect an archeological resource, 
the pile driving activity shall be 

terminated

until an appropriate evaluation 
of the resource has been made in c

onsultation

with the ERO. The archeologic
al consultant shall immediately n

otify the

ERO of the encountered archeolo
gical deposit. The archeological

 consultant

shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and

significance of the encountered
 archeological deposit, and prese

nt the

findings of this assessment to the
 ERO.

Whether or not significant archeol
ogical resources are encountered, t

he archeological

consultant shall submit a written 
report of the findings of the monito

ring program to the

ERO.

Archeological Data Recovery Progr
am. The archeological data reco

very program

shall be conducted in accord wit
h an archeological data recovery

 plan (ADIZP).

The archeological consultant, proj
ect sponsor, and ERO shall meet an

d consult on

the scope of the ADRP prior to p
reparation of a draft ADRI'. The 

archeological

consultant shall submit a draft A
DRI' to the ERO. The ADRP shall

 identify how

the proposed data recovery prog
ram will preserve the significant i

nformation the

archeological resource is expecte
d to contain. That is, the ADRI

' will identify

what scientific/historical resear
ch questions are applicable to

 the expected

resource, what data classes the r
esource is expected to possess, a

nd how the

expected data classes would a
ddress the applicable research ques

tions. Data

recovery, in general, should be l
imited to the portions of the hist

orical property

that could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project. Destructive data

recovery methods shall not be ap
plied to portions of the archeolog

ical resources

if nondestructive methods are 
practical. A legall.~recognized Oh

lone Native

American tribal re~resentativeBS sh
all be present and monitor any d

ata recovery

activities related to a prehistoric
 and/or Native American site.

The scope of the ADRP shall includ
e the following elements:

■ Field Methods and Procedures. 
Descriptions of proposed field 

strategies,

procedures, and operations.

88 A "le~ally-recoenized" Ohlon
e Native American tribal represen

tative monitor means and onl~
means

tt ose persons or groins recog
nized b~ the California Native A

merican Heritage Commission as
 Native

American tribal representative 
contacts for the Citv and County 

of San Francisco and of Ohlone tr
ibal

descent themselves.

Case No. 2013.1757E 
141 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Ba

ttery Street



■ Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguingsystem 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 interpretiveprogram during the course of the archeological data recovery program.■ Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect thearcheological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionallydamaging activities.

■ Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution ofresults.

■ Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for thecuration of any recovered data having potential research value, identificafionof appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies ofthe curation facilities.
Tribal Cultural Resource Photo~ratihic Record. Recommended process forpreparation of digital ~hotogra~hs of andprehistoric or Native Americanmaterial that qualifies as tribal cultural resources recovered during thearcheolc~ical data recovery p, ro~ram and distribution of those ~hoto~raghsto the consulting Native American tribal representative.

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatrnent of humanremains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soilsdisturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall includeimmediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in theevent of the Coroner's determination that the human remains are Native Americanremains, 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 allreasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity,human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec.15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation,removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the humanremains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.

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

and historical research methods employed in 
the archeological testing/monitoring/data

recovery programs) undertaken. Informatio
n that may put at risk any archeological

resource shall be provided in a separate remova
ble insert within the final report.

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the 
FARR shall be distributed as follows:

California Archaeological Site Survey Northwes
t 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 Major Environmental Analys
is division of the Planning Department

shall receive two copies (bound and unbo
und) of the FARIZ and one unlocked,

searchable PDF copy on a compact disk. ME
A shall receive a copy of any formal site

recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or
 documentation for nomination to the

National Register of Historic Places/California Regi
ster of Historical Resources.

~hoto~~hic record shall be made of an~ prehistoric/Native A
merican material

recovered from the project site determined to
 be a tribal cultural resource The tribal

cultural resource nhotogravhic record shall b
e submitted to the ~~ect tribal cultural

xesource consultation Ohlone/Native Amer
ican re~resentative(sl, the ERO, the NWIC,

and the curation facility accessioning the
 archeological collection A notice of the

availability of this ~hoto anhic record shall be sent to legally-reco iz

Ohlone/Native American tribal representative
s for San Francisco. 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 distr
ibution than that presented above.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4: Tribal Cultural Reso
urces Interpretive Program

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) 
determines that preservation-in-place of

previously unidentified archeological resource
s pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-CP-

2, Archeological Testing, is not a sufficient or 
feasible option, and if in consultation with

the affiliated Native American tribal represent
atives, the ERO determines that the

resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource (T
CR), the Project Sponsor shall implement

an interpretive program of the TCR in consul
tation with affiliated tribal representatives.

An interpretive plan produced in consultat
ion with the ERO and affiliated tribal

representatives, at a minimum, and approved
 by the ERO would be required to guide

the interpretive program. The plan shall identi
fy, as appropriate, proposed locations for

installations or displays, the proposed conten
t and materials of those displays or

installation, the producers or artists of the d
isplays or installation, and along-term

maintenance program. The interpretive prog
ram may include artist installations,

preferably by local Native American artists, or
al histories with local Native Americans,
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artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other informational
displays.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-Sa: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent
Construction Activities.

The project sponsor shall consult with Planning Department environmental
planning/preservation staff to determine whether adjacent or nearby buildings
constitute historical resources that could be adversely affected by construction-
generated vibration. For purposes of this measure, nearby historic buildings shall
include those within 100 feet of a construction site if pile driving would be used in a
subsequent development project; otherwise, it shall include historic buildings within 25
feet if heavy equipment would be used on the subsequent development project. (No
measures need be applied if no heavy equipment would be employed.) If one or more
historical resources is identified that could be adversely affected, the project sponsor
shall incorporate into construction specifications for the proposed project a requirement
that the construction contractors) use all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent
and nearby historic buildings. Such methods may include maintaining a safe distance
between the construction site and the historic buildings (as identified by the Planning
Department preservation staff), using construction techniques that reduce vibration,
appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent movement of adjacent structures,
and providing adequate security to minimize risks of vandalism and fire.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical
Resources.

For those historical resources identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-5a, and where
heavy equipment would be used on a subsequent development project, the project
sponsor of such a project shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to
adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented and
repaired. The monitoring program, which shall apply within 100 feet where pile driving
would be used and within 25 feet otherwise, shall include the following components.
Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a
historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake apre-
construction survey of historical resources) identified by the San Francisco Planning
Department within 125 feet of planned construction to document and photograph the
buildings' existing conditions. Based on the construction and condition of the
resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a maximum vibration level that shall not
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be exceeded at each building, based on existing
 condition, character-defining features,

soils conditions, and anticipated construction 
practices (a common standard is 0.2 inch

per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure 
that vibration levels do not exceed the

established standard, the project sponsor sha
ll monitor vibration levels at each structure

and shall prohibit vibratory construction act
ivities that generate vibration levels in

excess of the standard.

Should vibration levels be observed in excess of
 the standard, construction shall be halted

and alternative construction techniques put 
in practice, to the extent feasible. (For

example, pre-drilled piles could be substituted f
or driven piles, if feasible based on soils

conditions; smaller, lighter equipment might b
e able to be used in some cases.) The

consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspe
ctions of each building during ground-

disturbing activity on the project site. Should 
damage to either building occur, the

buildings) shall be remediated to its pre-cons
truction condition at the conclusion of

ground-disturbing activity on the site.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: General Constru
ction Noise Control Measures

To ensure that project noise from construction act
ivities is minimized to the maximum

extent feasible, the sponsor shall undertake the
 following:

• The sponsor of a subsequent development projec
t shall require the general

contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks u
sed for project construction

use the best available noise control technique
s (e.g., improved mufflers,

equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, du
cts, engine enclosures and

acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds, wher
ever feasible).

• The sponsor of a subsequent development proj
ect shall require the general

contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such
 as compressors) as far from

adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as poss
ible, to muffle such noise

sources, and to construct barriers around such sources and/or the

construction site, which could reduce constru
ction noise by as much as 5

dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary

equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, if fea
sible.

• The sponsor of a subsequent development pr
oject shall require the general

contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammer
s, pavement breakers, and

rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrical
ly powered wherever possible

to avoid noise associated with compressed air
 exhaust from pneumatically

Case No. 2013.1757E 
145 240-290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street



powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust
muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external
noise jackets on the tools, which could reduce noise levels by as much as 10
dBA.

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall include noise control
requirements in specifications provided to construction contractors. Such
requirements could include, but not be limited to, performing all work in a
manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; undertaking the most
noisy activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents
and occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid residential
buildings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible.

• Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of
construction documents, the sponsor of a subsequent development project
shall submit to the San Francisco Planning Department and Department of
Building Inspection (DBI) a list of measures to respond to and track
complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures shall include: (1)
a procedure and phone numbers for notifying DBI, the Department of Public
Health, and the Police Department (during regular construction hours and
off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site describing noise complaint procedures
and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all times during
construction; (3) designation of an on-site construction complaint and
enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification of neighboring
residents and non-residential building managers within 300 feet of the project
construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise-generating
activities (defined as activities generating noise levels of 90 dBA or greater)
about the estimated duration of the activity.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving

For individual projects within the Draft Plan Area and Adjacent Parcels that require pile
driving, a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures shall be completed under the
supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. These attenuation measures shall include
as many of the following control strategies as feasible:

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall require the construction
contractor to erect temporary plywood noise barriers along the boundaries of the
project site to shield potential sensitive receptors and reduce noise levels by 5 to
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10 dBA, although the precise reduction is a function of the height and distance of

the barrier relative to receptors and noise source(s);

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall require the construction

contractor to implement "quiet" pile-driving technology (such as pre-drilling of

piles, sonic pile drivers, and the use of more than one pile driver to shorten the

total pile driving duration), where feasible, in consideration of geotechnical and

structural requirements and conditions;

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall require the construction

contractor to monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking

noise measurements; and

• The sponsor of a subsequent development project shall require that the

construction contractor limit pile-driving activity to result in the least disturbance

to neighboring uses.

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2—Hazardous Building Materials Abatement

The project sponsor shall ensure that, prior to demolition, the building is surveyed for

hazardous building materials including, electrical equipment containing polychlorinated

biphenyl (PCBs), fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate

(DEHP), and fluorescent light tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be

removed and properly disposed of prior to the start of demolition. Light ballasts that are

proposed to be removed during renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of PCBs

and in the case where the presence of PCBs in the light ballast cannot be verified, they

shall be assumed to contain PCs, and handled and disposed of as such, according to

applicable laws and regulations. Any other hazardous building materials identified either

before or during demolition shall be abated according to federal, state, and local laws and

regulations.
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G. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

On May 27, 2015, the Planning Department mailed a Notice of Project Receiving
Environmental Review to property owners within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent
tenants, and other potentially interested parties. Several individuals requested to be
notified when official determinations regarding the project were published. One
individual expressed concern regarding noise and air quality effects during
construction. Analysis of construction impacts due to the proposed project are discussed
in Topic 6 (Noise) and Topic 7 (Air Quality) of this Initial Study. No other comments
were received.

H. COMMENTS RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO THE PMND

A "N~tice_of Availabilty of and Intent to Adont a Mitigated Negative Declaration" was
mailed on October 21. 2015. to owners of ~ronerties within 300 feet of the ~~ct site,
~d~acent occupants, and nei~chborhood rows. Two members of the  nublic provided
comments to staff and requested to be included in future mailings or notices. Both
public comments received re ~a rding_~vsical environmental effects were related to (11

uested revisions to Miti anon Measure M-CP-2; and (21 construction-related
concerns on nearby on historic buildings. These comments have been addressed under
the Tobic 3, Cultural Resources, in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects.
mment (11 has been addressed under Impact Section CP-2 and CP-4. Comment (2) has

been addressed under Impact Section CP-5. No other comments were received.
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#~ J. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this Initial Study:

❑ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and

a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,

there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been

made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

will be prepared.

❑ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

❑ I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially

significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has

been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached

sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the

effects that remain to be addressed.

❑ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or

NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or

mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or

mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental

documentation is required.

Sarah B. Jones

Environmental Review Officer

for

John Rahaim

DATE u</ ~f ~ ~ Director of Planning
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K. Initial Study Preparers

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning Division
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Environmental Review Officer: Sarah B. Jones

Senior Environmental Planner: Joy Navarrete
Environmental Planner: Christopher Espiritu
Preservation Planner: Lily Yegazu
Archeologist: Randall Dean

Project Sponsors)

Grosvenor USA Limited

One California Street, Suite 2500

San Francisco, CA 94111

Amelia Staveley, Project Sponsor
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