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FILE NO. 180490 | ORDINANC’  10.

[General Plan Amendments - Central South Of Market Area Plan]

Ordinance amending the General Plan by adding the Central South of Market (SoMa)
Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street, on itsleastern
portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan
Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; making conforming
amendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, the Housing Element, the Urban
Design Element, the Land Use Index, and the East SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans;
and making environmental findings, including adopting a statement of overriding

considerations, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight

‘priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in Sm,qle underlzne zmlzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arialfent.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Findings.

(a) Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides that
the Plahniné Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for
approval or rejection, proposed amendments to the General Plan.

(b) On May 14, 2018, the Board of SUpervisors received from the Planhing

Department the proposed General Plan amendments, including the addition of the Central

Planning Commission : .
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South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan. These amendments are on file with the Clerk of the Board

of Supervisors in File No. 180490 and are incorp'orated herein by reference.

(c) Section 4.105 of the City Charter further provides that if the Board of Supervisors
fails to Act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed General Plan amendments, theh the
proposed amendments shall be deemed approved.

(d) San Francisco Planning Code Section 340 provides that the Planning Commission
may initiate an amendment to the General Plan by a resolution of intention, which refers to,

and incorporates by reference, the proposed General Plan amendments. Section 340 further

Aprovides that Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendments after

a public hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience and |
general welfare require the proposéd amendment or any part thereof. If adoptéd by the
Commission in whole or in part, the proposed amendments shall be prése’nted to the Board of
Supervisors, which may approve or reject the amendments by a majority vote.

(e) After a duly noticed public hearing on March 1, 2018, by Resolution No. 20119, the
Planning Commission initiated amendments to the proposed General Plan. Said motion is on
file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in Board File No. 180490 and incorporated
herein by reference. |

(f) On May 10, 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission
certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central SoMa Area
Plan (the Projeot) by Motion No. 20182, finding the Final EIR reflects the independent
judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and
objective, contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of the report and
the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply

with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources

Planning Commission
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Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et
seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning
Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 180490
and are incorporated herein by reference. |

(@) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to.the
General Plan as well as Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments related to the Central
SoMa Area Plan. The proposed General Plan amendments are within the scope of the Project
evaluated in the Final EIR.

(h) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,
the} Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project’s
envir‘onmevntal impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as
well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation
monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. 20183.

(i) The Planning Commission then adopted the proposed General Plan amendments

by Resolution No. 20184, finding in accordance with Planning Code Section 340 that the

public necessity, convenience, and general welfare required the proposed amendments.

(i) The letter from the Planning Department transmitting the proposed General Plan
amendments to the Board of Supervisors, the Final EIR, the CEQA Findings, the MMRP, the
Central SoMa Area Plan and all other related General Plan amendments, and the Planning
Commission’s Resolution approving the proposed General Plan Amendments are on file with
the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 180490. These and any and all other
documents referenced in this Ordinance have been made available to the Board of
Supervisors and may be found in either the files of the Planning Department, as the custodian

of records, at 1650 Mission Street in San Francisco, or in File No. 180490vwith the Clerk of the

Planning Commission
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Board of Supervisors at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Fréncisco, and are incorporated
herein by reference.

(k) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the
environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed
and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates
them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance. .

(I) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and
endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,
and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies
other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP.

(m) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the

. proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the
circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major
revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of
substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1)
the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant
environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives
found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or
(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final
EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

(n) The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant fo Planning Code Section 340, that the

proposed General Plan amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience and general

Planning Commission
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welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184 and
incorporates those reasons herein by reference. ,

(o) The Board of Supervisors finds that the proposed General Plan amendments are,
on balance, in conformity with the General Plan, as amended by this Ordinance, and the
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning

Commission Resolution No. 20184, and the Board hereby adopts those findings as its own.

Section 2. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Central SoMa Area Plan, an
amendment to the General Plan, as recommended to the Board of Supervisors by the
Planning Commission in Resolution No. 20184 and as on file with the Clerk of the Board in

File No. 180490.

Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the East SoMa Area Plan,
as follows:
(@) Map 1, “Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas” is hereby amended by revising it

in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No.

(b) The East SoMa Area Plan is further revised, as follows:

* % R %

1. LAND USE

* Kk ok ok

Recently, this area has seen a vast amount of change, especially in housing

»,

development.

primarily-as-market-rate-ownership-and-tivetworklofts- Additionally, “dot com” businesses moved

into the area, many of which displaced existing jobs and residences. On occasion conflicts

-------

Planning Commission
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into the area, many of which displaced existing jobs and residences. On occasion conflicts
have arisen between some of these new office or residential uses and previously existing
industrial uses, due to noise or other by-products of industrial businesses. This section
.addresses the need to retain space for existing businesses and résidential uses, while
allowing space for new development, especially aﬁordablg housing, to be built.
OBJECTIVE 1.1
ENCOURAGE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING AND OTHER MIXED-USE

DEVELOPMENT IN EAST SOMA WHILE MAINTAINING ITS EXISTING SPECIAL MIXED-
USE CHARACTER

* % % %

Planning Commission
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- Make land use decisions

considering the context of East SoMa at multiple geographic scales, including the immediate

neichborhood, all of SoMa, the city, and the region.

* ok k% %

POLICY 1.1.3

Encourage housing development, especially affordable housing—bsreguiring-housing

Streetsrextending-along-Folsom-to-3rd-Street by allowing residential uses everywhere in the Plan Area
and requiring substantial amounts of affordable housing.

POLICY 1.1.4

Retain the existing flexible zoning in the area eurrenth-zoned SERMUG, but also allow

small offices.

* k% k %

POLICY 1.1.9

Planning Commission
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Réquire active commercial uses and encourage a more neighborhood commercial
character along 4#s-ard 6th Streets.

2. HOUSING

East SoMa has historically been é valuable source of sound, low-cost housing, due to
its‘older housing stock and large number of rental propertﬁes. The area is, however, becoming
less affordable — rents are rising, avnd the new housing being édded to the area has been
almost exclusively market-rate and owner-occupied. The 2000 census counted nearly 40% of
households as financially burdened, meaning they pay housing costs equal to or exceeding
30% of their household income, more than any other portion of the Eastern Neighborhoods
and much more than across the City as a whole. RenterS%%Wﬁ%—Qf—Eﬁﬁ
Soda-s-households-at-the-lasteensus— and households composed of people new to the city such

as immigrants, 'young people, artists and students, are especiaAHy financially burdened.

* % % %

OBJECTIVE 2.1

ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN
THE EAST SOMA IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES

* ok Kk ok

Planning Commission
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Single Resident Occupancy (SRO) units — defined by the Planning Code as units

consisting of no more than one room at a maximum of 350 square feet - represent an
important source of affordable housing in East SoMa, representing 25% of its housing stock.

(4s of 2008 there wereThere-are an estimated 457 SRO Hotels in San Francisco with over

20,000 residential units, with most located in the Mission, Tenderloin, Chinatown, and South
of Market). SRO units have generally been considered part of the city's stock of affordable
housing, and as such, City law prohibits conversion of SROs to tourist hotels. SROs serve as
an affordable housing option for elderly, disabled, and single-person households, and in
recognition of this, the Plan adopts several new policies to make sure they remain a source of
continued affordability. In recognition of the fact that SROs serve small households, the Plan
exempts SRO developments from meeting unit-mix requirements. In recognition of the fact
that SROs truly are living spaces, and to prevent the kind of sub-standard living environments-
that can result from reduced rear yards and open spaces, this Plan requires that SROs
adhere to the same rear yard and exposure requirements as other types of residential uses.
Finally, the Plan calls for sale and rental prices of SROs to be monitored regularly to ensure
that SROs truly remain a source of affordable housing, and that policies promdting them

should continue.

* % % &

"Planning Commission
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OBJECTIVE 2.3

ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF
HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX and COMMUNITY SERVICES.
| The need for housing in East SoMa covers the full range of tenure type (ownership
versus rental) and unit mix (small versus large units). While there is a market for housing at a

range of unit types, recent housing construction has focused on the production of smaller,

ownership units. Yet 98%a high percentage of reéidents in East SoMa are renters. The Housiné
Element of the City's General Plan recognizes that rental housing is more immediately

accessible, and often more affordable than for-sale housing, and existing city policies regulate !
the demolition and conversion of rental housing to other forms of occupancy. New

development in the East Soma area should provide rental opportunities for new residents.

L

3. BUILT FORM

Along with these challenges, East SoMa also has many unique places, including Se##
Park: the South End historic district, and intimate neighborhood alleys that deserve
celebration. The entire plan area is quintessentially mixed use, with housing a‘nd retail side by
side with PDR and offices. The vision for development in East SoMa builds on this established
pattern, emphasizing rather than diminishing its mixed use character, its definable
development patterns, and its ma’nyvhistoriclal structures. At the same time, the vision
foresees a more pedestrian friendly environment, with new buildings framing the street that

enhance the neighborhood’s character and are constructed of quality and ecologically

Planning Commission ' . .
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sustainable materials. Fostering pedestrian interest is paramount -- dictating how buildings
should meet the étreet, as well as their perceived size, scale and mass. An enjoyable,
walkable, friendly, green, and definable urban fabric for résidents and visitors alike should be
the standard against which aﬂ proposals are weighed.

k k ok %

POLICY 3.1.4

Heights should reflect the importance of key streets in the city’s overall urban

pattern, while respecting the lower scale development that surrounds Sewth-Park-and the

residential enclaves throughout the plan area.

* % %k 0k

a%d—sﬁ%e%d%%%%gée—dé&ﬁe&—ﬁwﬁi@evelopment along the many alleys, both in the

Residential Enclaves and throughout the rest of East SoMa, should reflect the more intimate

scale of these rights-of-way, ensuring a pedestrian-friendly, neighborhood-friendly

environment.

* kR %k

POLICY 3.1.12

Establish and require height limits and upper stdry setbacks to maintain

~adequate light and air to sidewalks and frontages along alleys.

 k Ok %

Planning Commission
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Alley controls will apply to all-thefollowing streets and alleys within the plan area:

* % % %

8. HISTORIC RESOURCES

The South of Market Area has developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, and
increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within this diverse mix of land uses,
East SoMa is distinguished by the existence of individually significant properties. Within the
East Soma Area Plan there are a number of City Landmarks;-inclidingthe-South-End-Historie

anwmberof privateresidences. \Various other significant properties and districts relating to the

Filipino and gay “leather” Community have been identified through informational surveys and

context statements. It is expected that additional historic surveys in the East Soma Area Plan

will document a substantial number of previously unknown resources.

* 0k % %

|
|

Planning Commission -
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w 14771479 Emberly-Alley-(City
| Landmark-No—94)
35173 N4 1400-Folsom-St-
35204308 W %%JSG%SF(@HB%
Lendmeark-No—199)
3520/54-59 w 1489 Folsom St—{City
Feanddmerle No—199)
375767 w 1275 arrison-St
35507 nr/e ZHeron-St-
3731104 1035-Howard-St—
3731174 E 1049 Howard-St
373128149 £ 1097 Howeard-St-
3727414 W 126 Howard-St-
37284 ¥ 1234 Howerd-St-
3517435 W 1464 Howard-St—(City
Fearmdmark-No420)
351734 NIV I L5 Howard-St-
3728/89 H 1235 Mission-St
3786/263-307 # 310 Townsend-St-
378645 H 350 Townsend-St
3785024 H 41 O-Townserd-St-

Planning Commission
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377741 E 500 Fowréh-St
3787/52 130 E 601 Fourth-St
3726011 E 182 Sixth-St
| 32262 E 106-Sixth-St:
37320124 E 201 Sixth-St
3785/7 E 665-Sixth-St-
375418 E 335 Seventh-St
3720/32 w 201Nt
3500414 W 165 Tenth St—(City Fandmark
3525003117 w 465 Tenth-St
3520/20 w 319 Bleventh-Si—(City
Leandmerk-No—199)
3520284 W 333 Eleventh-Si—(City

Fre-or-out-of- SEHD?

3774473 r 274 Bremnen-St
| 37894 In 275 Bramman-St
3788/37 I 301 Bramman-St
3774/8 I 333 Bipamt St

Planning Commission
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e 355-Bryant-St
377467 e 385-Bryant-St
3794415 I FO-Townsend-St:
379444 ## 1 Townsend-St-
3704410 1 H5Fownsend-St-
3704/22 e 135-Fownsend-St:
378849 In 136-Townsend-St
3794421 i 139-Fownsend-St-
378894 #n L44-Lownsend-St:
378846 5 8- Townsend-St-
3882 I F66-Lownsend-St:
3264471197 I 461-Second-St-
3LZ5H I 300-Seecond-St:
3AZ5/2 ## SH2-Second-St:
3LT5/4 1 322-Second-St-
3AT4HA3132 i 333-Second-St-
3774144 e F36-Second-St-
3ETSSS I S44-Second-St-
3TI4HGL I 545-Second-St-
37445 1 555-Second-St.

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 16




O W o N o o A0 N -

N N N N N N N - - - - Y 3 - N — ‘
o1 N w N - [ew) <o} [00] ~ (o] (&)} A w N —_

378947 In 625-Second-St-
378838 In 634-Second-St-
| 345842 #n 640-Second-St-
3788/49-73. #n 650-Second-St-
3788/4344 #n 670-Second-St-
378846 ## 698-Second-St-
3789/858-971 In 699-Second-St-
3788/45 In 625-Third-St:
3IEHE I 660-Third-St-

Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by deleting the map of the South End
Historic District found in Chapter 8 of the East SoMa Area Plan.

Section 5. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Western SoMa Area
Plan as follows:

(a) Map 1, “Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas” is hereby amended by revising it
in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 180490.

(b) The Western SoMa Area Plan is further revised, as follows:

%ok K

LAND USE

OBJECTIELS

Planning Commission
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TRANSPORTATION AND THE STREET NETWORK
POLICY 4.23.2

Create a visible pedestrian network that connects to other areas.
It is important that pedestrian facilities not only feature connections within the area, but

also links to surrounding areas (e.g., Downtown, East SoMa, Central SoMa, Showplace

Square, Mission and Market-Octavia). A network of way-finding signage should be introduced

to help orient the pedestrian.

Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Commerce and

Industry Element as follows:

(a) Amend Map 1, “Generalized Commercial and Industrial Land Use Plan”, as follows:

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Page 18
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(1) Add a boundary around the Central SoMa Plan area;
(2) Remove the colorization from the Plan Area; and
(3) Add a reference that states “See the Central SoMa Area Plan.”
(b)' Amend Map 2, “Generalized Commercial and Industrial Denéity Plan,” as follows:
(1) Add a boundary around the Central SbMa Plan area;
(2) Remove the colorization from the Plan Area; and

(3) Add a reference that states “See the Central SoMa Area Plan.”

Section 7. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as

’follows:

(@) Amend Part Il, Objectives & Policies, Map 1 as follows:
(1) Remove the red boundary of the Central SoMa Plan, replace with a black
boundary showing the adopted Plan area, and fill the area in red; and

(2) In the legend remove the “Pending'Adoption” text and icon.

Section 8. The General Plan is heréby amended by revising the Urban Design
Element, as follows:

(a) Amend Map 4 “Urban Design Guidelines for Height of Buildings,” as follows: in the
notes area below the legend, add a note saying “Add a boundary area around the Central
SoMa Plan area with a line that leads to a.reference that states ‘See the Central SoMa Plan.”

(b) Amend Map 5, “Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings,” as follows: in the
notes area below the legend, add a note saying “Add a boundéry area around the Central |

SoMa Plan area with a line that leads to a reference that states ‘See the Central SoMa Plan.”

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 19
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Section 9. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Land Use Index as

The Land Use Index shall be updated as necéssary to reflect the amendments set forth

in Sections 2 through 8, above.

Section 10. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effe_ctive 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

Section 11. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,
numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal
Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

the official title of the ordinance.

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

By: CX% /4
VICTORIA WONG

Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01275832.docx

Planning Commission
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FILE NO. 180490

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[General Plan Amendments - Central South Of Market Area Plan]

Ordinance amending the General Plan by adding the Central South of Market (SoMa)
Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern
portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan
Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; making conforming
amendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, the Housing Element, the Urban
Design Element, the Land Use Index, and the East SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans;
and making environmental findings, including adopting a statement of overriding
considerations, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

Existing Law

State law requires cities and counties to prepare and adopt a comprehensive, long-term
General Plan for development. The General Plan may address any subjects that, in the
judgment of the Board of Supervisors, relate to the physical development of the City.

The City’s General Plan contains the following elements: Land Use Index, Housing,
Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, Transportation, Urban Design,
Environmental Protection, Community Facilities, Community Safety, Arts, and Air Quality. It
also contains several area plans, such as the Downtown, East SoMa, and Western SoMa
Area Plans. The Board of Supervisors amends these elements and plans from time to time to
reflect changed circumstances. :

The East SoMa Area Plan, part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, adopted in 2008,
provides land use controls and proposed community improvements for the eastern part of the
SoMa neighborhood. The Western SoMa Area Plan, adopted in 2013 and integrated into the
Eastern Neighborhoods Program, provides land use controls and proposed community

- improvements for the western part of the SoMa neighborhood.

Amendments to Current Law

The proposed legislation would amend the General Plan to add the Central SoMa Area Plan.
The Central SoMa Plan Area would be bounded by 2nd Street and 6th Street, and Market
_Street and Townsend Street, exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan that
make up much of the area north of Folsom Street.

The proposed legislation includes various conforming map and text amendments to the
Commerce and Industry Element, Housing Element, Urban Design Element, and Land Use
Index of the General Plan to reflect the Central SoMa Plan.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS i Page 1



FILE NO. 180490

The proposed legislation would also amend the East SoMa Area Plan and Western SdMa
Area Plan, including amendments to the boundaries of these other Plan Areas to
accommodate establishment of the Central SoMa Area Plan.

Background Information

This General Plan Amendments ordinance is a companion to other legislative approvals
relating to the Central SoMa Plan, including amendments to the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Zoning Map.

The purpose of Central SoMa Plan is to accommodate growth in jobs and housing, provide
public benefits, and respect and enhance the neighborhood’s character. The Plan would
provide Goals, Objectives, Policies, and related contextual information for Central SoMa. The
Plan contains the following eight Goals:

O~NO O WN >

. Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing

. Maintain the Diversity of Residents

. Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center

. Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit
. Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities

. Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood

. Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood’s Cultural Heritage

. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and the City

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01275810.docx
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650-Mission St.
Plan ning ‘Commission Motion No. 20182 Sn Fangse,
~ HEARING DATE; MAY 10, 2018 CAB4108-2479
‘Reception:
Case No.; . 2011.1356F , : 415.558.6378
Project Address:  Central SoMa Plan ' Fai:
Zoning: Various 4155586400 |
BZOCHLOQ ‘}’ar‘ioué' . ) . ’ Planning "
Project Sponsor: San Francisco Planning Department information;
Steve Wertheim- (415) 558-6612 4.15?.53 6317
, steve. werthelm@sfgov org: ' '
Staff Conbact: Elizabeth White— (415 575-6813

ehzabeth whlte@sfb ov. o1 4

ADOPTING: FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A:FINAL. ENVlRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT'
FOR THE PROPOSED CENTRAL SOM.“ PLAN

'MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) hereby CERTIFIES the’
fmal Enwronmental Impact Report 1dent1f1ed as. Case: No 2011 1356E the ”Central SoMa Plan”

(Cal Pub Res Code sectlon 21000 et seq, heremafter "CEQA”), the State CEQA' Gutdelmes (Cal
Admm Code Title 14, sectlon 15000 et seq.; (herelnafter ”CEQA Guxdelmes") and Chapter 31.0f the
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter “Chapter 31")

A. The Department deterrnmed that an Envu‘onmental Impact Report (heremafter ”EIR") was.
~requ1red and promded pubhc notice of that-determination by: pubhcatlon in a newspaper of
general c1rculat10n on Aprll 24 2013

B. The Department held a public scopmg meeting on May 15,2013 in order to solicit public comment .
or the.scope of the Project’s s envnfonmental review.

C. On December 14; 2016; the Department published the- Draft. Environmental Impact Report
(heremafter ”DEIR”) and provided public notice in a: newspaper of general circulation ‘of the.
avallablhty of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Plannmg:
Commission pubhc hearmg on the DEIR ‘this notlce was.. malled to the Department’s hst ofv
persons requestmg such notice.

1 - D. On Decemiber 14, 2016, copxes of the DEIR were. mailed or otherwwe delivered to'a hst of persons
}’requestmg it; to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies; the.

latter both dlrectly and through the State CIearmghouse

www siplanfing.ofg



Motion No. 20182 ' . CASENO, 2011,1356E
May-ﬁQ, 2018 D Central SoMa Plan®

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse
on December 14, 2016. ‘

2. The Comrmssmn held a duly advertlsed pubhc hearmg on sa1d DEIR on ]anuary 26 2017 at which-
opportunity for pubhc comment was given, and pubhc comment was received on the. DEIR The
penod for acceptance of written comments ended on February 13, 2017 '

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on-environmental. i issues received at the pubhc
hearing and in writing during the 60-day public review period, prepared revisions to the text of the
DEIR in responses to comments received or based on additional information that became available
during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR: This material was ‘presented in the
Responses to Comments document, pubhshed on March 28, 2018, distributed to the Commission- andﬂ
all parties who commented on the- DEIR and ‘made available to others upon request at the
Department. :

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report (heremafter “FEIR"). has been prepared by the Deparhnent
consxstmg of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process any
additional information that becaine  available, and the Respcmses to Comments document all as: -
required by law. '

5. Project EIR files have been made available for reyiew by the Commission and the public. These files
are available for public:review at the Department at. 1650 Mlssxon Street, Suite 400, and are part of the'
record before the Commission.

and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the | procedures thmugh which the FEIR was

prepared, publmlzed and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA the CEQA Guldelmes, and.
' Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

6. On May 10, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR

7. The project sponsor has mdlcated that the presently preferred alternatwe 1s the Central SoMa Plan

8. The Plannmg Commission hereby does find that the FEIR- concermng File No. 2011.1356E; Central
SoMa Plan reflects the ifidependent ]udgement and analysis of the City and County.of San Francisco,
is adequate, accurate and. ob]ectlve and that the ‘Responses:to Comments document _I_(MQ_Q_I‘_EQIQ

' contains no significant revisions to the DEIR that would’ require
rec1rculatxon of the document pursuant to. CEQA Guideline section 15088.5; and -hereby. does
 CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR i in comphance with CEQA the CEQA Guldehnes and -

" Chapter-31. of the San Francwco Administrative Code

9. The Commission, in certlfymg the. complehon of :said FEIR hereby does find that the: prolect
described in the Environmental Impact Report:- :

A. Will result in the following mgmﬁcant and unavoidable pro;ect—spemflc environmental impacts,
which cannot be mitigated to a level of msxgmfxcance )

SAN FRANCISCD' ) 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT-



Motion No. 20182 QA‘SE NO. 2011.1356E-
May 10,2018 ‘

SAN FRANCISO0 I

‘Central SoMa Plan

Central SoMa Plan development, including proposed open space: improvenients and:
street network changes, would conflict with an apphcable land use plan, pohcy, or,
regulatxon of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or ‘mitigating and environmental effect. Spec1f1cally, the Plan could result-in
traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom -
streets) that exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan’s s EnVIronmental Protechon
Element

- Central SoMa Plan development would result in the demolition or substantial alteration

of mdwldually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a ‘historic
district or conservahon district; mcludmg as-yet unidentified reSOurces, a. substantlai
adverse change in the s1gmf1cance ofa hxstoncal resource as defined in CEQA Guldelmes
section 15064.5.

Central SoMe PIan development, includi.'ng the propoSed open.space improvementsand .
street network changes, would result in a. substantlal increase in. transmlt demand that
would not be accommodated by local fransit capac1ty and would cause a substantxal
increase in, delays resultmg in adverse 1mpacts onlocal and reglonal transit routes ‘

Central SoMa Plan development, mcludmg the proposed open space 1mprovements and
street- network chianges, would result in crosswalk overc_rowdmg at' the followmg

: mtersectlons

Th1rdlMlssxon

. - Fourth/} 'SSioﬁ
iii. | Fourth/Townsend’

Central SoMa Pian development would. result in an increased demand for ori-street’
cornmeraal and passenger loadmg and-a reductlon in on—street 1oadmg supply such that

accommodated Wlthm on-street loadmg supply, would 1mpact ex15tmg passenger
loadmg/unloadmg zones, and may create hazardous conditions. or 51gmﬁcant delay ‘that

may affect transit, other ve}ucles, blcycles, or pedesmans

“Construction activities associated with Central SoMa Plan development, including the

proposed open space- mprovements and street network changes, would result in
substantial interference with pedestnan, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessxbxhty to.

. ad;ommg areas, and would resultin potentlally hazardous condxtmns

Central SoMa Plan development, mcludmg the proposed street network changes; would,
gerierate noise that would result in exposure of . persons to noise levels in excess of:
standards in the- San Francisco General Plan or Noxse Ordmance (Artxcle 29 of the Polzce
Code), and would result m a substanual perma.nent increase in ambxent noise. above
existing levels. .

PLANNING DEPABT MEN'I" 3




Motion No, 20182~ CASE NO, 2011:1356E

May 10; 2018

h:

Central SoMa Ptan

Central -SoMa Plan'deVelopment including the proposed street network changes and'
could. _e,xpose persons. to substant.l.ql _tempo,ra,ry or penodlc mcr.ease, :m,no.lse 1..ev.els
substantially in excess of ambient levels. :

The operahon of subsequent individual development pro;ects in the Central SoMa Plan
Area and the proposed street network changes (but not the proposed open: space:
xmprovements) would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an: exxstmg or
projected air quahty violation, and/or result in a tumulatively considerable net mcreasei
of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard.

'C'entral SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes, would

result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PMas) and. toxic, air
contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors t0 substantial pollutant
concentrations. :

. Subsequent | futm'e development under the Plan could alter wind in a ‘manner- that

substantially affects public areas:

B. Wil contribute considerably lo the folIOWing cumulative environmentalzirnpacfs, which cannot be
mitigated to a level of insignificance: '

SAN FRANCISGO
PLAN

Central SoMa Plan. development, including the proposed open space 1mprovements and
street network changes; would contribute considerably to significant cumulative land use:
impact. Spec1f1cally, one-way and two~way options for Folsom.and Howard Streets could:
make a con51derable contnbu’non to, cumnulative trafflc noise levels, which would exceed.
the noise standards in the General Plar'’s Environmental Protection Element:

Central’:SfoMa, Plan development wonld:'contribute conslderably_to significant cumulative
‘historical resources impacts because the Plan could result in demolition and/or alteration
of historical resources:

Central ‘SoMa Plan development including the proposed open space 1mprovernents and:
street network. changes, would contribute considerably to 51gn1ﬁcant cumulatlve transit:

‘impacts on local and regional transit providers.

Ce’nfral 'SoMa Plan de_velo‘pment, i’ncluding the proposed -open space improvements and ‘
street network’ changes, would contribute: considerably - to significant: cumulative

-pedestrian impacts.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and

‘street network changes, would contribute considerably to SIgmﬁcant cumulatwe 1oad1ng
~ impacts. o

NING DEPARTMENT . 4



Motion No. 20182 ' ' CASE NO.2011.1356E

May 10, 2018

Central SoMa Plan

'Central SoMa dev'elopment includin"g the prOposed stre’et netWox_k changes and open

under cumulanve 2040 condltlons

-Central SoMa Plan development, mcludmg the proposed street network changes but not:
i open space 1mprovements would result in exposure of sensxtwe receptors to substant1a1

cond1t10n§

hereby cert;fy that: the foregoing: Motion ‘was ADOPTED by the Planrung Commission at its regular -

.meetmg of May 10, 2018

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
'ADOPTED;

SAN FRANCISCO

e
Jonas P loriin
C.czmrﬁi_ssionsécpriéft'afy

None

Norne

“May 10,2018

I-ANNING DEPARTME.N'I‘ 5 )







City AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY.

DENNIS J. HERRERA PETER R. MILJANICH
City Attormey : Deputy City Attorney
Direct Dial:  (415) 554-4620
Email: peter.miljanich@sfcityatty.org
May 15,2018
VIA EMAIL
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Members of the Planning Commission
1660 Mission St.
San Francisco, CA 94103 ™

Re: General'Plan Amendments - Central South of Market Area Plan

Dear Commissioners and Ms. Calvillo:

At the request of Planning Department staff, we are submitting to the Clerk of the Board
the attached ordinance amending the General Plan, ‘with two clerical corrections. This ordinance

was approved by the Planning Commission on May 10, 2018, but omitted the two following
clerical corrections:

1. On page 18, line 19, the words “Central SoMa” have been corrected to appear in
single-underline italics Times New Roman font (“Central SoMa™), rather than strikethrough
italics Times New Roman font.

2. On page 20, line 8, the following words have been added at the end of the paragraph:
“not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the
Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.”

Very truly yours,

- DENNIS J. HERRERA
City Attorney

- Milj
Deputy Clty Attorney

Ciry HALL - 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, SUITE 234 - SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4603
RECEPTION: (415) 554-4700 - FACSIMILE: (415) 5544757
/ '
n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01275872.docx



\§oH10  Igoka
%0165 @%l:

\§od57

To: . Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)
Subject: RE: Old Mint Central SoMa Letter

From: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 11:26 AM
To: Lau, Jon (ECN) <jon.lau@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Frye, Tim (CPC)
<tim.frye@sfgov.org>; Switzky, Joshua (CPC) <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>; Chen, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>; lonin,
Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Andrew Wolfram
<andrew@tefarch.com>; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC <aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com>; Black, Kate (CPC)
<kate.black@sfgov.org>; Ellen Johnck <Ellen@ EllenJohnckConsulting.com>; Richard S. E. Johns <RSEJohns@vyahoo.com>;
Dianematsuda@hotmail.com; Jonathan Pearlman <jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com>; Rich Hillis
(richhillissf@gmail.com) <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; 'Rodney Fong'
<planning@rodneyfong.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin {CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)

<dennis. richards@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie. brown@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS)
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane {BOS) <jane.kim @sfgov.org>;
Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS)
<katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee @sfgov.org>

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC) <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>; Chen, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>

Subject: Old Mint Central SoMa Letter

Everyone,
Please accept this letter on behalf of the Historic Preservation Commission regarding the Central SoMa Public Benefits
Package and the Old U.S. Mint. :

Sincerely,

Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary
Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.6926 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map




SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

August 14, 2018

Land Use and Transportation Committee of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room 250

1 Dr. Catlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Central SoMa Public Benefits Package and the Old U.S. Mint
Chair Katy Tang and Members of the Lénd Use and Transportation Committee,

At its August 1, 2018 hearing the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) discussed the proposal to
reduce the amount of potential funding from the Central SoMa Public Benefits Program towards the
rehabilitation of the Old U.S. Mint (Old Mint), City Landmark No. 236. While a much greater
investment is needed to realize the full potential of the Old Mint, the HPC strongly encourages the
Land Use Committee to recommend retention of the 1% allocation (potentially $20,000,000)
considering its potential as a facility that supports the community and the City’s history.

Built in 1874, The Old Mint is not only a locally-designated Landmark; it is listed as a National
Historic Landmark, the highest recognition bestowed upon only the most significant places in
America. In 1997, the federal government sold the Old Mint to the City of County of San Francisco for
one dollar on the condition that it would be rehabilitated for public use. In 2015 the Old Mint was
listed by the National Trust for Historic Preservation on its America’s eleven most endangered places
due to lack of investment. Despite stops and starts to revive the Old Mint, the City Family has made
significant progress over the last three years by actively working with community partriers to
reposition the structure as one that represents the activity, safety, and stability of the surrounding
neighborhood. '

The HPC supports the many goals of the Public Benefits Package and agrees that the Central SoMa
Plan should not shoulder the entire cost of rehabilitating the structure. The 1% allocation is a fraction
of the total resources required to bring the Old Mint to current safety standards but remains a critical

_ contribution to realizing its potential. As one of the most significant public buildings in the West, our
community partners, along with the City family, are committed to sharing the financial
responsibilities to reimagine the Old Mint as an anchor of safety, utility, and in service to the many
communities that make up Central SoMa. The HPC strongly urges the Land Use Committee and the
Board of Supervisors to retain the opportunity for the Old Mint to potentially capture $20,000,000
from the Public Benefits Package commitment. '

Sincerely,

Andrew Wolfram
President
Historic Preservation Commission

_www.sfplann‘ing.org

1650 Miskion 5t
Suite 400
San Francisco,

CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

X
415.558.6409
Planding
Iistormation:
A15:558,6377



cc: Board of Supervisors
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Historic Preservation Comumission
Planning Commission
Jonas Tonin, Office of Commission Affairs
Jon Lau, Mayor's Office of Employment and Workforce Development
John Rahaim, Planning Department
Timothy Frye, Planning Department
Josh Switzky, Plarming Department
Lisa Chen, Planming Department

SAN FRANGISCE
PLANRNING DEPARTVIENT
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PLAN & IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY
Land Use & Transportation Committee
October 1,2018
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"S AGTIONS

o B~ W N

Amendments to the General Plan (180490)
- Amendments to the Planning & Administrative Code (180184)
Amendments to the Zonihg Map (180185)

1

Approval of the Houvsing‘Susta'inability District 4(1 80453)

~ Amendments to the Special Tax Financing Law (180612) |







NOTABLE PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

- » Hotels on proposed MUR sites: allow projects that
submitted a development application or environmental
application before 1/1/18 to proceed, subject to Conditional
Use Authorization ) |

* PDR design standards

* Transparency: Require 30% transparency for facades
>50" in length; no transparency required for shorter
- facades

. Floor-to-floor height: Require 17’ helght for PDR uses,
regardless of Ioca‘uon in building |



NOTABLE PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

+ Key Site Exceptions: exceptions crafted to each site |

» Special Height Exception for 1 Vassar: condition the extra
height at the residential project on additional public benefits (ex:
on-site BMR units or higher affordability)

- * Bulk requirements on Stillman Street: lessen the bulk reduction
requirements to reflect the alley’s adjacency to the freeway




E PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATI(

» POPOS Design & Approval Process: Establish that the
Commission shall consider the open space of diverse
inhabitants of the Plan area, including but not limited to: youth
families, seniors, workers, and residents

. Green/liVing walls: Require new developments to provide
green or living walls, subject to further exploration on feasibility




NOTABLE PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

3LIC BENEFITS PROGRAM
-+ 0ld Mlnt Restore fundlng to $20 million (from $15 million)

. Reglonal Transﬂ Capacity Enhancement & Expansmn reduce-
fundlng by $5 million, to $155 million

e Maintain other categories as amended PDR Reloca’uon
Assistance Fund ($10 million) and Envnronmental Sustalnablllty &
Resmence ($65 million) |




LANNING EPAmMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

TlONS (may reqwre trailing legislation)

* Live/Work Lofts: Explore Iegallzatlon as a source of revenues to
fund community stabilization and affordable housing aoqunsntlon
and rehabilitation

* Privately-Owned Publlc Open Spaces (POPOS) Explore the
development of design guidelines




NOTABLE PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

OPTED BY COMMISSION ON 5/10/18

-~ TDM Grandfatherlng Require pro;ects that submitted

applications before September 4, 2016 to meet 75% of the TDM
requirements -

» 505 Brannan Street: Add the project as a Key Site
e 598 Brannan Street (Park Block): Allow Commission to grant a

waiver that allows land dedication of space for construction ofa

public park to count against various fees, including the TSF and
Central SoMa Fee



Amendments to the General Plan (180490)
Amendments to the Planning & Administrative Code (180184)
Amendments to the Zoning Map (180185)

Approval of the Housing Sustainability District (180453)

Amendments to the Special Tax Financing Law (180612)
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TODAY’S PRESENTATION

&
e .
4

1 Overview of the Central SoMa Plan

»  Plan vision & goals
»  Public Benefits package

2 Plan Evolution

»  Changes from 2016 Draft Plan through May 10th Plannlng
Commission Adoptlon

-3 Planning Commission Recommendations

4 Conclusion



' TODAY’S ACTIONS

¥

Amendments to the General Plan (180490)

Amendr

nents to the Planning Code and Administrative Code (1 80184)

endments to the Zoning Map (180185)
Approval of the Housing Sustainability District (180453)

A nendments to the Special Tax Financimg Law (180612)




IA PLAN - CONTENTS

- Creation vo’fa the Central SoMa Plan
 Amendments to East SoMa & Western SoMa Plans

Planning Code: creation of the Central SoMa
Special Use District (SUD)

- Admin Code: PDR protection

‘Amendments tov-Height- and Bulk District Maps
~Amendments-to Zoning Use District Maps

‘Implementation Matrix

-Public Benefits Program

':-{Gurde to Urban Design - |

» Key Development Sites Guidelines
Key Streets Gurdehnes

(continuec on next page)



CENTRAL SOMA PLAN - CONTENTS |

j‘ﬁ Amendme ts to Adn etrative Code She
- Flnancmg Law

« Resolutions of Intentlon (RCIS) and Ordlnances to
establlsh the Central SoMa Specnal Tax Ilstnct*

. Amendments ~t0~ Busmess'» & TaxRegula-tnons and
Planning Codes to create a Central SoMa Housing
Sustainability District (HSD), pursuant to California
AB73
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PLAN STRATEGY

Provide
Public Benefits

Respect and
Enhance
Neighborhood
Character




PLAN PHILOSOPHY

A gy

| keep what's great

Di;lersity of Diversity of Abundant Local Renowned
Residents Buildings and and Regional Culture and
and Jobs  Architecture Transit Nightlife

address what's no
ol y"' g IS

Unaffordable Unsafe and Lack of Public Inefficient Zoning
Rents Unpleasant - Parks and and Insufficient
Streets Gr-e.enery Funding



1. Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing
2. Maintain the Diversity of Residents

3. Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center
4

. Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking,
Bicycling, and Transit

5. Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities
6. Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient N.eighborhood
7. Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood’s Cultural Heritage

. 8. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood anu
~the City |
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PLAN TIMELINE

201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Plan 1st Draft Plan - Revised | Adoption
process Released Draft Plan hearings at

:Jegins, EIR process Released » Planning

. begins - b Commission

§ B | DER o  &Boarr -

| | | Released Plan
Adoption
process
begins
(expected)

11



OUTREACH PROCESS: 2011 - 2018

* 15 public workshops, office hours,
charrettes, walking tours

+ Public surveys

e 17 heérings at Planning Commission
‘& Historic Preservation Commission -

e 2 informational hearirigs at Board of
Supervisors (Land Use Committee)

12



OUTREACH: ADVOCACY GROUPS (PARTIAL LIST)

] Tememt. o ot :

Jpp— -«ﬂgj

kYN

77 Dow Place HOA
Alliance for Better District 6
Arden HOA

Asian Neighborhood Design

" California Culture and Music Association
Central City SRO. Collaborative

Central Subway Outreach Committee

Clementina Cares

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee

'Filipino-American Dev.elopment Foundation

Good Jobs for All .
Housing Action Coalition (HAC)
One Bluxome HOA

Rincon Hill /South Beach/Mlssmn Bay Nelghborhood
Asspciation

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
San Francisco Planning and Urban Résearch (SPUR)

‘S.an-Franclsco Senior and Disability Action

San Francisco Youth Commission

SF BLU HOA
SoMa Community Coalition .
SoMa Community Collaborative

SoMa Community Stabilization Fund Citizens
Advisory Committee

SoMa Pilipinas .

South Beach/Mission Bay Merchants Associati.oh
South of Market Action Network (SOMCAN)
South of Market Business Association (SOMBA)
South of Market Leadershlp Council

South of Market Project Area Committee (SOMPAC)

TODCO

Walk SF

We Are SoMa

Western Soma Taskforce

Yerba Buena Alliance

Yerba Buena Community Benéfi’c District

" YIMBY Action

13



VISUALIZATION - EXISTING DEVELOPMENT

i

3_D MO ea Of EXISUH g Bu“ dﬂﬂ g S (20—5 6) Digital Model by Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill

14



VISUALIZATION - POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

. Central SoMa Development Potential

Anticipated Projects Outside of Central SoMa

3-D Model of Potential Development

15
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PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE
No Plan = $500 million in Public Benefits |

Cenﬁral SoMa Plan = $2. 2 Billion in Public B

Plus ~$1 billion in
increased General

Fund tax revenues

 NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.

enefits

17



PUBLIC B

(continued on next >age)

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars. 18
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| PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE (CONTINUED)

ity facilitiesand =~
job training) an
d other h

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.

19



PUBLIC BENEFITS: FUNDING SOURCES

FUNDING SOURCE AMOUNT

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 yearsi in 2017 dollars.

20



NEW FUNDING SOURCES: RESIDENTIAL (2018 RATES)

'CONDO: ~ CONDO:

| $3.30 $5.50
$0 (2% escalation) (2% escalation)
RENTAL: RENTAL:
- $0 -~ $0
$1.30

NOTE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.)

21



NEW FUNDING SOURCES: NON-RES

ENTIAL (2018 RATES '

Office >50k sq ft: $21.50 Office >Ei0k sq ft: $0
| All other projects: $41.50  All other projects: $20

$2.75

0 | | 4% escalation annually for
25 years, 2% thereatfter)

o 1.25 FAR

$1.75

NOTE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.

22



KEY DEVELOPMENT SITES

PURPOSE

- Larger sites where we have
crafted more flexible / site-
specific zoning in exchange
for a greater amount of public
benefits, including:

. * affordable housing

* parks & recreational
facmhes

. commumty faCIll’[IeS»
. Iow-rent / extra PDR

* bike & ped improvements
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* Enacts California AB73 (Chiu) to create the flrst Housing
- Sustainability District in the state

* Incentivizes & streamlines housmg productlon Creates 1.20-day
ministerial process |

* Incentivizes use of prevailing wage and Aunion labor
* Qualifies SF for ‘zoning incentive payments’ from State (TBD)

24



HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT |

CENTRAL SOMA HSD MEETS AB73 REQUIREMENTS
» District must provide 20% BMR units (Central SoMa prGVies 33%)

» District must have an approved EIR to address environmental
impacts o B |

. Prjec‘ts must provide 10% on-site BMR units

* Projects must meet wage and labor standards
~» Pay prevailing wages (projects <75 units)

» Use skilled and trained workforce (projects 75+ units)

25



HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY D

BRI o I I
el k2l

- CENTRAL SOMA LOCAL PROGRAM (Sec. 343)
* Projects that are NOT eligible:
»  Projects over 160 ft (unless 100% affordable)
»  Article 10 or 11 historic properties
»  Properties containing existing units

»  Projects with >25,000 GSF of office space

26



HOU@NG SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

CENTRAL SOMA LOCAL PROGRAM (Sec 343)
+'120- -Day Rewew Process:

»

»

»

»

building perr

Before applying: demor strate compliance with EIR Mitigation

Measures

Design review

‘Informatlonal

extension

1earing

Progress requirement: once approved, must seek a srce/
it within 36 months of approval, or seek an

27



SPECIAL TAX DISTRICT - LEGISLATIVE ACTION

Administrative Code Chapter 43, Section 10:
Special Tax Financing Law |

Proposed amendments would enable the City to spend Central
- SoMa Special Tax revenues on eligible Facilities and Services*,
.Wwhich may include, but are not limited to:
e Grants to nonprofit/public social service organizations

e Environmental sustainability, including air quallty mitigation and
- technical studies/guidelines

e Park programming and activation

*NOTE: As identified in the forthcoming Resolutions of Intention, or ROls

28






" PLAN EVOLUTION DURING ADOPTION PROCESS

. KEY AREAS,
* Jobs-Housing Balance
* Public Benefits Package

* Development Requirements

30



- JOBS - HOUSING BALANCE

WHAT WE HEARD

¥

* Maximize housing production, especially affordable units
» Streamline the production process

o ProdUc:e / protect affordable housing units upfront through
“aggressive site acquisition

E TR
HHE
| BY

L&l
i
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JOBS - HOUSING BALANCE

HOW THE PLAN EVOLVED

* Housing production is now maxed out at the EIR cap (+17%, from
7100 to 8300 unlts) |

"« Central SoMa will be the state’s 1st Housing Sustalnablhty Listrict
(HSD) under AB73

* Some Key Sites are pursuing land dedication for affordable housing
o Continuing to work with MOHCD to leverage City programs:
»  Acquisition / rehabilitation to stabilize existing units

»  Securing additional housing locations in the broader SOMA
neighborhood

32



" PUBLIC BENEFITS

WHAT WE HEARD

Cc e I\/Iax1m ize affordable housing (also see previous sectlon)

. Prowde fund dlng g for social/cultural programming

—

not just facnlltles)
* Plan for future capital needs at Yerba Buena Gardens
» Fund neighborhood cleaning & maintenance

* Work witk 'SFUSD to support existing schools and plan for future
‘growth

e Support evelOpment of Good Jobs (e.g. living wage and/or
unionized) for low-income households

* Keep the Prop X Conditional Use for PDR replace ment

33



PUBLIC BENEFITS

HO

* Increased housihg = +230 more affordable units (2900 totell
* Additional $70 million for public benefits from CFD (see below

* A Good Jobs goal was added to General Plan amendments;

ADDITIONAL FUNDING CATEGORIES /YR /25 YRS

34



~ PUBLIC BENEFITS

OTHER TOPICS REQUIRING DISCUSSION

* Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee (CAC) &
SoMa Stabilization CAC

» Because adjusting the CAC will require significant
consideration of responsibilities and allocation of funding from
projects, this will return to the l'lannlng Commission and the
Board as trailing legislation.

* Staff are working with SFUSD to assess fUture school capacity |
- needs and how @ growth here and Citywide may be accommodated

e The Good Jobs goal may need to be fleshed out through trailing
legislation

35



k
* PUBLIC BENEFITS
OTHER TOPICS REQUIRING DISCUSSION (CONT)

* NOTE: There is no need for a Conditional Use requirement ‘or PDR |

replacement under Prop X, since PDR replacement Is explicitly
required.

;o » In addition, any CU requirement applied to housing would make them
— ineligible for the Housing Sustainability District, affecting ~7£% of
units impacted (up to 1/2 of total units)

36



DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

WHAT WE HAVE HEARD

~» Changing financial market has made some prejects less feasible,
particularly rental housing

 Want greater flexibility / exceptions (e.g. similar to a Planned Unit
- Development)

37



DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

i

" HOW THE PLAN EVOLVED

-hDropped the Mello-Roos Special Tax on rental housi'ng to improve

financial feasibility ($1.75/sq ft)

« NOTE: Kept current zoning structure (no PUD—type exceptions
possible)

» However, site-specific exceptions were Craﬂed for individual Key Sltes
in Section 329(e).

38






PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS - 5/10/18 ADOPTION HEARING

POPOS D lesugn | To allow greater flexibility and diversity of POPOS dizsign.
,}'»:;Exceptnns | ,, |
Passenger & Frelght | To streamline and improve processes for reviewing passenger
|Loading | andfreight loading. |
“Transportation Demand | To allow some relief for projects that have been designed
. Management -~ | assuming the same level of grandfathering as the citywide TDM
o ordinance.

Actnve Useson Ground | To allow some flexibility for micro-retail and hotel uses.
| Floors

Al,te;r..na_te‘.Useé».-:in,.f‘zPDR To support other desirable uses that cannot pay high rents.
‘Replacement Space » | -

40



PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS - 5/10/18 ADOPTI

ON HEARING

:ffKey Development Sites

|- To craft exceptions 1o specific key sites, and to add an additional
- | key site (505 Brannan Street)

1= Park Fee Walver at 598

| To enable construction of a park on land currently owned by

‘BrannanStreet = | SFPUC.

Central SoMa Mello- | | To establish the purpose and application of the proposed Mello-
- Roos SpeCIal Tax | | Roos Special Tax District in Central SoMa.
. Dlstrlct | -

| SoMa Stablllzatlon Fundé;-;,‘;

To allow Mello-Roos tax revenues to accrue to the fund.

Amendments

| Communlty Advnsory _;- ‘To split the existing Eastern Nelghborhoods CAC into two more |
| Commlttee (CACs) manageable geographles
| Other Clarlfymg_ fl; To correct and clarify the code amendments.

41
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AY’S ACTIONS

Amendments to the General Plan (180490)

Amenments to the Planning Code and Administrative Code (180184)
Amendments to the Zoning Map (180185)

Approval of the Housing Sustainability District (180453)

Amendments to the Special Tax Financing Law (180612)







. ‘http://centralsoma.sfplanning.org : Pﬁih Eﬁiﬁco

PLAN & IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY
Board of Supervisors - Land Use & Transportat



TODAY’S PRESENTATION

- 1 Overview of the Central SoMa Plan
»  Plan vision & goals
»  Public Benefits package

9 Plan Evolution-

»  Changes from 2016 Draft Plan through Plannlng
| Commlssnon Adoption

3 Planning Commission Recommendations

4 Conclusion



o

®

Hearih'g to consider:
’“’ 1. Amendments to the General Plan
2. Amendments to the Zoning Map
3. Approval of the Implementation Program
4. Approvél of the Housin.g. Sustainability District (HS}D)

o

Noté: Amendments to the Planning Code and Admihistrative"
Code were referred on 7/9 from Rules Committee to Land Use &

* Transportation, to be heard on 7/16.




Creation of the Central SoMa Plan
Amendments to East SoMa & Western SoMa Plans

Planning Code: creation of the Central SoMa L
Special Use District (SUD)* 4

'Admin Code: PDR protection and Special Tax
Financing Law*

Amendments to Height and Bulk District Maps
Amendments to Zoning Use District Maps

e Implementation Matrix

Public Benefits Program

Guide to Urban Design

‘Key Development Sites Guidelines
Key Streets Guidelines |

* Considered at Rules Committee on 7/9 | | (continued on next p;ge)



CENTRAL SOIVIA PLAN CONTENTS

Speclal Tax Dlstrlct i o Resolutnons of Intention (ROIS) and Ordlnances to
[ e estabhsh the Central SoMa Special Tax Dlstnct* |

Housmg I - . f . Amendments to-'Business & Tax Regul‘ations and
Planning Codes to create a Central SoMa Housing
Sustainability District (HSD), purs.u"ant to California

Sustamablllty Dlstrlct

f AB73

* Will be considered at GAO Committee on 7/18
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PLAN PHILOSOPHY

keep what'’s great

Diversity of Diversity of Abundant Local Renowned
Residents Buildings and and Regional Culture and
and Jobs ~ Architecture Transit Nightlife

address what's not

Unaffordable Unsafe and Lack of Public IneffiCi» nt Zoning
Rents Unpleasant Parks and and Insufficient
Streets - Greenery Funding

[{e]



PLAN GOALS

Goal 1 Accommodate a Substantial
Amount of Jobs and Housing

Goal 2 Maintain the Dive'rsity of Residents

Goal 3 Facilitate an Economically
Diversified and Lively Jobs Center

Goal 4 Provide Safe and Convenient
Transportation that Prioritizes
Walking, Bicycling, and Transit

1



PLAN GOALS

Goal 5

- Goal 6

Goal 7

| Goal 8

Offer an Abundance of Parks and

| Recreational Opportunities

Create an Environmentally Sustalnable
and Resilient Nelghborhood

Preserve and Celebrate the |
Neighborhood’s Cultural Heritage

Ensure that New Buildings Enhance
the Character of the Neighborhood
and the City |



PLAN TIMELINE

2012 2013 .

T

2018

2 B R A £ B i : Hune o { l

i

Plan - 1st Draft Plan Revised | Adoption
process | Released Draft Plan hearings at
begins EIR process ~ Released Planning
begins B § Commission
| ~ DER o = &Boai
Released Plan
- Adoption
process
begins



OUTREACH PROCESS: 2011 - 2018

* 15 public workshops, public surveys,
office hours, charrettes, walkin
tours -

* 17 hearings at Planning Commission
& Historic Preservation Commission

. 2 informational hearings at Board of
Supervisors (Land Use Committee) .




OUTREACH: ADVOCACY GROUPS (PARTIAL LIST)

77 Dow Place HOA

Alliance for Better District 6

Arden HOA

Asian Neighborhood Design

California Culture and Music Association
Central City SRO Collaborative
Central Subway Outreach Committee
Clementina Cares

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee
Filipino-American Development Foundation
Good Jobs for All

Housing Action Coalition (HAC)

-One Bluxome HOA

Rincon Hill /South Beach/Mission Bay Neighborhood
Association _

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
San Francisco Planning and Urban Research (SPUR)
San Francisco Senior and Disability Action

San Francisco Youth Commission

SF BLU HOA
SoMa Community Coalition
SoMa Community Collaborative

SoMa Community Stabilization Fund Citizens
Advisory Committee -

~ SoMa Pilipinas

South Beach/Mission Bay Merchants Association 3

- South of Market Action Network (SOMCAN)
‘South of Market Business Association (SOMBA)

South of Market Leadership Council

South of Market Project Area Committee (SOMPAC)
TODCO

Walk SF

We Are SoMa

Western Soma Taskforce

Yerba Buena Alliance

Yerba Buena Community Benefit District

" YIMBY Action



VISUALIZATION - EXISTING DEVELOPMENT

S-D MOde OfEXjSthg Buildjngs (201 6) | . Digital Model by Skidmore, megs,‘& Me.rmi
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VISUALIZATION - POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Central SoMa Development Potential

Anticipated Projects Outside of Central SoMa

otential Devéj;wﬁment

&
A

3—D ,Mo&él of

Digital Model by Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill
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| EXISTING AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY
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PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE

No Plan = $500 million in Public Benefits

| SoMa Pian $2 2 Billion i m Public Benefits

Plus ~$1 billion in
increased General

Fund tax revenues

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life-of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.

1



PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE

| ,4:7Affordable Housmg

33 percent of total umts

| Transnt

fmvestment in both local and reglonal ‘
f servnce '

Parks and Recreation

gtransformatlve improvements such as
parks, plazas, and recreation centers

Production, Distribution, &
' Repair (including Arts) no net loss of
’ PDR space due to the Plan

Complete Streets | $110 million
 safe and comfortable streets for people L
a walkmg and blklng

(continued on next page)

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars. »



| PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE (CONTINUED)

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.

21



PUBLIC BENEFITS: FUNDING SOURCES |

FUNDING SOURCE | ~ AMOUNT

i "ctvprowsron of beneflts (e g on-SIte BMR umts), e
:‘:""'Central SoMa Spemal Tax Dlstrlct (NE W)
Eastern Nelghborhoods Infrastructure Fee
” 'ansportatlon Sustalnabllrty Fee - '
bs-Housmg Lmkage Fee | 'l
‘T{‘:‘»'Afford]able Housmg Fee o
| i;.lfCentraI SoMa Infrastructure Fee (NE W)
,‘vhool Impact Fee o

"‘,"'..Chlldpare Fee o o L ~ $32million

,Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee (NEW) | $20”millien;'
}  $246hbillion

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.



NEW FUNDING SOURCES: RESIDENTIAL (2018 RATES)

$10 $0

CONDO: CONDO:
$3.30 - $5.50
$0 (2% escalation) (2% escalation)
RENTAL:  RENTAL:
%0 %0
- $1.30

NOTE: Projects must meet all exisﬁng requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.)



NEW FUNDING SOURCES: NON-RESIDEN‘TIAL (2018 RATES)

i L

. . | TERAge | | TERC
| | NEWRFQUIREMENT (1585 heightincrease) | (90'+ height mcrease) .

0

. I,Cent:ral S:?)Ma Communlty - [ Office >50k sq ft: $21.50 Office >50k sq ft: $0

c}tureFee($/GSF) ~ All other projects: $41.50  All other projects: $20

$2.75
$0 | (4% escalation annually for
25 years, 2% thereafter)

0o . 1.25FAR
$1.75

1 sq ft for every 50 GSF of development

‘Office >50k: greater of 0.4 FAR or Sec. 202.8 (Prop X)

NOTE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. aﬁordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.)



KEY DEVELOPMENT SITES

PURPOSE

Larger sites where we have
crafted more flexible / site-
specific zoning in exchange

for a greater amount of pubhcv

benefits, including:
* affordable housing

o parks & recreational
facilities

community facilities

low-rent / extra PDR

bike & ped improvements

SITE 1: “5TH AND HOWARD" 1
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'”‘\'g’r 1

3732-100

=2t

- -ﬂalazaog o
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3732 003
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

CENTRAL SOMA HSD OVERVIEW

e Enacts CaliforniéAB?S (Chiu) to create the first Housing
Sustainability District in the state

- BENEFITS

 [ncentivizes & streamlines housmg productlon Creates 120- day
ministerial process

* Incentivizes use of preVaiIing wage and union labor
* Qualifies SF for ‘zoning incentive payments’ from State (TBD)



HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

CENTHAL SOMA HSD MEETS AB73 REQUIREMENTS
e District must prowde 20% BMR units (Central SoMa prov;des 33%)

e District must have an approved EIR to address environmental
- impacts

* Projects must provide 10% on-site BMR units |
~* Projects must meet wage and labor standards
» Pay prevailihg wages (projects <75 units)
> Use skilled and trained workforce (projects 75+ units)

21



HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

CENTRAL SOMA LOCAL PROGRAM (Sec. 343)
* Projects that are NOT eligible: |
oy PrOJects over 160 ft (unless 100% affordable)
» Article 10 or 11 properties
»  Properties containing existing units -

»  Projects with >25,000 GSF of office space



HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

CENTRAL SOMA LOCAL PROGRAM (Sec. 343)
° 120 Day Review Process:

» Before applying: demonstrate compliance Wlth EIR Mitigation
Measures

» Design review
» Informational hearing at Planning Commission

» Progress requirement: once approved, must seek a site/
building permit within 36 months of approval or seek an
extension

21






PLAN EVOLUTION DURING ADOPTION PROCESS

KEY AREAS
. Jobs-Housing Balance
* Public Benefits Package

e Development Requirements

3



NG BALANCE

- HOUSI

JOBS

WHAT WE HEARD

ize housing pro

° Maxim
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jally affordable un

duction,
the production process

espec

Ine

e Streaml

its upfront through

‘» Produce / protect affordable hous

ing un
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JOBS - HOUSING BALANCE

HOW THE PLAN EVOLVED

- » Housing production is now maxed out at the EIR cap (+17%, from
7100 to 8300 units)

* Central SoMa will be the state’s 1st Housing Sustainability District
(HSD) under AB73

» Some Key Sites are pursuing land dedication for affordable housing
» Continuing to work with MOHCD to leverage City programs:
»  Acquisition / rehabilitation to stabilize existing units

»  Securing additional housing locations in the broader SOMA
- neighborhood




PUBLIC BENEFITS

WHAT WE HEARD
° Maximize affordable housing (also see previous section)
o Provide funding for soclal/cultulal programming (not just facilities)
* Plan for future capital needs at Yerba Buena Gardens
* Fund neighborhood cleaning & maintenance

 Work with SFUSD to support existing schools and plan for future
growth -

e Support development of Good Jobs (e.g. living wage and/or |
unionized) for low-income households <

* Keep the Prop X Condltlonal Use for PDR replacement



PUBLIC BENEFITS

HOW THE PLAN EVOLVED |

- Increased housing = +230 more affordable units (2900 total)
 Additional $70 million for public benefits from CFD (see below)
* A Good Jobs goal was added to Geheral Plan amendments

$/25 YRS

ADDITIONAL FUNDING CATEGORIES 4 $/Y




PUBLIC BENEFITS

OTHER TOPICS REQUIRING DISCUSSION

e Eastern Nelghborhoods Community Advisory Commlttee (CAC) &
SoMa Stabilization CAC

» Because adjusting the CAC will require significant

consideration of responsibilities and allocation of funding from |

projects, this will return to the Planning Commission and the
Board as trailing legislation.

» Staff are working with SFUSD to assess future school capacity
needs and how growth here and Citywide may be accommodated

e The Good Jobs goal may need to be fleshed out through trailing
legislation



PUBLIC BENEFITS

OTHER TOPICS REQUIRING DISCUSSION (CONT)

« NOTE: There is no need for a Conditional Use requirement for PDR |
replacement under Prop X, since PDR replacement is explicitly
required.

» In addition, any CU requirement applied to housing would make them
ineligible for the Housing Sustainability District, affecting ~75% of
units impacted (up to 1/2 of total units) | |

3l
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DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

' WHAT WE HAVE HEARD

. Changing'financial market has made some projects less feasible,
particularly rental housing /

* Want greater flexibility / exceptions (e.g. similar to a Planned Unit
Development)



DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

HOW THE PLAN EVOLVED

~ » Dropped the Mello-Roos Special Tax on rental housing to |mprove
financial feasibility ($1.75/sq ft)

. NOTE: Kept current zoning structure (no PUD-type exceptions
possible)

3l
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS - 5/10/18 ADOPTION HEARING

» POPOS Design Exceptions
» Passenger & Freight Loading
~ » TDM Grandfathering
* Active Uses on Ground Floors
e Alternate Uses in PDR Replacement Space

4



PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS - 5/10/18 ADOPTION HEARING |

* Key Site Guidelines o
» Park Fee Waiver for Park at 598 Brannan Street
* Central SoMa SpeCIaI Tax District

* Public OverS|ght Eastern Neighborhoods CAC & SoMa
Stabilization CAG

 Other clarifying amendments
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ACTIONS

Hearing to consider: |
1. Amendments to the General Plan
2 'Amendments to the Zoning Map
3. _Approval of the Implementatlon Program
4. Approval of the Housmg Sustamablllty District (HSD)

Note: Amendments to the Planning Code and Administrative
Code were referred on 7/9 from Rules Committee to Land Use &

Transportatlon, to be heard on 7/16.
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From: Patricia Valencia <glosunsunshine@gmail.com= :
Sent: " Monday, October 01, 2018 10:59 AM
To: . ) ' Tang, Katy (BOS)
Cc: Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: - ' RE: San Francisco Flower Market

i This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Sirs,

‘We have been a tenant in the San Francisco Flower Mart for 10 years.
We support the Flower Mart project with office and retail above the hew wholesale flower market.
Our business starts very.early in the morning with loud trucks loading/unloading as early as midnight.
| support housing in San Francisco, but the housing project units in the Flower Mart project does not seem
feasible , because of the odd hours {very early’in the morning) will conflict with our wholesale business.
If people are living right above or right next to the whblesale flower market, they will complain and it may not
_be a very good fit. : o '

Patricia Valencia
Patricia Araujo Clay
Su'nshing Flowers International
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From: . * Pin Nursery <pinnurseryinc@gmail.com>

Sent: 4 - Monday, October 01, 2018 9:21 AM

To: - Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: - New Flower Mart project

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

e |am atenant of the Flower Mart, have been for 30 years.
e |support the New Flower Mart project as an office and retail project above the new wholesale flower

market.
e We.are a late-night/early morning operatlon and | don’t support any residential um’cs in the New Flower

Mart. . ,
o | don’t support residential units above ar right next to the new wholesale flower market.

¢ Our work is hoisy and if you put-housing in the New Flower IVIart it will hurt our operatlons and cause
conflict with the new residents. :

Charlie Chieng

Pin Nursery

7980 Holsclaw Rd

Gilroy CA, 95020
408-710-9338. .

N
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From: Jeanne <jeanne@sfflowermart.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 30, 2018 8:12 PM
To: : Tang, Katy (BOS); me Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Major Erica (BOS)
Subject: Letter from SFFM
Attachments: 180928 Ltr from SFFM to BOS Land Use.docx -

-
i

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from ‘untrusted sources.

September 28, 2018

Chair Katy Tang

Vice-Chair Jane Kim

Supervisor Ahsha Safai

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Land Use and Transportation Committee

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim and Safai:

r o
* We represent the.San Francisco Flower Mart, one of the oldest wholesale flower markets in the United States. We
manage the wholesale marketplace which houses over 50 individual flower vendors. We support the Flower Mart
Project in Central SoMa as an office and retail development above a new, state-of-the-art wholesale flower
market. This has been the plan for the site for at least the past four years. However, it is important to note that we are
absolutely opposed to any residential units on the site. :

The San Francisco' Flower Mart is an industrial business. We are heavily reliant on vehicles to both receive and deliver
the products we sell in our wholesale marketplace, many of these vehicles are semi-trucks and box trucks. Our
businesses operate late night and very early morning hours, as early as 12:00 AM, when our vendors begin receiving
deliveries on semi-trucks and box trucks. Our cus’éomers arrive and begin buying our perishable products at 2:00

AM. Although we sell a beautiful product, we are extremely noisy and typically have trucks parked, sometimes double
parked, in our alleyways and surrounding streets most days during the week. If housing were to be built on this site, it
would conflict with these activities and cause a hardship for our wholesale vendors and customers to operate ’
effectively. While we support housing being built in San Francisco in general, we very strongly request that you maintain
the Flower Mart Project as it has been planned with only office and retail space above and adjacent to the wholesale
flower market.

Respectfully,

Vance Yoshida

Vance Yoshida

President

San Francisco Flower Mart LLC:

.JWBM

Jeanne Boes
Chief Operations Officer and General Manager



San Francisco Flower Mart LLC

Jeanne Boes

General Manager

Chief Operations Officer

SAN FRANCISCO FLOWER MART
640 Brannan Street

San Francisco, CA 94107
415.392.7944

415.637.8817 cell

www.sfflowermart.com
http://www.facebook.com/SFFlowerMart
https://twitter.co m/sfﬂowermart

CONFIDENT!ALITY NOTE: This email is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is prlvxleged
confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this email or the information herein by anyone other
than the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responSIble for delivering the message to the intended recipient is. prohibited. If you recenved
this email in error, please call the California Flower Mart LLC at 415. 392.7944 and destroy the original message and all copies.
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510.836.4200 410 12th Street, Suite 250 i wwhwlozeaudrury.com
510.836.4205 | Oakland, Ca 94607 ; richard@lozeaudrury.com
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By Email and US Mail

September 26, 2018

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
angela.calvillo@sfgov.org

Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org

RE: Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa Plan
(SCH NO. 2013042070)

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Ms. Gibson:

I am writing on behalf of SF Blu, a San Francisco Homeowners’ Association
representing residents living at 631 Folsom Street, to request that the City and County of San -
Francisco (“City”) provide us with written notice of any and all notices issued under California
Planning and Zoning Law and/or the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), referring or
related to the Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa Plan (SCH
NO. 2013042070).

In particular, we hereby request that the City send by mail or electronic mail to my firm at
the address below notice of any and all actions or hearings related to activities undertaken,
authorized, approved, permitted, licensed, or certified by the City and any of its subdivisions,
including, but not limited to the following:

. Notice of any public hearing in connection with the Project as required by California
Planning and Zoning Law pursuant to Government Code Section 65091.

. Any and all notices prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA), including, but not limited to:

o Notices of any public hearing held pursuant to CEQA.



Request for CEQA Notices
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. Notices of determination that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”") or
supplemental EIR is required for a project, prepared pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21080.4.

) Notices of availability of an EIR or a negative declaration for a project prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and Section 15087 of Title 14
of the California Code of Regulations.

. Notices of approval and/or determination to carry out a project, prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law.

. Notice of approval or certification of any EIR or negative declaration prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law.

) Notice of exemption from CEQA prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21152 or any other provision of law.

J Notice of any Final EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA.

. Notice of any Supplemental EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA.

Please note that we are requesting notices of CEQA actions and notices of any public
hearings to be held under any provision of Title 7 of the California Government Code governing
California Planning and Zoning Law. This request is also filed pursuant to Public Resources
Code Sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) and Government Code Section 65092, which require local
agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written request for them with the
clerk of the agency’s governing body.

Please send notice by electronic mail to:

Richard Drury

Lozeau Drury LLP

410 12 Street, Suite 250
Oakland, CA 94607
richard@lozeaudrury.com

Please call should you have any questions. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

TReN

Richard Drury |
Lozeau Drury LLP /



Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

From: Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 3:23 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: _ Owner Opposition to the BLU HOA Board’s Appeal on the Central Soma Plan.

| am presenting for the Supervisors’ review, a copy of my presentation at the next Supervisors meeting regarding the
Central Soma plan and its impact on the BLU. | will also forward a copy of my Cease and Desist letter, objecting to the
possible unauthorized use of HOA funds to oppose the plan by some individuals of the HOA Board and its Director.

Cliff
Begin forwarded message:

From: Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com> .
Date: September 19, 2018 at 3:11:51 PM PDT

To: Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com>
Subject: Draft of Presentation to Supervisor Board

Hi. I am Cliff Leventhal, and owner and resident at the BLU, 631 Folsom Street, since March 2013, and a
former member of the BLU Social Committee. | retired recently as the owner of a Computer
Manufacturer and Distributor, headquartered in New York. | would like to speak on behalf of myself and
several other owners at the BLU in favor of the Central Soma plan, and opposed by some members of
the HOA Board.

| live on the 4th floor of the building, and was not surprised the some of the owners in the Penthouse
and upper floors of the 20 floors of residences were opposed to a development over a block away that
might obstruct their view of the Bay Bridge. To me, what is more important is what is happening on the
streets of San Francisco. Hawthorne Street, adjacent to our building, is nightly strewn with shards of
broken car windows, and on Harrison Street you find the homeless pushing shopping carts of their
meager possessions past many undeveloped sites. We have to take care of these unfortunate folks, and
help upgrade our neighborhood and their lives

What disturbs me is that some members of the Board, living in the upper stories, are pro-porting that
the building as a whole is opposed to the Central Soma plan, and have taken it upon themselves to fight
it, project by project, possibly using everyone’s HOA funds. To the best of my knowledge | and other
owners outside the board were never consulted about our views. The legality of the HOA Board
representing the building as a whole is questionable; | have documented this with a Cease and Desist
letter to the HOA Board and Building Management and an forwarding you a copy of my letter.

I have also twice requested through the Building Manager that the Developers, and even our Supervisor,
be invited to present information to the HOA members, and twice been denied by the HOA Board. All
that is presented at the HOA meetings are the unsupported views of some of the Board’s members and
Director.

If the goal is to enhance the value of our properties, it would best be served by helping the homeless,
and providing shops, offices, and residences in place of the current conditions on Harrison Street. [ am
strongly in favor of the Central Soma plan, which took years of effort by professional city planners to
develop. My only reservation is that it does not go far enough and should be expanded to provide even
more residences, as is being done in several other projects.

1



Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

From: ' Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com>
Sent: ' Friday, September 21, 2018 3:20 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: DRAFT - Leventhal - Letter to ' HOA.docx
Attachments:- DRAFT - Leventhal - Letter to HOA.docx

Attached, for review by the Board of Supervisbrs, is a draft copy of the Cease and Desist letter | had my lawyer prepare.
[t was sent to the BLU Manager, and the HOA Board. It was sent Sept 7. As of today, Sept 21, | have not received any of
the information requested. :

Cliff Leventhal
631 Folsom St. 4D
San Francisco CA 94107



JESSICA M. TAKANO
jtakano@donahue.com

September  , 2018

Via Email and U.S. Mail

Re: - Central SoMa Plan and EIR

, This office represents Cliff Leventhal, a homeowner in the SF BLU condominium
- building. It has come to our client’s attention that the SF BLU Homeowners’ Association (the
“HOA”) has recently taken actions relating to the Central SoMa Plan, including the following:
(1) filing an appeal challenging the Central SoMa Plan on or about June 8, 2018 (the “Appeal”);
and (2) sending a letter dated June 26, 2018 to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (the

“Letter”), threatening legal action on behalf of the HOA.

We understand that there was no HOA Board of Directors (“Board”) meeting at which
~ these issues were discussed, no formal Board approval of the Appeal or the Letter, and no
advance notice given to the HOA members before these steps were taken. It seems that only the
individual Board members, or some of them, were involved in the preparation of the Appeal and
the Letter, and that these individuals improperly purported to speak on behalf of the HOA. This
conduct was in violation of [cite section of CC&Rs; cite section of Davis-Stirling].

Three weeks after the Letter was sent, the Board held a meeting on July 17, 2018.
Although the Central SoMa Plan was not an agenda item, an Owner present at the meeting
reportedly raised the issue. The Owner asked the Board how the HOA’s opposition to the
Central SoMa Plan — as expressed in the Appeal and the Letter — would be funded. In response,
the Board discussed using building reserves to finance a lawsuit against the City.

Our client strongly objects to any HOA funds being used to oppose the Central SoMa
Plan in any way. This would be a misuse of the HOA’s reserves, which are earmarked solely for -
“the repair, restoration, replacement, or maintenance of, or litigation involving the repair,
restoration, teplace, or maintenance of, major components of the Common Area and facilities....”
(CC&Rs, Section 4.3(d); Davis-Stirling [cite].) Indeed, we understand that the HOA is
underfunded as it is, and that the diversion of HOA funds for use in opposing the Central SoMa
Plan would only exacerbate this problem. Nor would it be proper for the HOA to increase
assessments or impose special assessments for this purpose. The Board’s authority to take such
action is quite limited and would likely require the approval of a majority of the Owners at a
properly-noticed meeting, with a quorum present. (CC&Rs, Section 4.5.) '

Further, it would be improper for the Board to commence or pursue litigation against the
City regarding the Central SoMa Plan. The CC&Rs only contemplate lawsuits by the HOA
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relating to defects in or damage to the building, or enforcement of the Condominium Documents.
(CC&Rs Sections 4.9(n), 9.1(b).) Moreover, even assuming the HOA had the authority to file
suit against the City (which our client denieS) ‘the Board would first be required to comply with
Section 9.1(b) of the CC&Rs, which requires written notice to all membels of the HOA and a
meeting to discuss the contemplated lawsuit.

Any further action in contravention of the CC&Rs and Davis-Stirling, including
expending HOA funds to oppose the Central SoMa Plan, will expose the members of the Board
to liability for breach of their fiduciary duties owed to the HOA and its members. Our client
hereby demands that the members of the Board immediately cease and desist their improper and
unauthorized conduct with respect to the Central SoMa Plan, and that the Board instead proceed
in strict compliance with the CC&Rs and California law.

Finally, our client demands full disclosure of the Board’s past activities related to the
Plan, the One Vassar project, and/or the 350 2nd Street project. Please provide me with copies
of all notices sent to the Owners, if any, all meeting minutes, and the provisions of the CC&Rs
which the Board relied on as authority for filing the Appeal and sending the Letter in the name of
the HOA. We will also require copies of all contracts for services entered into by the Board
relating to these issues, all legal bills for representing the HOA (whether paid by the HOA or
others), all correspondence with outside parties, and summaries of all material conversations or
meetings with outside parties relating to the Central SoMa Plan Please provide these materials
by close of business on September 17, 2018.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to your prompt response.

Very truly yours,

Jessica M. Takano

cc: Client (via email)
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South of Markot t Commurlty Action Netwerk (Rgany

i 1110 Howard Street [ SF, CA 94103 [ phone (415) 255-7693 | wwwsomcan org
v Cuvpr

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Environmental Review Officer
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Room #244

San Francisco, CA 94102

June 11, 2018 |
~ Via Hand Delivery

RE: Central SoMa Plan — Appeal of the 5/10/18 Planning Commission Decisions
Dear Clerk of the Board and the Members of the Board of Supervisors:

The South of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN) appeals the following
decisions concerning the Central SoMa Plan (“the Plan”). The Plan Area is bounded by Second
-Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south, and an irregular border
that goes along Folsom, Howard, and Stevenson Streets to the north.

1) Certification of the Environmental Impact Repoft (EIR) and Adoption of Findings
and Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives and a Statement of
Overriding Considerations

The final resolutions for the relevant appeals are attached as Exhibit A. Evidence in
support of the appeals is attached as Exhibits A-D.

I Citizens appeal the decisions made by the Planning Commission to certify the

_ Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and adopt Findings and Evaluation of Mitigation

Measures and Alternatives and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, State
Clearinghouse No. 2013042070 (Exhibit A, Resolutions)

The appeals related to CEQA are filed on the followmg bases.

» The EIR is inadequate, incomplete, and deficient

e Inadequate and incomplete analysis of and failure to disclose the severity of the

level of impact for the following environmental impacts:
o Creation of a Second Financial District

Existing Youth and Family Special Use District
Transportation and Ride Hailing Companies
State Density Bonus Laws
Economic Impacts from Dlsplacement and Increase in Vehicle Miles
Travelled

o 0O 0O O



Residential Units Not Being Used as Traditional Housing

The SM Project

New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements

Consideration of Continued PDR Uses

Lack of Affordability of Housing Incentivized by the Plan and

Socioeconomic Makeup of New Residents

Open Space

Stabilization of Non-Profit Organizations

Health Impacts

Density of Workers Based on Square Footage of Office Space and

Augxiliary Jobs is Under Calculated

« Failure to adopt all feasible mitigations and alternatives

+ Strong disagreement with Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report

« Tnadequate and incomplete Findings, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and
Altematives, and Statement of Overriding Considerations

0O O O O O

o 0 O O

II. Exhibits (Attached)

Exhibit A: Resolutions

20182 EIR Certification

20183 CEQA Findings
Exhibit B: Letters (including comments submitted on the Plan EIR during the EIR comment
period) :
Exhibit C: Links to videos of hearings in which testimony was given on the Central SoMa Plan
Exhibit D: Transcript Planning Commission Hearing, May 10, 2018 on the Central SoMa Plan

Thank you,

Angelica Cabande
Organizational Director, South of Market Community Action Network



""" 1110 Howard Street | SF, CA 94103 | phone (415) 255-7693 | www.somcan.org

February 13, 2017

Lisa M. Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
1650.Mission Street

Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

and via e-mail Lisa.Gibson@sfgov.org -

Re: Planning Department Case 2011.1356E
State Clearinghouse No. 2013042070

Dear Ms. Gibson:

The South of Market Community Action Network (“SOMCAN?”) is a multi-racial, community
organization that educates, organizes, and mobilizes immigrant and low-income South of
Market (“SoMa”) residents to fight for improvements to their quality of life by engaging in the
decision making processes that affect their neighborhood and greater San Francisco. Our
mission is to build and support a strong, organized community that takes collective action to
achieve equity, and social and economic justice. SOMCAN works to address gentrification and
displacement issues in SoMa and San Francnsco

We respectfully submit this comment letter on the Central SoMa Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report (the “DEIR”), which encompasses the area of South of Market bounded by 2nd
Street (east); 6th Street (west); Townsend Street (south); and an irregular border jogging
between Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets (north).

Comment Period Extension Period Should Havé Been Granted
Firstly, we object again on the grounds that there has been insufficient time for the public to
review this nearly 700 page long technical document. We, along with other community

members, submitted a letter dated February 3, 2017 requestlng for an extension of the
comment period, which Planning denied.

SOMCAN Central SOMA DEIR Response Letter Page 1



Since 2000, SOMCAN has worked to educate and organize the community particularly around
land use issues. With only 60 days from the release of the DEIR to the closing of the comment
period, and the fact that the DEIR was released on December 14, 2016 just prior to the
holidays, there has not been enough time for our organization to complete a thorough review,
technical and otherwise, of the DEIR, as well as present the contents to community members,
and compile their feedback. This a fatal flaw and fundamental deficiency -of this DEIR that it has
not sufficiently been available to the public for review and comment.

"~ A More Extensive and Thorough Public Review Needed of DEIR Given Relaxing of Project
Level Reviews

This is not.a project level EIR. This is a Plan Area EIR that comes to us in the new era of “by-
right” development encouraged at the State level (there is once again legislation pending at the
State level to allow development “by-right” without any project level environmental review or
public hearings) and at our local level, with this Central SoMa Plan proposing a radical relaxing -
of development controls.

in the past, Area Plans have been written with the presumption that more detailed
environmental review will be done as projects are proposed by developers during the -
implementation of the Area Plans. This will aimost certainly not be the case here, yet the public
has not been allowed a reasonable time to review this DEIR and provide comment; and
Planning has ignored the fact that the City is reducing the public’s ability to comment on
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan going forward.

The following are SOMCAN’s comments to the DEIR as we have best been able to compile
them given the insufficient time Planning has afforded our organization to engage residents of
SoMa in a thorough review and understanding of the contents of this DEIR.

SOMCAN'’s areas of concern are:

1. The Central SoMa Plan Creates a Second Fmanmal District at the Expense of
Families, Youth and Seniors Living, Working and Going to School in SoMa.

2. The Central SoMa Plan Disregards the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use
District '

3. The Inadequate Transportation Infrastructure and Impact of Ride Hailing
Companies Within and Adjacent to the Plan Area of the DEIR are Not Fully
Considered

4. The Proposed Intensity of Development and Relaxing of Development Controls
Have Not Been Evaluated With Respect to State Density Bonus Laws in the DEIR

5. The Economic Impacts From Displacement Were Not Analyzed in the DEIR

6. The DEIR Omits Analyses of the Current Trend of Residential Units Not Being
Used as Traditional Housing

7. The 5M Project Must be Included in the DEIR Analysis

8. The Impacts of New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements are Not
Properly Presented or Studied in the DEIR

SOMCAN Central SOMA DEIR Response Letter Page 2



9. Consideration of Continued PDR Uses in Central SoMa is Inadequate

10. The DEIR Does Not Address the Lack of Affordability of Housing Incentivized By
the Plan and the Socioeconomic Makeup of New Residents That Will Result

11. The Plan Continues to Provide an Inadequate Amount of Open Space in SoMa By
Relying on POPOS

12. The Plan Does Not Address the Stabilization of SoMa based Non-Profit
Organizations

13. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Study the Health Impacts from Increased Noise,
Degraded Air Quality, Pedestrian Safety Hazards, and Increased Wind Speeds

- EXPLANATION OF CONCERNS:

1. The Central SoMa Plan Creates a Second Financial District at the Expense of
Families, Youth and Seniors Living, Working and Going to School in SoMa

The area defined as the Central SoMa Plan Area is a neighborhood. While we are not opposed
to further growth, we are opposed to Planning’s proposed transformation of this neighborhood
into a new Financial District. The scale of development and the mix of commercial, office and
high end luxury development described in the Plan are not conducive to a healthy
neighborhood.

There are many established aspects to what constitutes a healthy neighborhood that the DEIR
should be studied against. We demand that this DEIR be studied against the City’s Healthy
Development Measurement Tool (HDMT), which was developed by Planning in partnership with
the Department of Public Health and community organizations during the Eastern
Neighborhoods rezoning'. Please refer to the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Health Impact
Assessment (ENCHIA)?.3

Youth, families and seniors in SoMa demand a family-friendly neighborhood, human scale,
safety for pedestrians of all ages and abilities, with access to light and air, and neighborhood
services close by. The Plan as proposed is completely out of character with the goal of
sustaining Central SoMa as a neighborhood and a dynamic employment center co-existing in a
mutually supportive way. Instead of building towards the long-established community and City
goal of creating a family-friendly neighborhood in Central SoMa, the DEIR proposes a second
Financial District, which will harm the health of existing and future populations.

2. The Central SoMa Plan Disregardé the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use
District

L http://www.who.int/hia/conference/poster_bhatié_z.pdf

2 http:/iwww.pewtrusts.org/en/multimedia/data-visualizations/201 5/hia-map/stételcalifornia/eastern—
neighborhoods-community
3 http://www. pewtrusts.org/~/media/assets/2007/09/hiareportenchia.pdf?la=en

SOMCAN Central SOMA DEIR Response Letter Page 3



The Central SoMa Plan incorporates areas that are covered under the SoMa Youth and Family
Special Use District* was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in January 2009. The SoMa
Youth and Family Special Use District's purpose is to expand the stock of affordable housing, as
well as protect and enhance the health and environment of youth and families in SoMa. The
Central SoMa Plan does not adequately take into account the SoMa Youth and Family Special
Use District and instead of strengthening its controls, the DEIR undermines its goals.

We demand that as part of the Central SoMa Plan, projects within the SoMa Youth and Family
Special Use District are required to undergo review and approval by resident groups and
community organizations before they are considered by the Planning Department. We are
demanding that this community approval process function similarly to other Special Use Districts
in the City such as the Bernal Heights Special Use District.

Planning has abused the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District since it was established
during the Eastern Neighborhood rezening. These abuses including the re-mapping of the -
SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District by the Hearst and Forest City’s 5M development,
which covers five city blocks near 5th and Mission Streets. The 5M project gained approval in
December 2015 for a large office tower by re-mapping the boundaries of the SoMa Youth and -
Family Special Use District with justifications by the Planning Department that this Special Use
District does not have strong controls. SOMCAN, along with several other community-based
organizations, have been demanding strong controls since before 2009 for the SoMa Youth and
Family Special Use District so we can protect youth, families and seniors in the neighborhood.
Planning has ignored our calls to strengthen this SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District
through the Central SoMa rezoning process. The Central SoMa Plan must be revised to
address this deficiency. ’

The environmental impact of displacement is clear and further criticized in our point #5 below.
As long as Planning continues to promote the displacement of youth, families and seniors from
Central SoMa in favor of large scale office and luxury housing developments, there will be an
increasing and compounding environmental impact which has not been studied or reported in
the DEIR. We demand that Planning revises the Central SoMa Plan in partnership with the
community to strengthen the controls of the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District in
order to stabilize and grow our economically and racially diverse community.

3. The Inadequate Transportation Infrastructure and Impact of Ride Hailing
Companies Within and Adjacent to the Plan Area of the DEIR are Not Fully
Considered

The transportation infrastructure within and adjacent to the plan area of the Central SoMa DEIR
lags far behind the infrastructure needs of both past and current growth. This is true, even if you
factor in the transportation improvements that are underway, such as the Central Subway.

4 http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1479-SoMa_YFZ_SUD_Legislation.pdf
S http://masonkirby.com/wpb/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/nwbhdrb_infopacket.pdf
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The Central SoMa Plan is predicated on the construction of the Central Subway that connects
Central SoMa with Chinatown. The Central Subway addresses a transit need that is long
overdue as public transit for SoMa has been inadequate for decades. Because of years of lack
of infrastructure improvements, the Central Subway is addressing a past need, not a present or
future need. As State Senator Scott Wiener has said, “San Francisco’s unfunded transportation
needs are billions and billions of dollars” because “MTA has a long history of not moving quickly
enough on important capital projects™ Thus, even with the new Central Subway, the
transportation infrastructure will continue to be inadequate.

There is also mention of the construction of the new Transbay Terminal just to the east of the
Central SoMa Plan Area. However, Transbay Terminal won’t be completed for some time, and it
is unclear whether it will connect with CalTrain. Also, proximity to BART should not factor into
the Central SoMa Plan because it runs down Market Street which is two to three long blocks
north of the Central SoMa Plan Area. BART is not only far from the Plan Area, it has its own
issues with capital obsolescencg, and is hardly-in condition to accommodate dramatic growth.

The DEIR is also negligent in assessing the new impacts of ride-hailing/ Transportation Network
Company (TNC) services like Uber and Lyft. The references in the DEIR on pages IV.D-65 and
IV.D-76 are completely inadequate. Their impact can in no way be equated with bicycles in
terms of traffic or environmental impact. Their vehicles circle endlessly as they aim to be
proximate to the next person who orders their services such as rides and food deliveries. As
more office space and more residences are built in the Plan Area, the volume and impacts from
these services will increase dramatically. The DEIR completely ignores this environmental
impact. : :

The increase in ride-hailing/ TNC traffic not only increases “Vehicle Miles Traveled” (the new
CEQA standard in assessing traffic impacts) it will also impact the “Level of Service” (the CEQA
previous standard) at many intersections. It will also impact pedestrian safety in ways that have
not been studied. All of these omissions-- inadequately evaluating the transportation
infrastructure needs of the current and increased future population and the lack of proper
analysis of ride-sharing traffic-- make the DEIR dangerously deficient.

4. The Proposed Intensity of Development and Relaxing of Development Controls -
Have Not Been Evaluated With Respect to State Density Bonus Laws in the DEIR

In 2016, the City passed the “Density Done Right” legislation allowing 100% affordable housing
developments to apply for a significant increase in height and number of units without any
rezoning. Also during 2016, legislation passed at the State level to enable developers
throughout California to more easily take advantage of State Density Bonus incentives.

The DEIR references these laws on p. 11-22 but only in reference to increased heights. It's
unclear how the State Density Bonus will or will not be applied to heights and to unit counts for

8 http:/Mmww.sfexaminer.com/wiener-proposes-major-fundraising-legislation-for-transportation-agencies-
statewide/ : '
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‘market rate developments, especially in light of Planning’s approval of the project at 333 12th

- Street, the first housing development in San Francisco to be approved with applying the State
Density Bonus. The DEIR also references the Density Bonus for affordable housing projects on
p. VI-2 but says that the increased number of units has not been considered for the DEIR. The
DEIR is incomplete if it does not completely study the impacts of increased heights and
increased number of units for both affordable and market rate housing.

The DEIR must also completely disclose to the public where developers are eligible to use
either the State Density Bonus Program, or the San Francisco “Density Done Right” program.
. The DEIR must clearly indicate on maps where those sites are located, and must compare the
new proposed zoning and its resulting intensity of use with the potential intensity of use if
developers take either the State or Local density bonus. The DEIR must compare the relative
impacts of these two scenarios on the environment. Without these analyses for each project
within the plan area, as well as the overall impacts, the DEIR is inadequate.

5. The Economic Impacts From Displacement Were Not Analyzed in the DEIR

Regardless of the assertions in the DEIR, there are environmental impacts due to displacement
of residents from their homes or small businesses in SoMa, especially when considering the
huge increase in “Vehicle Miles Traveled” that will result with this proposed Central SoMa Plan.

There are several ways that the Central SoMa Plan encourages displacement in an area
already suffering from increased no-fault evictions and skyrocketing rents. A UC Berkeley study
in collaboration with UCLA shows that SoMa is undergoing “advanced gentrification.””
Gentrification happens when more affluent people replace less wealthy people. The DEIR
encourages luxury, high end housing in SoMa, which in turn encourages the price of other
housing to increase. Landlords of adjacent properties begin to charge more rent to cash in on
the new populations in the nearby luxury condos or new high-end shops.

The DEIR upzones large swaths of Central SoMa. Upzoning of property increases the values of
the underlying land, which leads to increased costs for residential and commercial tenancies
and increased sale prices. Therefore existing residents or small businesses that are paying less
- than the new market rate will be forced out. Upzoning incentivizes-tearing down existing-housing
and existing small businesses so that developers can maximize the new build-out potential of
that property. Coupled with the relaxing of local controls and push to have less local approval

- hearings, there will be less incentive for developers to provide “right to return” or provide
increased levels of affordability to existing residents or businesses that will be forced out when
the buildings are torn down.

There are no new protections being implemented by the DEIR for existing tenants and
community serving institutions and businesses. Other than the push to preserve certain historic
areas and buildings, there are no new protections in place to prevent displacement that the City

7 hitp://www.urbandisplacement.org/map/sf
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knows will occur due to the new development that will be incentivized by this Central SoMa Plan
(as exhibited in Plan Bay Area “Communities of Concern”). As shown in a University of
California Berkeley report on transit oriented development and gentrification®, areas in the Bay
Area that have convenient access to transit are areas most likely to suffer gentrification and
displacement, including SoMa."® The Central SoMa Plan talks about increasing land values as a
primary reason for the underlying elements of the Central SoMa Plan, yet it does not adequately
take into account the fact that increased land values cause speculation and displacement. The
increased land values presented in the Central SoMa Plan’s various “menu” options is a recipe
for massive displacement of existing residents and small businesses.

Large-scale displacement creates a significant environmental impact when considering CEQA’s
“Vehicle Miles Travelled” standard. Working class and lower income households get displaced
outside San Francisco and their commutes increase, increasing their “Vehicle Miles Travelled.”
When people who work in SoMa are displaced, they will often retain their employment in SoMa,
therefore their.“Vehicle Miles Travelled” will increase. Many existing residents-in SoMa ean not -
afford the luxury homes that are and will be built in SoMa and access to affordable housing is

- extremely limited, so if for any reason they need to move out, it's highly unlikely they will move
be able to stay in the neighborhood.

Furthermore, much of the luxury housing that gets built doesn’t provide housing even though it's -
approved by Planning to be residential housing units. When these units are used as “pied-a—
terres” or “short term rentals” or “corporate rentals” or “student housing”, they are not helping to
alleviate any housing shortage, because although they are approved by Planning as residential
use, they are not in fact used for residential purposes. Therefore people are being displaced

and commuting farther for work, meanwhile the new housing units aren’t necessarily supporting
residents being able to live in homes close to their work.

Replacing low income residents with higher income residents replaces a population with lower
car ownership with a population that has a higher rate of car ownership.!! 2 More affluent
people are also more likely to use ride-hailing/ TNC services than public transit. They have
access to the smartphone-based apps and can pay more for a ride than public transit riders.
This puts more single vehicles on the road that are idling and circling in their competition for

fare-paying customers. There are also tech shuttles that service SoMa residents to take themto-- - -

their offices on the Peninsula. The impacts of the increased “Vehicle Miles Travelled” caused by
the new, more affluent populations which is encouraged in the DEIR is not considered in the
document.

8 hitp://ucconnect.berkeley.edu/transit-oriented-development-and-commercial-gentrification-exploring-
linkages

% http://www.urbandisplacement.org/map/sf =~

19 http://communityinnovation.berkeley.edu/reports/Gentrification-Report.pdf

" http://socrates.berkeley.edu/~raphael/BerubeDeakenRaphael.pdf

12 hitp://Iwww.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S096 5856400000185
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This means that gentrification has a “quadruple” environmental impact by lengthening the
commute times of people working in SoMa from their new place of residence outside of San
Francisco; replacing these people with a population more likely to own and use automobiles;
increasing the number of people living in SoMa as a “bedroom” community for their commute on
a shuttle to the Peninsula; and increasing use of ride-hailing/ TNC services whose vehicles
constantly idle and circle in competition for rides. None of these impacts of gentrification on the
environment have been studied, which a significant flaw in the DEIR.

6. Thé DEIR Omits Analyses of the Current Trend of Residential Units Not Being
Used as Traditional Housing ‘

Cities across the US and even Canada are learning that developers are not producing housing
units to be used for housing people. Many cities are now fully realizing the negative impacts of
the push to “build, build, build”, an ideology fully embraced by this Central SoMa Plan.

Foothoted here are exariples of Vancouver' and New York City' that show that in world where
real estate is solely developed as a commodity and home-sharing is corporatized, often new
condos are not being occupied by local residents, or any people at all. Also footnoted is a map
of vacant units in San Francisco indicating that many of our City’s vacant units are in SoMa.™

We are not opposed to building new housing, but we feel that it is environmentally important to
ask the question, who are we building new housing for? Without adequate controls and
enforcement in place: ' '
e SRO’s in SoMa will not continue to be used as open and accessible affordable housing
options; '
e new condos will be affordable only as high end luxury housing or sitting vacant because
they are owned by investors who have no intention of living in these units;
new condos will be used as commercial “short term rentals” instead of as residential use;
new condos will be used as “corporate rentals” instead of as residential use; and
other buildings will be used as “student housing” instead of residential use.

The inadequacy of the DEIR is that it studies the impacts of residential development as though it
will be used for residences. The environmental impacts of corporate rentals, short term rentals
and other commercial uses are different from residential uses. Without sufficient controls and
enforcement, there is no way to ensure that new housing that is incentivized to be built under
this new land use Plan will be used as housing.

7. The 5M Project Must be Included in the DEIR Analysis

13 hitp:/iwww.theglobeandmail.com/real-estate/vancouver/dark-windows-illuminate-problems-in-
vancouvers-real-estate-market/article31822833/ ‘

4 https://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/08/nyregion/stream-of-foreign-wealth-flows-to-time-warner-
condos.htmi

'S http:/Aww.antievictionmappingproject.net/vacant.html
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The DEIR has moved 5M from being “Plan-induced growth to cumulative growth” per footnote
on p. IV-5. The problem is that 5M is the largest single development within the boundaries of the
Central SoMa Plan Area. It created new rules for development (its own Special Use District) that
were based on recommendations from a draft version of the Central SoMa Plan.

Furthermore, new development in the Central SoMa Plan Area is being proposed in this Plan at
a scale that is conversely driven by the scale of development that Planning pushed to approve
for 5M. With 5M being the largest single development in Central SoMa, they must be considered
together in the Central SoMa Plan. They have linked, not dissociated as separate, cumulative
impacts. 5M is not built and its construction timeline is not clear. 5M should be studied as a
principal contributor to the environmental impacts of the Central SoMa Plan. The omission of
any analyses of the impacts of the 5M project in the DEIR.is a critical flaw of the DEIR.

8. The Impacts of New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements are Not
Properly Presented or Studied in‘the DEIR

The DEIR is inadequate on the grounds that it does not incorporate all the City’s policies with
respect to office space development controls. Page [11-19 of the DEIR details the City’s pipeline
of office developments with respect to Planning Code Section 321, which caps large office
construction at 950,000 square feet per year. The way that this section i11.C.2 is presented is
unclear since there is additional office space development that is not subject to this cap
because the cap only applies to “large office.” Furthermore, this section of the DEIR fails to
incorporate the voter approved Proposition O passed in November of 2016, which significantly
increased the large office cap to include an increased amount of office space at the Shipyard.
The Plan is focused on constructing a massive amount of new office space and essentially
makes SoMa a second Financial District (this is true for all the Project Alternatives as well). The
DEIR’s lack of clarity on how it will comply with Prop M requirements, especially in light of the
passage of Proposition O, is a critical flaw.

~ Given the intensity of new high-end office space that is being proposed, the fact that “local hiring
and training goals” are still in the section of the DEIR called “Areas of Controversy and Issues to
be Resolved” (p. S-79) is not only offensive to the community, but is potentially very damaging
environmentally. With this approach, Planning is saying that-new jobs in SoMa will be for people
who are not current residents which indicates an in-migration of new people. Planning is also
saying that current residents of SoMa will have to move somewhere else to find work. What are
the environmental impacts of all this forced migration? This is not analyzed in the DEIR. Also, as
new, more affluent people move into SoMa displacing current residents who live and work in
SoMa, how much farther will those displaced workers have to travel and what is the resulting
environmental impact? Again this is not analyzed in the DEIR.

9. Consideration of Continued PDR Uses in Central SoMa is Inadequate
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Page S-4 of the DEIR clearly indicates that Planning has not created an actual plan for
Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) uses in its vision for Central SoMa. This has
historically been one of San Francisco’s most important areas for PDR uses, which ensured a
diversification of the economic base of the city and job opportunities for people with trade
credentials, not just advanced university degrees.

The DEIR indicates that it is removing “protective zoning” for PDR, but there is no complete
report of how much PDR has been lost since the implementation of the Eastern SoMa Plan,
which was in part intended to protect against the loss of PDR. Creating “incentives to fund,
build, and protect PDR uses” is problematic since features that appear to be incentives today
will quickly not be incentives tomorrow depending on land use, financial, and capitalization
macro conditions that are driving the development market at any particular time.

There are many innovative mixed-use building types, but the prospect of “require(ing) PDR
space as part of large commercial developments” seeris to be a limited-application. 1t would be
important to understand what precedent there is for such a mix of uses in new developments
and how likely it would be to have PDR on the ground level of a large commercial tower. What
kind of PDR would it be? Who would be employed?

For all PDR, we are concerned that there be increasing job opportunities for SoMa residents
and diversification of San Francisco’s economy. This will protect San Francisco against “boom
and bust’ cycles; it will ensure that there is less regional impact on the environment that comes
when sectors of the economy are segregated geographically; and will therefore result in less
“Vehicle Miles Traveled.”

The Plan calls for adding technology jobs to SoMa, yet these jobs are largely inaccessible to
existing community residents. SoMa needs a diversity of job types in the neighborhood that are
not only accessible to community residents but provide a living wage that can support workers
to stay in the neighborhood. This is highlighted especially in the types of jobs provided by
production, distribution, and repair businesses that provide jobs for working class residents and
are jobs that cannot afford to be lost. PDR businesses also provide essential support to other
industries and sectors so should be proximate to those other functions for them to be viable and
effective. More consideration-of continued PDR use is required in the DEIR.

10. There is No Proof that the Plan will Accomplish its Goal of Alleviating Housing
Prices or Maintaining a Diversity of Residents

The Plan states as one of its main goals accommodating housing demand and addressing such
demand to alleviate housing prices. The Plan, however, does not provide any studies or figures
that support the claim that new development will drive down housing costs. As a result, the goal
of the Plan of maintaining the diversity of residents, here in terms of socioeconomic makeup,
appears empty. The Plan would cause a greater increase in the number of people living and
working in the area than would be seen without the Plan, as shown in the DEIR. As the DEIR
states on page V-10, “what effect development under the Plan would have on housing
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affordability is a matter of considerable controversy,” and that “the influx of real estate
investment and higher income, residents may increase gentrification of a neighborhood, with
displacement of households being a negative outcome.”

Further study must be done regarding what effects new housing development will have on
housing prices if the Plan is serious about its commitment to maintaining a diversity of residents
in the area. If new housing development under the Plan-- the majority of which is market-rate--
cannot be proven to bring down housing prices, the Plan will then only work to exacerbate the
gentrification and displacement crisis in the area. Studies must be done to address these facts if
the Plan is to move forward in meeting its core goals, especially as they relate to affordability
and maintaining a diversity of residents.

11. The Plan Continues to Provide an Inadequate Amount of Open Space in SoMa By
Relying on POPOS

The SoMa is the most open space deficient neighborhood in San Francisco'®, along with the
neighboring Tenderloin. Instead of providing sufficient, green and publicly accessible open
space, Planning has been defaulting to providing new open space for SoMa through Privately
Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)"". POPOS have a negative impact on the community for
many reasons:
e These spaces aren'’t truly open to the public, actnvnty is discouraged and hours are
limited;
e POPOS are not protected by the Proposition K Shadow Ordinance because they are not
open spaces owned by the City’s Rec and Park Department;
e Because there’s no Prop K protection, it’s difficult to establish a standard of shadow
protection for these open spaces because CEQA is not specific on this matter;
e These spaces do not represent the type of open space that is public and accessible for
use by youth, families, and seniors (like a public park); and
e POPOS overly regulate the types of activities allowed and have restrictive hours that
limit access;

SolMa has such a lack of places‘ for public recreation and truly accessible open spaces that
there must be a clear plan for creating new-public epen spaces that are owned-and managed by
Rec and Park.

12. The Plan Does Not Address the Stablhzatlon of SoMa based Non Profit
Organizations

The Central SoMa Plan has no provision for stabilizing nonprofit organizations in the
neighborhood. As studied by Supervisor Kim, MOHCD, and the Northern California Community

16 http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/OpenSpaceMap.pdf
7 http://sf-planning.org/privately-owned-public-open-space-and-public-art-popos
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Loan Fund, the escalation in property values, and the lack of commercial rent control has put
nonprofit organizations at imminent risk of displacement.’®!®

By encouraging the construction of a second financial district, commercial rents will become
increasingly more expensive placing nonprofit organizations even more at risk. Low income and
‘immigrant communities in SoMa rely on many of these nonprofit organizations for basic services
and to be able to survive in the community. Without these organizations, SoMa residents will be
further at risk for displacement.

As noted elsewhere in this letter, displacement does result in environmental impacts. Therefore,
the DEIR is deficient in that it does not recommend strategies for stabilizing nonprofit
. organizations in SoMa.

13. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Study the Health Impacts from Increased Noise,
Degraded Air Quality, Pedestrian Safety Hazards, and.Increased Wind Speeds

On page V-3, section V.B.6 “Wind” it says that “Subsequent future development anticipated
under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.”
Organizations that work with seniors and people with disabilities in SoMa are concerned that
any increase in wind speeds caused by the heights and bulk of the proposed buildings in
Central SoMa will cause a hardship and injury to seniors and people with disabilities at both
public open spaces and in the public rights of way.

Noise in SoMa is already the worst in the City.?° Any increase in noise levels from construction
incentivized by the Central SoMa Plan (p. VI-44 says it would be “significant” and that Mitigation
Measure M-NO-2a “would be insufficient to reduce the construction-related noise impacts to a
less than significant level” on p VI-45). Noise levels especially from construction activity have
not been studied in the DEIR. Also after construction, the degraded air quality from increased
traffic, increased idling from vehicles stuck in fraffic or increased ride-hailing vehicles, or from
increased truck traffic will all have detrimental impacts.

We are also concerned about the vulnerability of seniors and people with disabilities while

walking in the neighborhood to injury from vehicle collisions: Providing sidewalk extensions may - -

help in some areas, but the extent of increase in automobile traffic is under-reported in the
DEIR; and the potential incidents of pedestrian injuries from automobiles is also under-
estimated. These environmental impacts are not sufficiently studied in the DEIR.

Conclusion: Preparation of the DEIR Did Not Sufficiently Allow for Public Input

18 https:/ivww.ncclf.org/npdmitigation/

19 https://sfgov.Iegistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&lD=2730532&GUID=77CFFOCE—7AC6~4569—ACEE-
D2568711018F

20 hitp://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/Noise.pdf
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The Central SoMa Plan DEIR is inadequate and should be revised with the additional suggested
studies and recirculated to address the critical flaws we outlined above. Going forward, a
version of the Central SoMa Plan that creates a family-friendly neighborhood would be
SOMCAN's preferred alternative. We are recommending that Planning study a new alternative
that supports growth of SoMa in a way that supports the needs of current and future youth,
families and seniors. None of the alternatives currently outlined in the plan supports this vision
or these needs, and instead will reshape SoMa to be San Francisco’s second Financial District
with little regard to the protection of the environment of existing residents, small businesses,
non-profits and PDR spaces. ' '

The preparation of this DEIR did not adequately allow for incorporation of community input. For
. example, the boundaries of the Central SoMa Plan changed significantly during 2016, and the
public was not sufficiently noticed. Despite SOMCAN’s history in engaging with a diverse and
large constituency in SoMa, SOMCAN was not provided an opportunity to participate in
TODCO’s “community alternative”, and therefore we can hot endorse this alternative. While the
Mid-Rise Alternative has intriguing elements, it does not come close to being a vision that we
can embrace. The changes in boundaries, the brief public comment on the published DEIR all
make it impossible for the SOMCAN, its members and the larger SoMa community to
adequately assess the Plan or any of its proposed alternatives.

As a public disclosure document, the Central SoMa DEIR is wholly insufficient and a new
alternative should be studied that fully supports families and seniors in SoMa, and the DEIR
should be recirculated for public input and review.

Sincerely,

Angelica Cabande
SOMCAN
Organizational Director
Joseph Smooke

SOMCAN -
Board Chair
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Dear President Cohen and Members of the SF Board of Supervisors, ‘

My name is Jeanne Bbes, General Manager and Chief Operations Officer of the San Francisco Flower
Mart LLC (SFFM). SFFM is the master tenant of the historic wholesale flower market at 6" & Brannan
Streets in SoMa. | represent our members/ownership group and our 50+ tenants which make up the

San Francisco Flower Mart. | am writing to express our support for the Central SoMa Plan and the
Flower Mart Project.

To give you a brief history, the San Francisco Flower Mart has operated in the City of San Francisco
since 1912. We were founded by groups of immigrant flower farmers to the Bay Area, Chinese, Italian
and Japanese farmers of California cut flowers and plants. We have relocated our market four times
over the years in SF, going from selling at the foot of Lotta’s Fountain to our current location at 6™ and
Brannan Streets. These farmers even supported and worked their Japanese neighbors’ farms during

World War II, when Japanese Americans were relocated to internment camps. We have always stayed
together in SFI ,

We are now at another transition in our life in the City, preparing to relocate to a temporary location at
2000 Marin Street, as our partner Kilroy Realty builds-out the new Flower Mart. We are eternally
grateful for the support of both Supervisor Jane Kim, and Supervisor Aaron Peskin, These Supervisors
worked tirelessly to assure that the temporary location of the SFFM will be at 2000 Marin Street and
not at Piers 19 & 23 on the crowded, busy Embarcadero. This temporary site will assure the viability
of our tenants during the buildout of the new Flower Mart at 6™ & Brannan Streets.

Here is a snapshot of the SF'Flower Mart. We are part of a $26 billion US Industry; with retail sales in
the US totaling $7,500,000,000. This means we generate hundreds of millions of dollars annually in the
City of San Francisco.

We house over 50 small businesses in the market (vendors), 26 of these vendors qualify as “Legacy
Businesses” in SF. They are purveyors of cut flowers, potted plants, blooming plants and floral supply
products. Products in our market at one time were only from the immediate Bay Area, now flowers
come from all over the world. These products are delivered to our marketplace via the aid of the

- trucking and t'ransportation industry. We are heavily reliant on semi-trucks and box trucks to receive
and distribute our products.

In addition to showing our full support for the Plan and the Project, we want to bring attention to coupleof very
important issues as they relate to the viability of the wholesale flower market, parking and zoning requirements. -

6" & BRANNAN STREETS & SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 & 4153927944
£ @ WWW.SANFRANCISCOFLOWERMART.COM & &
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We employ over 350 blue-collar workers in the Flower Mart, and most of these workers drive their
vehicles to work. They currently park on the surrounding streets and alley ways, with no cost to them.
Our business depends on the use of personal vehicles -- vans, and box trucks. We are heavily reliant on
transportation; public transportation is not an option for our vendors. In addition to the inaccessibility of
public transit during our early morning hours, our vendors often arrive with trucks full of product. We
operate during the hours of:

12amto 3 pm Monday, Wednesday and Friday

5 am to 3 pm, Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday

Our peak hours of operation run from 5-6 am to 12-1 pm Monday-Friday.

We have over 4,300 registered buyers (“Badgeholders”), most of which are small business owners, who
operate in every surrounding county of the Bay Area, including SF. Our customers load their vehicles with
the product they purchase at the SFFM and deliver the product back to their businesses via personal
vehicles, small trucks, or vans. Currently, our parking lot holds 144 customer cars and trucks and is often

double parked to accommodate demand. Our vendors park their box trucks on the streets surrounding the
market.

In the New Flower Mart Project we have been promised 150 car spaces and 25 truck parking spaces within
the parking garage dedicated to the SFFM -- there is no way we can operate with less than that. In addition to
those spaces within the project, we will also need to use the parking and loading spaces proposed on the streets
surrounding the market for the early morning and late night hours, :

Another issue that has been brought to our attention is the zoning requirement for PDR use to have transparent
windows and doors on 60% of the ground floor street frontage. Looking at the current design and customer
flow, either the windows would look into the refrigeration units causing temperature variations along with
sunlight which would damage the product. Our perishable products need regulated stable environments to
maximize shelf life. The other option woud have the windows opening into the back-of-house of the vendor’s

operation, resulting in a lack of privacy and security. Thls requirement would negatively affect the operations of
our vendors in the market.

We urge you to approve the Central SoMa Plan, and the Flower Mart Project, which will allow our vendors to
continue to grow and thrive for another 100 years in SF. Please also consider the exceptions for the Flower Mart
PrOJect related to the two issues described above.

Respectfully,

General Manager Chief Operatlons Officer
SAN FRANCISCO FLOWER MART LLC

6T“ 8 BRANNAN STREETS & SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 ® 415.392-7944
& @ WWW.SANFRANCISCOFLOWERMART.COM @ &




Central SoMa Zoning Analvysis — Suggested Planning Code Amendments

The table below identifies issues in the proposed Central SoMa Planning Code amendments ordinance (BOS File No. 180184) that are

of particular concern to the proposed Flower Mart Project. Suggested revisions are indicated in red.

Topic ‘Draft Planning | Issue Suggested Revision
Code Section: , .
SFFM Proposed Amendments not Addressed by Planning Commission
Parking Proposed § The proposed ordinance does not provide an Proposed § 329(e)(3)(B) should be amended to allow Key Sites to seek
329(e)(3)(B) exception from the parking standards for the Key an exception from the maximum accessory parking requirements in
Sites, even though those properties are required to | order to provide sufficient parking for large scale wholesale and.
provide large PDR spaces, the future tenants of distribution uses. ‘
which are likely to require large amounts of
parking. (B) Exceptions. . . . the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky
established in Section 138(d)(2)(B); ox the commercial orientation of
In particular, the success of the replacement large sites established in Section 249.78(c)(6)=; or the accessory
Wholesale Flower Market will depend in large part | parking maximums set forth in Section 151.1, such that the Key Site
on the provision of adequate parking (as required | identified in Section 329(e)(2)(F) may provide accessory parking for
by KRC’s agreement with the Wholesale Flower Wholesale Sales and Distribution uses up to a rate of one car per each
Market tenants) to accommodate a high volume of | 750 square feet of Gross Floor Area.
wholesale customers moving large amounts of '
goods. We propose the addition of an exception
that would allow Key Sites to receive an exception
to provide additional parking for wholesale
/ chstnbutlon uses.
Transparent | Proposed §§ The Proposed § 249.78(0)(1)(E) applies the Proposed § 329(e)(3)(B) should be amended to allow Key Sites to seek
Fenestration | 249.78(c)(1)(E) | transparency and fenestration requirements of an exception from the requirement that PDR uses meet the transparency
of PDR and 329(e)(3)(B) | existing Code Section 145.1 to PDR uses. and fenestration requirements contained in § 249.78(c)(1)(E).

The types of uses that occupy PDR space often
involve machinery, noise, and abnormal operating
hours, and are not the type of uses enhanced by
ground floor transparency-—nor are they the kinds
of uses for which ground floor windows would
enhance the pedestrian environment.

(B) Exceptions. . . . the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky
established in Section 138(d)(2)(B); ex the commercial orientation of

| large sites established in Section 249.78(c)(6)=. or the requirement that

PDR uses meet the transparency and fenestration requirements

established in Section 249.78(c)(1)(E).
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POPOS

Amended § 138;
Proposed §

| 329(e)(3)(B)

Under proposed § 329(e)(3)(B), Key Sites may
seek an exception from “the requirement that
POPOS be open to the sky established in Section
13 8(d)(2)(B) ” But it is § 138(d)(2)(E)(@) that
requires at grade open space to be open to the sky.

Proposed § 138(d)(2)(B) requires that projects “on
sites of 40,000 square feet or more and located
south of Bryant Street shall provide the required
open space outdoors and may not pay an in-lieu
fee.”

Proposed § 329(e)(3)(B) regarding open space exceptions that should be

corrected as follows:

(B) Exceptions. . . ._the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky
established in Section 138(d)(2)(BE)(i); or the commercial orientation of
large sites established in Section 249.78(c)(6). '

POPOS &
Open Space
In-Lieu Fee

Amended § 426

As amended, § 426 states that an in-lieu fee is
required for each square foot of POPOS and non-
residential open space that is required but not
provided.

Amended § 426 should be revised such that an in lieu fee would not be
required where a project obtains an exception only from the qualitative
standards of the POPOS requirements, but where the project provides
the amount of POPOS mandated by the Code. We suggest the following
amendment:

... In the CMUO District, the usable open space requirement of Section
135.3 and the POPOS requirement of Section 138 may be satisfied
through payment of a fee of $890 for each square foot of required usable

‘open space not provided. Payment of a fee shall not be required for any

square footage of usable open space or POPQOS that is provided in the |.
amount requirved, but for which a variance or exception is granted for
design standards otherwise applicable to such open space or POPQOS . .

Living and
Solar Roofs

Proposed §§
249.78(d)(3) and

329(e)(3)(B)

Proposed § 249.78(d)(3) requires that Central -
SoMa buildings that are 160-feet-tall or less
provide at least 50% of the roof area as living roof
and comply with Building Code Section 5.201.1.2,
which sets forth the requirements for solar systems
on non-residential buildings.

Proposed § 329(e)(3)(B) should allow for a Key Sites exception from
the living roof and solar requirements as long as a comparable amount
of required living roof and/or solar system area is provided elsewhere
on the property.

(B) Exceptions. . . . the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky
established in Section 138(d)(2)(B); e the commercial orientation of
large sites established in Section 249.78(c)(6)=; or the living and solar
roofs requirements established in Section 249.78(d)(3). so long as a
comparable amount of required living and/or solar root areq is

provided elsewhere on the property.
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Tower Proposed §§ Proposed § 329(e)(3)(B) states that Key Sites can Proposed § 132.4(d)(3) should be amended to clarify that Key Sites can
Separation 132.4(d)(3) and | seek an exception for the tower separation obtain an exception from the tower separation requirements without:
‘ 329(e)(3)(B) requirements in § 132.4, and Planning staff has meeting the four criteria set forth in proposed § 132.4(d)(3)(B):
advised that Key Sites are not required to meet the ,
4 criteria listed in proposed § 132.4(d)(3) in order Through the procedures of Section 329, the Planning Commission may
to obtain this exception. However, this should be reduce the separation required under subsection (4) if it finds thata
clarified in the Code language. Tower project meets all of the following criteria. Key Sites, as identified
' - in § 329(e)(2), are not required to comply with the following criteria in
order to obtain a reduction of the Building Separation requirements set
forth in subsection (A), as the Key Sites are eligible for a general
exception from the Building Separation requirements pursuant to §
329(e)(3)(B). .
Key Sites Proposed § The proposed language eliminates the ability of Revise amended § 329(d)(12) to allow Key Sites projects to seek PUD-
Exceptions, | 329(d)(12) Central SoMa SUD projects to seek the PUD type exceptions (as set forth in § 304) via an LPA:
Generally exceptions under § 304, which are currently

available to LPA projects pursuant to existing §
329(d)(12).

The Central SoMa Plan requires or encourages a
mix of PDR, office, retail, and residential in a
relatively dense environment, all while striving for
a dense, walkable, and transit-oriented
neighborhood. Some measure of flexibility in
applying prescriptive Code standards is necessary
in order to facilitate building typologies and mixes

~of uses that are relatively novel.

Where not specified elsewhere in this Ssubsection (d), modification of
other Code requirements whiek that could otherwise be modified as a
Planned Unit Development (as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of
the zoning district in which the property is located, except that such
modifications shall not be permitted for non-Key Sites projects in the
Central SoMa Special Use District. Those projects on Key Sites, as
identified in subsection (e) below, may obtain exceptions from those
Code requirements that could be otherwise be modified as a Planned
Unit Development. -
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g_ OF CALIFORNIA - BUSIN ONSUMER AND HOUISING AGEN DMUND ¢
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT
2020 W. Ef Camino Avenue, Suite 500

Sacramento, CA 95833

(916) 263-2911  FAX (916) 263-7453

vww.hedeagov

July 6, 2018

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA-94102- 4689,

RE: Housing Sustainability District Ordinance

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

Thank you for submitting the City and County of San Francisco’s (“San Francisco™) proposed
ordinance establishing a housing sustainability district in central south of Market ("HSD-
Central SOMA"). This letter serves as the preliminary determination by the Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) required pursuant to Government Code (Gov.
Code) section 66202,

. HCD has preliminarily determined that the proposed HSD-Central SOMA ordinance’
addresses the requirements of housing sustainability districts, pursuant to Gov. Code, §§
66200 through 66210. Please note that HCD’s determination is only preliminary and may be
subject to change for reasons including, but not limited to, the preparation of guidelines, new
information in an adopted ordinance, certification of compliance, or other subsequent
submittals (Gov. Code, § 66209). In addition, HCD has not conducted a full review of any
design review standards for consistency with Gov. Code § 66207. Finally, please be aware
that the Legislature has not appropriated funds for a zoning incentive paymentand asa -
result, San Francisco is not entitled to a zoning incentive payment pursuant to Gov. Code, §
66202, subdivision (a)2)or§ 66204, subdivision {b) at this time.

Once the proposed HSD-Central SOMA ordinance takes effect, please submit an
acknowledgement of such to HCD. Additionally, in the event the Legislature appropriates
funds for zoning inventive payments, San Francisco should submit an application for a

. zoning incentive payment, including all of the information required by Gov. Code, §§ 66202,
subdivisions (a) and (b), and 66204, subdivision (b).

HCD commends San Francisco for its leadership in advancing the state’s housing goals,
including with this implementation of AB 73 (Chiu) to streamline and incentivize housing
production. Streamlining and production incentives such as housing sustainability districts
are critical tools to increase housing supply and affordability, while conserving existing
housing stock affordable to lower income households. HCD applauds San Francisco's long-
standing commitment, innovation and success in promotmg the development, conservation
and preservation of affordable housing. .



!

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Housing Sustainability District Ordinance '
Page 2

If HCD can provide any additional assistance, or if you or your staff have any questions,
please contact Paul McDougall, Housing Policy Manager, at paul.mcdougail@hcd.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
Zachary Olmstead
Deputy Director



£ SPUR

San Francizco | San Jose | Qakland

July 6,2018

Land Use & Transportation Committee
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carltorr B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE:  July 9, 2018 Agenda Items Nos. 6,7 & 8
Central SoMa Plan Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code and Zoning Maps
(Board File Nos. 180490, 180185, 180453)

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim and Safaf:

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in with SPUR’s support for the Central SoMa Plan. SPUR is very
pleased to see that the approval of the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing actions are finally before
you. We urge you to approve this ambitious plan as quickly as possible. The city has been working with

~ the community for several years to get this Plan completed, and it is time to get it across the finish line.

Why should the Central SoMa Plan be approved? What do we see are its merits?

1. Central SoMa is the right location for jobs: Central SoMa is an area that is key to San
Francisco and to the region. It lies adjacent to the Financial District, an existing dense jobs center,
and it holds the most links to regional transportation infrastructure. Downtown San Francisco is
the area in the region with the lowest rate of driving to work and one of the few places within the
region where people can and do commute by public tfansportation.

This is therefore the right place — from an environmental standpoint, a jobs agglomeration
standpoint and others — for accommodating a significant amount of growth for both jobs and
housing, but particularly for the 40,000 jobs this Plan contemplates.

2. The Central SoMa Plan helps to address the housing shortage and the affordability crisis:
~ With recent amendments, this plan now accommodates 8,300 homes, which is an increase from
what was originally planned. Additionally, the housing sustainability district, which uses David
Chiw’s AB 73 from last year, will help expedite the production of these units which have already
been considered through this planning process.

We would also support future efforts to add housing in the Central SoMa Plan and elsewhere in
San Francisco and the region without coming at the expense of jobs in regional-transit locations.

SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE TAKLAND spu r\org
654 Mission Street 76 South First Street 1544 Broadway '
San Francisco, CA 94105 San Jose, CA 95113 Qakland, CA 94612

(415) 781-8726 (408) 638-0083 (510} 827-1900



3. The Central SoMa Plan provides for unprecedented public benefits: The growth
accommodated by this Plan is expected to one day fund up to $2 billion in public benefits towards
affordable housing, transportation, open space, sustainability and many other needs for the city
and this neighborhood. These benefits will be transformative...once the Plan is approved and once
that development moves forward. But we have been waiting for the plan’s completion for long
enough. In the meantime, the economy has been shifting, construction ‘costs have been rising and
the feasibility of development moving forward is now shakier than it was a few years ago.

In that spirit, now is better than later. Displacement of both residents and businesses from San Francisco is
happening in part because there is more competition for homes and office space. Quote unquote “normal”
office jobs for nonprofits, engineering and architecture firms and other businesses are being shifted to
downtown Oakland in the best case, but also to more suburban locations or other regions, because of the
increased cost to lease office space in San Francisco.

The Central SoMa Plan is a thoughtful and ambitious plan to improve the neighborhood for residents,
workers and visitors, It will increase housing opportunities, provide significant affordability, expand green '
space, transform the experience of being on the street, maintain a vital mix of uses, allow a diverse mix of
businesses to remain in San Francisco and more. SPUR urges you to support this Plan as quickly as
possible in order to set in. motion the processes that will bring these benefits to Central SoMa, San
Francisco and the region. '

Thank you for your consideration. Let me know if you have any questions.

aS

Kristy Wang
Community Planning Policy Director

cc:  -SPUR Board of Directors
Mayor Mark Farrell and staff
Supervisor London Breed and staff
John Rahaim, Lisa Chen / Planning Department
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June 26, 2018 Via E-mail and First Class Mail

Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Re:  Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBlu Objection to Des1gnat1ng the One Vassar PI‘OJCCt as
- a Key Development Slte in Central SOMA Plan

Dear Superv1sors

I am writing on behalf of the Central SoMa Neighbors (“CSN”) and SFBlu to object to
the proposal to designate the One Vassar Project, located at 400 2™ Street, as a “key
development site” pursuant to the Central SOMA Plan. The purpose of designating key
development sites in the Central SOMA Plan is to “maximize public benefits” at certain large
underutilized lot areas within the Plan area and to “ensure that their development directly
delivers critical public benefits.” Central SOMA Plan and Implementation Strategy, Part II, Draft
Key Development Site Guidelines, p. 170 (emphasis added). Key sites that are included in the
final Central SOMA Plan would be subjected to a streamlined approval process in exchange for
delivering critical public benefits. CSN and SFBlu oppose the inclusion of the One Vassar
Project as a key development site in the Central SOMA Plan because rather than deliverin ng
public benefits, the One Vassar Project, as currently proposed, will adversely affect the 2"
Harrison area.

and

First, CSN and SFBIlu do not believe the potential public benefits cited in the
Implementation Strategy are likely to come to fruition. No commitments have been forthcoming
from the developer of the site. The excessive height limits proposed for this Project are not
necessary to secure potential public benefits from this site. Indeed, CSN and SFBlu do not
believe there is any public benefit in constructing a large hotel at this site. Numerous other hotel
projects already are underway or will be spurred on by the Central SOMA Plan in other more
appropriate locations. Accelerating the approval of this controversial Project will lessen the
likelihood that public pressure would be brought to bear to ensure any heightened public benefits
from the Project.

Second, rather than provide public benefits to the area around 2™ Street and Harrison
Street, the One Vassar Project and its 4,000 plus commercial and residential occupants will.



San Francisco Board of Supervisors
June 26, 2018
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overwhelm the surrounding neighborhood and degrade the quality of life of existing residents.
CSN and SFBlu are concerned that the number of occupants envisioned by this Project in this
location is out of balance with the surrounding area. In order to restore consistency in this
portion of the Central SOMA Plan, the One Vassar Project parcel should be limited to a
maximum height of 130-feet. CSN and SFBIu believe that height limit would better balance the
number of commuters and visitors accessing the Project, be more in keeping with adjacent
projects, and ensure that the Project provides public benefits rather than disproportionately
overwhelm public transit and the local neighborhood.

Third, it is CSN’s and SFBIu’s understanding that the One Vassar project does not intend
to further a clear public benefit of ensuring good jobs in either the construction or operation of
the Project. CSN and SFBlu are extremely concerned that identifying this site at this planning
stage for special treatment as a key development site is premature. It is our understanding that
the Planning Commission has endorsed the preparation of Community Good Jobs Employment
Plans (“Good Jobs Plans”) for any non-residential development over 25,000 square-feet. See, e.g.
https://hoodline.com/2018/05/planning-commission-unanimously-approves-central-soma-plan.
These Good Job Plans would be subject to public review and comment prior to a project being
considered for approval by the Planning Department. The Good Jobs Plan would provide details
of a project’s strategy for providing permanent jobs for SOMA residents paying good living
wages and benefits. The plan would also explain how a project planned to engage with the local,
concerned community and other civic and labor organizations. Prior to identifying this site as a
key development site, the City should require the One Vassar Project to prepare a Good Jobs
Plan in order to identify and lock in actual public benefits to the community of this oversized
development proposal, not merely the potential for such benefits.

Given the current likelihood that the One Vassar Project, as currently designed and
envisioned will more likely bestow significant burdens rather than benefits on this portion of
Central SOMA, CSN and SFBIu respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors remove this
site from the list of key development sites currently proposed in the Central SOMA Plan.

Sincerely,
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Richard T. Drury
Lozeau Drury LLP ¢
on behalf of Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBlu



'RE: Land Use And Transportation Committee

File Nos. 180185 and 180490

| received a notice of public hearing from the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors. My name is spelled Paul Tieck, not Paul Tiger.

The area being discussed at the July 9 public hearing is within walking
distance of the Caltrain station. This area should not have any height limit at
all. Securing a permit to build any kind of structure should not take three
years. This is more than twice the 16 months it took to build the Empire State
Building. The hundreds of pages of obstruction for the sake of obstruction
that is cluttering the planning code needs to be replaced with an easy — to —

understand set of incentives and guidelines for getting qunck approval of a
development pro;ect

. The minimum requirements for securing a building permit should be

proof of liability insurance, | | o

an engineering plan for making sure that the foundation of the proposed
new building will stay in one place

a way has been figured out to prevent damage to the foundations of
neighboring structures during construction of the project,
having a licensed contractor lined up to carry out the proposed project,

showing in writing that a plan for managing traffic around the construction
site has been agreed upon.

S | - [PC 1]



If half or more of the area of a proposed new project is set aside for long
— term residential use, it should get priority of review over other projects that
will have less than half of the area set aside for residential use.

Any residential project that
meets the minimum requirements for a building permit as outlined above,
is located within a third of a mile of a major transit hub { like Caltrain },

comes with a plan in writing to provide affordable replacement housing for
any people currently living on the site,

and comes with a written agreement to set aside at least 15% of the new
units as affordable to people within the surrounding neighborhood earning
less than half of the median income for the area

should be given over — the — counter approval.

A residential unit that has someone living in it should be taxed at a lower
rate than a vacant residential unit, or any space that is not used for
residential purposes. '



.resultmg in displacement.
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Stacking new housing units dozens of stories high results in much less
community displacement. When a big highrise residential structure is
completed, it will have hundreds of empty units in it. There will be empty
housing units on the market. The new highrise will create vacuum in the
housing market.
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

Clty Hall ) .

1 Dv;, Cardton B. - Place, Room 244
San; Fra

Tel

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

* BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THEGITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANGISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use: andATransportatlon‘éCom ’ttee Wlll
hold & public hearing to-consider the following proposals and | Wi |

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and;be heard

Dater

- Location;

Subjects:

Monday; July 9, 2018
1:30' p.m.

Legislative Chamber,; Room 250, located at Gity Hall
1 Dr.‘Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Franeisco, CA

Flle No- 1801 85 Ordingrice amendmg the Z ning: Mapzof the Plannmg
( nendments te th_..‘ eigh K Distric gie
Zonmg Use Drstnct :Maps conststen‘c wrth the Central SoMa Area Plan,

Binpas : ¢ t { : 'by Slxth-

anrea (an Jrregular border that generally

. J@gs along Folsom Howard and, Stevenson Streets) and on rts southern

on 1ts nor’them portron by the border of the Downtown Plan Area and on
its southern portion by Townsend Street; miaking conforming -
amendments to the Commercé and Industry Element, the Housing
Elernent, the Urbair Design. Elemant, the Land Use Index, and the East
SoMa and West SolMa Area Plans; and making environimental findings, |

* including adopting a statement of overrldmg considerations, and. ﬂndrngs

of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority pohcres of
Planning Code Section T0%.1.



~ Paul Tiger
370 Turk St. #159
San Francisco, CA 94102

Land Usg and Transportation Commiftes:
FileNog, 180185 atid’ 180490

June.2, 2018

Page %

ln aeccordance thh Admmlstratlve CGode, Section 67.7-1, persons who-are tinable 1o
:aitend ‘che heanng on. ’these matters may submlt Wnﬁen comments to the Cxty pr o:the trmg;

94102 lnformatxon re}atlng ‘:»’these .
fthe ,Boa‘rd Agenda mformahon relating to

Ange!a Calwl!o Clerk of ’the Board

:DATED/PUBL]SHED/MAILED/POSTED June28, 2048
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Board of Supervisors : ' : =
City and County of San Francisco RN
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place : T e
City Hall, Room 244 s
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 L .
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org : :

e
Re:  Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBIu Objection to Designating the One Vassar Project as

a Key Development Site in Central SOMA Plan

Dear Supervisors,

I am writing on behalf of the Central SoMa Neighbors (“CSN”) and SFBIu to object to
the proposal to designate the One Vassar Project, located at 400 2™ Street, as a “key
development site” pursuant to the Central SOMA Plan. The purpose of designating key ,
development sites in the Central SOMA Plan is to “maximize public benefits” at certain large
underutilized lot areas within the Plan area and to “ensure that their development directly
delivers critical public benefits.” Central SOMA Plan and Implementation Strategy, Part II, Draft
Key Development Site Guidelines, p. 170 (emphasis added). Key sites that are included in the
final Central SOMA Plan would be subjected to a streamlined approval process in exchange for
delivering critical public benefits. CSN and SFBlu oppose the inclusion of the One Vassar
Project as a key development site in the Central SOMA Plan because rather than delivering

public benefits, the One Vassar Project, as currently proposed, will adversely affect the 2™ and
Harrison area.

First, CSN and SFBlu do not believe the potential public benefits cited in the
Implementation Strategy are likely to come to fruition. No commitments have been forthcoming
from the developer of the site. The excessive height limits proposed for this Project are not
necessary to secure potential public benefits from this site. Indeed, CSN and SFBlu do not
believe there is any public benefit in constructing a large hotel at this site. Numerous other hotel
projects already are underway or will be spurred on by the Central SOMA Plan in other more
appropriate locations. Accelerating the approval of this controversial Project will lessen the

likelihood that public pressure would be brought to bear to ensure any heightened public benefits
from the Project.

Second, rather than provide public benefits to the area around 2** Street and Harrison
Street, the One Vassar Project and its 4,000 plus commercial and residential occupants will
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overwhelm the surrounding neighborhood and degrade the quality of life of existing residents.
CSN and SFBlu are concerned that the number of occupants envisioned by this Project in this
location is out of balance with the surrounding area. In order to restore consistency in this
portion of the Central SOMA Plan, the One Vassar Project parcel should be limited to a
maximum height of 130-feet. CSN and SFBIlu believe that height limit would better balance the
number of commuters and visitors accessing the Project, be more in keeping with adjacent
projects, and ensure that the Project provides public benefits rather than disproportionately
overwhelm public transit and the local neighborhood.

Third, it is CSN’s and SFBIu’s understanding that the One Vassar project does not intend
to further a clear public benefit of ensuring good jobs in either the construction or operation of
the Project. CSN and SFBlu are extremely concerned that identifying this site at this planning
stage for special treatment as a key development site is premature. It is our understanding that
the Planning Commission has endorsed the preparation of Community Good Jobs Employment
Plans (“Good Jobs Plans”) for any non-residential development over 25,000 square-feet. See, e.g.
https://hoodline.com/2018/05/planning-commission-unanimously-approves-central-soma-plan.
These Good Job Plans would be subject to public review and comment prior to a project being
considered for approval by the Planning Department. The Good Jobs Plan would provide details
of"a project’s strategy for providing permanent jobs for SOMA residents paying good living
wages and benefits. The plan would also explain how a project planned to engage with the local,
concerned community and other civic and labor organizations. Prior to identifying this site asa -
key development site, the City should require the One Vassar Project to prepare a Good Jobs
Plan in order to identify and lock in actual public benefits to the community of this oversized
development proposal, not merely the potential for such benefits.

Given the current likelihood that the One Vassar Project, as currently designed and
envisioned will more likely bestow significant burdens rather than benefits on this portion of
Central SOMA, CSN and SFBlu respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors remove this
site from the list of key development sites currently proposed in the Central SOMA Plan.

Sincerely,

-~
s
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Richard T. Drury
Lozeau Drury LLP
on behalf of Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBlu-
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MEMORANDUM Date: . July2,2018
To;_ Supervisor Jane Kim
ce: Barbara Lopez

Christine Linnenbach

Carlton Linnenbach .

From:  Steven L. Vettel
Re:  Central SOMA Planning Code amendments
Subject: Amendments relative to 636 Fourth Street

I understand that an issue has arisen as to whether certain amendments to Board File
180184 relative to the bulk and setback requirements for a proposed residential tower at 636
Fourth Street can be enacted by the Board of Supervisors without referral back to the Planning
Commission. I amAwriting on behalf of the Linnenbach family, the sponsors of the 636 Fourth
Street project (the “Project™), to explain why we do not believe there is a legal requirement for

suc_h'a referral back in this case.

1. The proposed amendments were previously considered by the Planning

Commission. Attached hereto is a summary of the several Planning Commission hearings during
which the issue of the orientation of the proposed tower on the Project site, including its tower
separation from 505 Brannan Street, were discussed during public testimony and in the
Commissioners’ deliberations. The attachment includes minute cites to the video recordings of
the hearings. The precise amendments at issue, including tower separation, tower setback; tower
size and tower length, were provided to the Planning Department on May 1, 2018, via my email
to Steve Wertheim. We also presented the proposed amendments to the Planning Commission in
writing and in my and Christine Linnenbach’s oral testimony during its May 10, 2018, hearing.
At that hearing, the Commissioners had 30 staff recommended amendments before them, és well
as the amendments we proposed. Staff did not provide the Commissioners with an explanation

of the vast majority of these staff amendments (unlike our testimony that directly explained the

Russ Building ¢ 235 Montgomery Street « San Francisco, CA 84104 = T 415.954.4400 = F 415.954.4480
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MEMORANDUM Page 2 - Date: July 2,2018

proposed amendments). Nonetheless, I understand the City Attorney has determined that all 30
of those amendments were adequately considered by the Commission on May 10. Given the
perfunctory nature of the Commission’s éonsideration of staff’s amendments, we believe the
Commission did consider our proposed amendments relative to 636 Fourth Street, likely
believing they were included in the 30 staff recommendations and therefore did not warrant
specific discussion. On several occasions the Commissioners directed staff to bring them

amendments that would improve the Plan’s jobs-housing balance, as these amendments do.

2. Even if not adequately considered by the Commission, the Board of Supervisors

is authorized to make non-material modifications to Planning Code provisions without referral

back to the Commission. Planning Code Section 302(d) provides: “In acting upoh any
proposed amendment to the text of the [Planning] Code, the Board of Supervisors may modify
said amendment but shall not take final action upon any material modification that has not been
aﬁproved or disapproved by the Planning Commission.” The amendments prdposed for the 636
- Fourth Street Project are not “material modifications” of the Central SOMA Code amendments
requiring referral back. The Central SOMA Code amendments legislation is 194 pages in length.
The legislation will regulate land uses in a 17-block area and enable 33,000 new jobs and 8,300
dwelling units. In comparison, the 636 Fourth Street amendments concern the orientation and
bulk of a single building. Should the amendments be enactéd, the height of the Project would
remain unchanged at 250 feet, and the dwelling unit count would potentially increase by only
approximately 40 units (0.5% of the enabled 8,300 units). The floor plate of the tower would
increase by 500 square feet, and the horizontal length of the tower would increase by 15 feet.
These minor changes to the physical characteristics of a single building are not “material

modifications” of the legislation requiririg referral back.

For sake of analogy, the Planning Department has a rule of thumb that approved projects
may increase in unit count by 5% without requiring referral back to the Planning Commission for
a new hearing on the modified project. The 636 Fourth Street amendments would not come

close to increasing the development density in the Central SOMA area by 5% or more.



MEMORANDUM ' Page 3 Date: Tuly 2,2018

‘Similarly, CEQA provides standards for when modifications to a project are material

enough to require additional CEQA review. CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 states:

(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no
subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines,
on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the
following:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects; '
(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project
is undertaken which will require major revisions of-the previous EIR or negative

- declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was
certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the
following: :

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
EIR or negative declaration; '

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown
in the previous EIR; .

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact
be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project,
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects

on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure
or alternative. '

The minor modifications to the Code represented by the proposed 636 Fourth Street

amendments would not fall within any of these situations requiring further CEQA review.

30840\6775354.1



636 Fourth Street Project: Planning Commission hearings during which tower separation,
setbacks, tower size and horizontal dimensions were discussed

February 1, 2018 [tower separation and increasing size of 636 Fourth Street project]
http://sanfrancisco. granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=20&clip_id=29695

2:00 Steve Vettel

2:17 Commissioners Melgar
2:23 Commissioner Richards
2:35 Director Rahaim

2:36 Commissioner Moore

March 15,2018

In general public comment, Christine Linnenbach presented Steve Vettel’s March 14, 2018 letter
addressing tower separation, height and unit count at 636 Fourth Street to the Commissioners.

March 22, 2018 [tower separation and increasing size of 636 Fourth Street proiecﬂ

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=20&clip_id=30100

2:09 Steve Vettel following up on letter dated March 14, 2018
2:15 Commissioner Moore '

April 12,2018 [tower separatibn]

'http://sani'rancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=20&clip__id=3 0263

1:22 Tara Sullivan/RJR (counsel for 505 Brannan)
1:38 Commissioner Richards

1:47 Commissioner Koppel

1:49 Commissioner Moore

1:50 Commissioner Richards

May 10, 2018 [tower separation, setbacks from streets and property lines, tower size and tower
horizontal dimension]

http://sanfranciéco. granicus,com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=20&clip_i1d=30502

- 5:58 Steve Vettel introduces the code amendments referencing the reduced setbacks on 4th and
Bluxome Streets, the tower resulting shift to the southeast, the proposed 13,000 sf tower
floorplate with a longer horizontal dimension than previously proposed

6:42 Christine Linnenbach follows up on Steve’s comments to provide the written proposed
code amendments for 636 Fourth Street to the Commissioners



6:43:40 Christine hands the code amendments to Jonas Ionin, the Commission Secretary, and
requests that the documents be put in the record and that Mr. Ionin give copies directly to the

Commissioners and the Director. Mr. Ionin retrieved the code amendments from Christine and
- handed them directly to the Commissioners

The Commissioners did not directly address the amendments presented by Vettel and
Linnenbach during their deliberations. But neither did the Commission discuss at the hearing the
30 other amendments proposed by Planning Department staff on pages 239 to 244 of the staff,
including designating 505 Brannan as a key site:
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.1356EMTZU_Central%20SoMa.pdf

30840\6761127.1



BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall )
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will
hold a public hearing to consider the following proposals and said public hearing will be held
as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard:

Date:
Time:

Location:

Subjects:

"~ Monday, July 9, 2018

- 1:30 p.m.

Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA

File No. 180185. Ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Planning
Code to create the Central South of Market (SoMa) Special Use District
and make other amendments to the Height and Bulk District Maps and
Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area Plan,
encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth
Street, on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by
the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally

~ jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern

portion by Townsend Street; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and
making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

File No. 180490. Ordinance amending the General Plan by adding the
Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, generally bounded on its
western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by Second Street,
on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on
its southern portion by Townsend Street; making conforming
amendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, the Housing
Element, the Urban Design Element, the Land Use Index, and the East
SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans; and making environmental findings,

" including adopting a statement of overriding considerations, and findings

of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of
Planning Code, Section 101.1.



Land Use and Transportation Conuuittee
File Nos. 180185 and 180480

June 28, 2018

Page 2

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to
attend the hearing on these matters may submit written comments to the City prior to the time
the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record in these
matters, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Committee. Written
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1. Dr. Carlton
B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to these
matters are available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to
these matters will be available for public review on Friday, July 6, 2018.

=9 Caduedls |
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

DATED/PUBLISHED/MAILED/POSTED: June 28, 2018



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No.554-5227
PROOF OF MAILING
Legislative File No. 180185 and 180490

Description of Items: Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use
District and General Plan Amendments - Central South of Market Area Plan - 227
Notices Mailed

I, Jocelyn Wong , an employee of the City and
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully
prepaid as follows: '

Date: | June 29, 2018
Time: 11:03 am
USPS Location: ~ _Repro Pick¥up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244)
Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A
a

v

]

Instructions: Upon Completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file.



Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: melinda_vazquez@dailyjournal.com

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:15 AM

To: A Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: Confirmation of Order 3148963 for AS - 07.09.18 Land Use - 180490 & 180185 Central

SoMa Plan & SUD

Dear Customer:

The order listed below has been received and processed. If you have any questions regarding this order, please contact
your ad coordinator or the phone number listed below.

Customer Account Number: 120503

Type of Notice : GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE

Ad Description : AS - 07.09.18 Land Use - 180490 & 180185 Central SoMa Plan & SUD
Our Order Number 13148963

Newspaper : SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 10%

Publication Date(s) :06/28/2018

Thank you.

MELINDA VAZQUEZ

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION
CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU
Phone: (800) 788 7840 / (213)229-5300
Fax: (800) 540 4089 / (213)229-5481



CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION

Mailing Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

Telephone (800) 788-7840 / Fax (800) 464-2839

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com

ALISA SOMERA

CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES)
1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

Notice Type:
Ad Description

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the last

COPY OF NOTICE

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE

AS - 07.09.18 Land Use - 180490 & 180185 Central
SoMa Plan & SUD

date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are):

06/28/2018

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the last
date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive an
invoice.

* AOODOODOG&GT7 956 8 8 *

EXM# 3148963
NOTICE OF PUBLIC
EARIN

H G
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-
CISCO

LAND USE AND TRANS-
PORTATION COMMITTEE
MONDAY, JULY 92018 -

1:3
CITY HALL CHAMBER

ROOM, ROOM 250

1DR. CARLTON B,
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN

FRANCISCO, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Land Use and
Transportation ~ Committee
will hold a public hearing to
consider the  following
Eroposals and said public
earing will be held as
follows, at which time all
interested parties may attend
and be heard: File No.
180490. Ordinance amend-
ing the General Plan by
adding the Cenfral South
of Market (SoMa) Area
Plan, generally bounded on
its western portion by Sixth
Street, on its eastemn portion

by Second Street, on its

northem portion by the
border of the Downtown Plan
Area, and on its southem
portion by Townsend Street;
making conforming amend-
ments to the Commerce and
Industry Element, the
Housing Element, the Urban
Design Element, the Land
Use Index, and the East
SoMa and West SoMa Area
Plans; and making environ-
mental findings, including
adopting a statement of
overriding  considerations,
and findings of consistency
with the General Plan, and
the eight priority policies of
Planning Code, Section
101.1. 'File No. 180185,
Ordinance amending the
Zoning Map of the
Planning Code to create
the Central South of
Market (SoMa) Special Use
District and make other
amendments to the Height
and Bulk District Maps and
Zoning Use District Maps
consistent with the Central
SoMa Area Plan, encom-
gassing an area generally
ounded on its western
portion by Sixth Street, on its
eastern portion by Second
Street, on its northem portion
by the border of the
Downtown Plan Area (an
imegular border that
generally jogs along Folsom,
Howard and Stevenson
Streets), and on its southem
portion by Townsend Street;
affirming  the Plannmg
Department’s determination
under the California
Environmental Quality Act;
and making findings of

consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority
pohmes of Planning Code,
Section 101.1 In accordance
with . Administrative Code,
Section 67.7-1, persons who
are unable to attend the
hearing on these matters
may submit written com-
ments to the City prior to the
time the hearing begins.
These comments will be
made part of the official
public record in these
matters, and shall be brought
to the attention of the
members of the Committee.
Wiitten comments should be
addressed to Angela Calvillo,
Clerk of the Board, City Hall,
1 Dr. Carton B. Goodlett
Place, Room 244, San
Francisco, CA 94102,
Information relating to this
matter is available in the
Office of the Clerk of the
Board. Agenda information .
relating to this matter will be
available for publlc revrew on
Friday, July 2018,
Angea Calvillo, Clerk of the
Board



SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER

835 MARKET ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103
Telephone (415) 314-1835 / Fax (510)743-4178

ALISA SOMERA

CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES)
1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244

SAN FRANCISCO, CA - 94102

PROOF OF PUBLICATION

(2015.5 C.C.P)

State of California o)
County of SAN FRANCISCO ) ss

Notice Type: GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE

Ad Description:
AS -07.09.18 Land Use - 180490 & 180185 Central SoMa

| am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the State of California; | am
over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to or interested in the above
entitted matter. | am the principal clerk of the printer and publisher of the SAN
FRANCISCO EXAMINER, a newspaper published in the English language in
the city of SAN FRANCISCO, county of SAN FRANCISCO, and adjudged a
newspaper of general circulation as defined by the laws of the State of
California by the Superior Court of the County of SAN FRANCISCO, State of
California, under date 10/18/1951, Case No. 410667. That the notice, of which
the annexed is a printed copy, has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper and not in any supplement thereof on the following
dates, to-wit:

06/28/2018

Executed on: 06/28/2018
At Los Angeles, California

| certify (or declare) under penalty of pefjury that the foregoing is true and

correct.

Signature

o

Email

This space for filing stamp only

EXM#: 3148963

NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-
Cisco

LAND USE AND TRANS-

PORTATION COMMITTEE

MONDAY, JULY 8 2018 -
1

:30 PM
CITY HALL, CHAMBER

ROOM, ROOM 250

1 DR. CARLTON B.
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN

FRANCISCO, CA
NOTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Land Use and
Transportation  Committee
will hold a public hearing to
consider the following
proposals and said public
hearing will be held as
follows, at which time all
interested parties may attend
and be heard: File No.
180490. Ordinance amend-
ing the General Plan by
adding the Central South
of Market (SoMa) Area
Plan, generally bounded on
its western porion by Sixth
Street, on its eastern portion
by Second Street, on its
northern  portion by the
border of the Downtown Plan
Area, and on its southem
portion by Townsend Street;
making conforming amend-
menis to the Commerce and
Industry  Element, the
Housing Element, the Urban
Design Element, the Land
Use Index, and the East
SoMa and West SoMa Area
Plans; and making environ-
mental  findings,  including
adopting a statement of
overriding considerafions,
and findings of consistency
with the General Plan, and
the eight priority policies of
Planning  Code, Section
101.1. File No. 180185,
Ordinance amending the
Zoning Map of the
Planning Code to create
the Central South of
Market (SoMa) Special Use
District and make other
amendments to the Height
and Bulk District Maps and
Zoning Use District Maps
consistent with the Central
SoMa Area Plan, encom-
passing an area generally
bounded on its “western
portion by Sixth Street, on its
eastern portion by Second
Sireet, on its northern portion
by the border of the
Downtown Plan Area (an
irregular border that
generally jogs along Folsom,
Howard and Stevenson
Streets), and on its southem
portion by Townsend Street;
affirming”  the Planning
Department's  determination
under the Califomnia
Environmental  Quality Act;
and making findings of

consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority
policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1 In accordance
with Administrative Code,
Section 67.7-1, persons who
are unable to aftend the
hearing on these matters
may submit written com-
menis to the City prior to the
time the hearing begins.
These comments will be
made part of the official
public record: in these
matiers, and shall be brought
fo the aftention of the
members of the Committea.
Written comments should be
addressed to Angela Calvillo, .’
Clerk of the Board, City Hall,
1 Dr. Cardton B. Goodlett
Room 244, San
944102,
Information relating to this
matter is available in the
Office of the Clerk of the
Board. Agenda information
relating to this matter will be
available for public review on
Friday, July 6, 2018. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the
Board

Place,
Francisco, CA



SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

May 14, 2018

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Mayor Farrell
Honorable Supervisor Kim
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: - Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2011.1356EMTZU:
CEQA Findings, Central SoMa Amendments to the General Plan, Planning
Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps, and Implementation Program

BOS File No: {pending)
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with modifications

Dear Ms. Calvillo, Mayor Farrell, and Supervisor Kim,

On May 10, 2018 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted
a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the General Plan
Amendment, Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendment, Zoning Map Amendment,
and Implementation Program related to the Central SoMa Plan Area. At the hearing, the
Commission voted to approve and/or recommend approval with modifications to the various
ordinances.

Also at the May 10 hearing, the Commission heard the proposed CEQA Findings, setting forth the
basis for approving the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing actions, and the economic, social
and other policy considerations, which support the rejection of alternatives in the EIR, which were
not incorporated into the project. The Findings also provide for adoption by the Planning
Commission all of the mitigation measures in the EIR. The Findings also identify the significant
adverse environmental impacts of the project that have not been mitigated to a level of
- insignificance by adoption of mitigation measures, and contain a Statement of Overridihg
Considerations, setting forth the specific reasons in support of the approval of the implementing
actions and the rejection of alternatives not incorporated into the project.

At the May 10 hearing, the Commission voted to recommend adoption of the proposed CEQA
Findings.

Please find attached documents relatiﬁg to the Commission’s actions. The redlined version of the
General Plan Amendment, along with two photo copies will be delivered to the Clerk of the Board

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax: )
415.558.6400

Planning
Information:
415.558.8377



Transmittal Materials CASE NO. 2011.1356EMTZU
Central SoMa Legisiative Amendments

following this transmittal. If you have any questions or require further information please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Steve Wertheim
Principal Planner

cc

Andres Power, Senior Advisor, Mayor’s Office,
Barbara Lopez, Aide to Supervisor Kim

Moses Corrette, Aide to Supervisor Kim

Vicky Wong, Deputy City Attorney

Peter Miljanich, Deputy City Attorney

Attachments (one copy of the following):
e Planning Commission Motion No. M-20182 (Case No. 2011.1356E — CEQA Findings)

¢ Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20183 (Case No. 2011.1356E —~ CEQA Findings)

¢ Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20184 (Case No. 2011.1356M — General Plan
Amendments)

» Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20185 (Case No. 2011.1356T — Planning Code and
Administrative Code Amendments)

o Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20186 (Case No. 2011.1356Z — Zoning Map
Amendments)

* Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20187 (Case No. 2011.1356U - Implementation
Program) :

e Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356EMTZU

¢  Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356E

¢ Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356M

¢ Planning Comumission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356T

¢ Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356Z

¢ Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011,1356U

SAM FRANCISCD 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



f_SAN FRANCISCO

Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20183

HEARING DATE MAY 10 2018

Pro]ectN ame: ,;Central SoMa Plan CEQA Findings.
‘Record No.; -2011.1356EMTZU
Staff Contact: - Steve Wertham Prmc1pal Plariner, C1tyw1de Plannmg

(415)558- 6612 - steve:wertheim@sfg ov.org

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL. FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA -

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT INCLUDING FINDINGS OF FACT FINDINGS.

REGARDING SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE’

Thie San Francisco Plannmg'Department the Lead Agency respon51b1e for the 1mplementat1on of
the~California. Envi iali
énvironmental review pro

th pfoposed Central SoMa Plan and related approval actlons
(”Pro]ect’ ) and provxded appropnate pubhc hearmgs before the Plannmg Commxssmn

es‘s’f“

The desire for a Central SoMa Plan began during the Eastern Neighbothoods planning process,
Ini-2008 the C1ty adopted the Eastern Nelghborhoods Plan,

(SoMa), as well ag. the Central Waterf'

Central Subway, necess_ »ate

‘result of that subsequent process

‘The Western’ SoMa Area Plan adopted in, 2013 also exphcrdy. recogmzed the. need to anrease;
development capamty';near transit in Ob]ectlve 1’5, which states that' the Ctty ‘should ”Support{

contmued evaluatlon of land-uses near major transﬂ: mfrastructure in recogmtlon of cxtyw1de and
reg1onal sustainable growth needs” The explanatory text in Ob]ectlve 15 concludes that “The

Clty must coritinue evaluatmg how. it can best meet c1tyw1de and regional ob)ectlves to direct

growth to transxt—onented locatlons and whether current controls are meeting 1dent1f1ed needs ”

wiww sfplanning.org

,cludmg riew land use controls and:
proposed cornmumty xmprovements for the eastern. part of the South of Market nelghborhood”
t; Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero Hlll,'v
nelghborhoods At that. t1me, the Clty determiried: hat the development potential -of the
mdustnally zoned partvof East SoMa coupled with the' improved transit to-be provided by thej
_ bsequent foeused plannmg process that took into account the:

1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA.94103-2479

_Recéptio,n:

- 415.558.6378

Fax:

415.558.6409

Planning

-Information;

415558.6377




:Resolutlon No: 20183 Record Number 2011 1356EMTZU
May10 2018 ’ ' S CEQA Fmdlngs

The Objective’s implementing Policy 1.5.1"states. that the City should “Continte to explore and
re-examine-land use controls east of 6th Street, mcludmg as part of any future évaluation along
the 4th Street cortidor.” The Central SoMa Plan is mtended to fulfrll the Westem SoMa Plan’s
' ObJeCthE 1.5 and Pohcy 15.1. '

‘The process of ,creah'ng_ the Central SoMa Plan began in 2011. "'I;hro,ug'hout‘the process, the Central
SoMa Plari has been' developed based on robust public input, iricluding ten public open houses;
ten public hearings at the Planning Commission; two public hearings at the Board of Supervisor’s
Land ‘Use & Transportation: Committee;:, addltronal hearings . at. the Historic Preservation
»Cornrmssxon, Arts’ Commrssron, and - Youth Comnussxon ar "techmcal advrsory comrmtte

‘consmtmg of multrple Crty and reglonal agencres, a, storeﬁ'ont charrette (durmg Wthh the“

'of Folsom Street The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a sustamable nerghborhood by o
2040, where' the needs of thé present are met Wlthout compromlsmg the ability of future
generations. to tneet. their own needs The Central SoMa Plan seeks to: achreve sustamab1hty m;_
each of its-aspects — social, economic; and environmental. The Plan’s phrlosophy is to keep what
is already successful about the nerghborhood and. Amprove: what is not. Unllzmg the Plan’s
.plulosophy to ac}ueve the Plan 's'vision wrll require 1mp1ementmg the followmg three strategres

» Accommodategrowth;
o+ Provide public benefits;and
* Respect and errhanceb,nelghborhood cheracter;i

Implementmg the: Plan's. strategres will: requlre addressing: all the facets of a sustamable‘.__”

neighborhood: To do so, the Plan seeks to achleve erght Goals

1. Accommodate a Substar\tlal Amount of ]obs and Housmg
Mamtam the Dlver31ty of Resr‘d 1ts*
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'Tran31t :

‘Offer an Abundancé of Parks arid Recreational Opportumtres

;Create an}Enwronmentally Sustamable and Resrhent Nelghborhood

serve and: Celebrate the Nexghborhood’s Cultural Herrtage » »
Ensure ‘that New Bmldmgs Enhance the - Character of the Ne1ghborhood and

» the Clty

N o o

The Plan would 1mplement lts vrsron, plllldsophy; and goals by

SAN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT



Reselutlon No 201 83 Record Number 2011 ] 356EMTZU
May 10 2018 ‘ _ o CEQA Findings-

*  Accommodating deveIopm'e'nt capacity for up to 33,000 jobs and 8,300 housing units by |
removmg much of the area’s mdustnally—protectlve zomng and i increasing, he1ght limits
on many of the direa’s parcels;:.

. 'Mamtammg the dlvers1ty of residents by requiring that over 33% of new: housing units
are’ affordable to low- and moderate-income households and requiring, that these new’
units are bullt in SoMa; :

. Facﬂltatmg an economlcally leel‘Slf]ed and hvely Jobs center by requmng most large

pro;ects, and by allowmg retall hotels, and entertamment uses m much of the Plan Area,
. :Prowdmg safe and convement h; P

'an: quahty, prov1de blodwersxty, and help manage stormwater,
. _Preservmg and celebratmg the nelghborhood’s cultural hentage by helpmg fund the.

gamzahons and

. Ensunng that new bulldmgs enhanee the character of the nelghborhood and‘
the c1ty by implementing de51gn ‘controls that “would generally help protect the:
. nelghborhood’s m1d-nse character and street fabnc, create a strong street wall, and_

a comprehenswe set of pohc1es and unplementatlon prograrmmng ‘co reahze the vision of the-
Plan The: Implemen"txon Document descnbes how the. Plan s pohcnes wﬂl be 1mp1emented

env1ronmental nnpact report (;'EIR” ) for the proposed pro]ect The NOP and 1ts 30 day pubhc-
review comment period were: advertlsed ina newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco.
and ‘miailed to: govermnental agenc1es, orgamzahons and persons interested in the' potential

SAN FRANCISCQ 3
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at The Mendelson House, located at 737 Folsom Street San Franclsco, CA 94107,

During: the approxxmately 30 day pubhc scoplng penod that’ ended “on: May 24, 2013 the
Department accepted comments. from - agencies and: “interested. partles that - identified
env1ronmenta1 issues that should be-addressed in the EIR." Comments. recewed durmg the
scoping process were consrdered in preparatxon of the. Draft EIR: '

Pursuant to Section. 15063 of the CEQA Guldehnes the Department pubhshed an Initial Study on
,February 12; 2014 in order to focus the scope. of the EIR; The Department made the Initial- Study
available for a 30- -day public review perlod beglnnmg on February 12,2014 and. ending on March
14, 2014: The Department cons1dered the comments received on the Iniial Study when preparmg
~ the Draft EIR - : R :

The Department prepared ‘the Draft. EIR, -which describes ‘the Draft’ EIR. :Project‘ and.: the
environumental setting,- analyzes potential impacts, identifies: mitigation - measures: for impacts:
found to be- 31gn1f1cant or: potentially significant,. and: evaluates alterniatives to the Draft EIR.
Project.. The' Draft EIR assesses the potentral construction and. operat1onal impacts of the Draft:
EIR Project on. the enviroriment, and the potentlal camulative unpacts associated - with the Draft‘.‘
EIR Pro]ect in combmahon with other past, present, and. future actions thh potent1a1 for. 1mpacts‘
ont the same resources; The analys1s of: potentlal env1ronmenta1 unpacts in the Draft EIR utilizes
-significance criteria that are‘based on the guldance prepared by: Department’ s Environmental
Planning ‘Division regarding. the environmental “effects to. be’ considered: significant. . The
Env1ronmental Plannlng D1v1s1ons guldance is, in turn, based on. CEQA Guldehnes Appendrx G
with some modifications.

The Department publiShed a Draft EIR. on December 14, 2016;-and circulated the Draft EIR to
local, state, and: federal agenmes and - ‘to mterested orgamzatlons and -individuals for: pubhc
review. On December 14, 2016, the Department also. distributed notices of avallabﬂlty of the Draft-
EIR; pubhshed notification of its “availability in a newspaper. of general. circulation jn - San
' Franc1sco posted the notice of: avadabrhty at the San Francisco County Clerk’s offlce, and posted,,
' ;notlces at 1ocat10ns thhm the pro]ect areal The Commlssmn held a pubhc hearmg on ]anuary 26
present at the pubhc heanng, transcnbed the oral comments verbatlm, and prepared wrltten»
transcrlpts The Department also reeelved written comments ofi the Draft EIR, which 3 were sent:.
through: mail; fax, hand delivery, or email. The Department accepted pubhc comment on the
Draft EIR until February 13,2017; :

The: Department then prepared the Comments and - Responses to: Comments onv Draft EIR
document ("RTC”) The RTC document was pubhshed on March 28,2018, and mcludei

op1es of -

s ddltxon to descnbmg and analyzmg the physmal envuonmental unpacts of the revxsxons to the
Pro]ect the RTC document provlded addrtlonal updated mformatlon, clarlﬁcatlon, . and

,changes to the Draft EIR..

SAN FRANCISCO. .
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The Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”), which includes the Draft EIR, the RTC
document, the errata dated May: 3, 2018, the Append1ces to the Draft EIR and RTC document,
and all of the supporting mformatxon, has been reviewed and consrdered The RTC documents
and appendices and all supporting mformatron do not. add srgmﬁcant new information to the
Draft EIR that would' mdlvrdually or: collectlve]y constitite significant new information ‘within
the meaning of Public Resources Code Sectiori 21092 1or CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 50 as
to require recirculation. of ‘the Final EIR (or any portion. thereof) under CEQA The RTC

documents and appendlces and all supportmg mformatmn contam no, mformatlon revealmg @

mmgahon measure proposed to be 1mplemented (2) any substantial increase in the seventy of a
previously 1dent1ﬁed envuonmental 1mpact (3) any feasible project. alternative, or miitigation.
measure consrderably different from otheérs prekusly analyzed that would - clearly lessen the
envrronmental impacts of the Pro]ect but that was rejected by the project sponsor, or (4) that the
_ Draft EIR was so. fundamentally ‘and’ basrcally xnadequate and. conclusory in nature that
meamngful pubhc review and comment were precluded..

On May 10, 2018, by Motion No.20182; the Cormmssmn reviewed and considered the Final EIR
for the Project and found the. contents of said report and the procedures through which the Final
EIR was prepared pubhc1zed and revrewed ‘complied w1th CEQA the CEQA. Gu1dehnes, ‘and.
Chapter 31 of the Sari Francisco Adrmmstratlve Code..

On May 10 2018 by. Motlon No. 20182 the Commlsswn found’ that the Fmal EIR was adequate,
accurate, and ob]ectrve, that it reflected thé independent ‘analysis and Judgment of the:
Department and the Planning Comrmssmn, and that the. summary of comments and responses:
contained no slgmﬁcant revisions to the Draft EIR, and cértified the completion of the Fmal EIR
for the Project in comphance wrth CEQA the CEQA Guxdehnes, and, Chapter 31

The Planmng Department prepared proposed Findings, as Fequired by CEQA, regarding the.

ltematlves, mitigation measures, and srgmflcant impacts ‘analyzed: in’ the Fmal EIR, and-
overndmg considerations for approvmg the Project and a proposed. mxtlgahon momtormg and
reporting program (”MMRP”), attached as Exhibit B, which material was made available to the
public and this Plannmg Commission. for the Plannmg Commission’s review, consideration, and:'
actions:

The Commission, in certifyinig the Final EIR; fourid that the Project' described in the Final EIR:

A W111 resutt m the followmg 51gn1f1cant and unav01dable pro]ect—speaflc environmental

and street network changes, would conﬂrct w1th an apphcable land use plan,
policy, or regilation of an agency. w1th ]UI‘ISdlCthn over the. project adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or ‘mifigating ; and environmerital effect; Specifically, the.
Plan could, result in trafflc noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option.

SAN FRANCISCO
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for Howard and Folsom streets). that exceeds the noise standards in the General

Plan’s Enwromnental Protection Element,

Central SoMa Plan development would result in the demolition or substantlal

alteration of individually identified- historic architectural” resgurces: and/or-

contnbutors to-a historie dxstnct or conservatlon dlsmct 1ocated m the Plan area,
including as-yet umdenhﬁed resources, a substantial. adverse change in the-
51gruf1cance of a historical resource-as. defined. in CEQA Guldelmes section

.Central  SoMa Plan = development, iﬁduding. _the proposed. open . space.

improvements and street network changes; would result in a substantial increase
in transmit. demand that would not be, accommodated by local transit- capacity,

and would cause a substantlal increase in delays resultmg in adverse 1mpacts on:

local and reglonal transit routes.

Central SoMa™ Plan development mcludmg the proposed open space”

-1mprovements and street network -changes; would result in: - crosswalk.

overcrowding at the followmg mtersectlons
5 Thir:d'/Missicin: |
i, - Fodrﬂi[l\diesion.
i Fou;;h/'rownsend

Central SoMa Plan development would result in.an increased demand for on- .+
street commercial and passenger’ loadmg and a reduction in ‘on-street. loadmg_ ‘
supply such that the loading demand. during the peak hour of loading activities

would niot be accommodated within, on-street ‘loading supply, ‘would: impact
existing passenger loadmg/unloadmg zones, and may" create’ hazardous: :

'condmons or 31gn1ﬁcant delay that may affect transit, other veh]cles blcycles, or "

pedestnans

Construction’ activities' associafed’ with‘ Cenfral' SoMa Plén developmenf

hazardous COndltIOIIS

Central SoMa Plan development mcludmg the: proposed street network changes,

 wou ild generate noise that wouId result in exposure of oersons to noise levels in..

excess of standards in the San. Francisco General Plan or Nmse Ordmance (Artlcle

,29 of the Polzce Code}, and’ wouId resultin:a substanhal permanent mcrease in.
: amb1ent nmse above exxsung levels

‘PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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B. ‘Will contribute conSIderably to the followmg cumulative enwronmental Impacts, whlch.

h.

CEQA Fmdmgs

‘Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes
and open space unprovements wotuld result in conslxuctlon activities in the Plan

‘Area that could expose persons to substantial temporary or penodlc increase in

noise levels substantxally in excess of ambient levels

The operation of subsequeht_,individual development projects-in the Central
SoMa Plan Area-and the proposed street network changes (but not.the proposed
open space 1mprovements) ‘would violate an air quahty standard, contnbute to
an existing or’ projected air quahty violation, and/or result in a. cumulatlvely

considerable riet increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is:in.

nonattainment under an apphcable federal or state ambient air quahty standard.

‘would result in operatlonal emissions of fme pamculate matter (PMz 5) and toxxc :
air- contaminants. that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to

substantial pollutant concentratlons

v "Subsequent future development under the Plan could alter wind in a manner:

that substantially affects public areas..

cannot be mlhgated to a level of insignificance:

SAN FRANCISCO

a.

Centrel ‘Sbl\/la Plan development, mcludmg the ‘proposed open - space;
1mprovernents and street nietwork changes;, would contribute considerably to.a.

significant’ cumulatwe land ‘tse impact. Spec1f1cally, one-way ‘and: two-way'-
‘options for Folsom and Howard Streets could make a considerable contribution
‘to cumulatlve traffic noise levels, Wthh woiild ‘exceed the noise standards 1 in the:
~ General Plan’s Environiental Protection Element.

Central. SoMa Plan development would contrlbute constdelably to 51gmf1cant:1

‘demohtlon and/or alteratxon of hlstoncal resources,

Central SoMa. Plan. development including the proposed .open’ space:
1mprovements and street network changes, would ‘contribute consnderably to

~ significant cumulative tran31t impacts on local. and regional fransit providers:

Central SoMa Plan development mcludlng the proposed open space

51gn1f1cant cumulatwe pedesman unpacts

ACentral SoMa Plan development includlhg the proposed open space
rmprovements and street network - -changes, would contribute considerably to -
_'s1gmf1cant cumulatwe loadmg unpacts

PLANNING DEPAHTMENT
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May 10,:2018 ' '~ CEQA Findings.

f. Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes and.
~ open space im‘provem’ents; would ,result in eumulativenoise impacts;

g- Central SoMa development mcludrng the proposed street network changes, but o

pol.lutant 1mpacts under cumulatrve 2040 condmons '

h Central SoMa Plan development, mc]udmg the proposed street network changes

‘but not open space 1mprovements, would result in- exposure of sérisitive

' ,receptors to. substantial levels: of fine particulate matter (PMzs) and toxic:air-
ccontaminants under 2040 cumulative conditions.

The: Planning Commission: Secretary s the custodian of records for the Plarming “Department_
materjals, located in the File for:Ca'se No, 2011.1356EMTZU, at 1650 Mission '_S,treet;.’l?ourth Floor,
San Francisco, California, 94103, : :

On May. 10; :2018, the Commission conducted a ‘duly moticed -public hearmg at a regularly :
scheduled meeting on Case No.2011.1356EMTZU to consider the various: approvals necessary to

1mplement the. PrOJeet including approvals of General Plan, Planmng Code Admmlstratlve

Code, -and. Zoning Map Amendments, and approval of. the Implementatron Program.. The
Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearmg and.
has farther considered written materials and oral testimony presenited on behalf of the Pro;ect -
the Planmng Department staff, expert consultants and other interested partles

entrre record of thlS proceedmg, mcludmg the _comiments - and submlssmns made to: the :
Commission and the- Department s Tesponses to those comiments-and submissions; and, based on-
substantial evidence, hereby adopts these Envxronmental Fmdmgs requlred by CEQA attached..
hereto as. Exhtbrt Ay 1nelud1ng a: Statement of Overndmg Con31derat10ns and rejectmg
alternatives as mfeasrble, and adopts the MMRP, included as Exl'ublt B; asa: condmon of approval .
for each and all of the approval actlons descrlbed above ‘ “

Lhereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 10; 2018.

]onas P. Ionitt -

Commission Secretary
AYES: Hillis, Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel; Moore, Richards
NOES:, Nore
ABSENT: None

ADOPTED:  May 10, 2018

SAN FRANCISCO:
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San Francisco,
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Central SoMa Plan Recepon:
California Environmental Quality Act Findings: I
Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation o
Measures and Alternatives, and Statement of =~ foma
Overriding Considerations

Fax:
415.558.6409

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

In determining to approve the Central SoMa Plan and related approval actions (referred to herein as the Plan
or Project), the San Francisco Planning Commission (Commission) makes and adopts the following findings of
fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives and a statement of ovetriding
considerations based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., particularly
Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations
Sections 15000 et seq. (CEQA Guidelines), particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the
San Francisco Administration Code.

SECTION 1
Introduction

This document is organized as follows:.

e Section I provides a description of the Project, the environmental review process for the Project, the
Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records;

e Section IT identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation;

e Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation;

s Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than significant levels;

n:\legana\ as2018\ 1200444\ 01265984.docx



e Section V discusses why a subsequent or supplemental environmental impact report is not required,
including to address changes to the Plan that have evolved during the environmental review process
and any issues that were raised during the public comment period;

¢ Section VI discusses and evaluates the different project alternatives and the economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations that support the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives
analyzed; and

e Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of
the actions for the Project and the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives not incorporated into the
Project. '

e Section VIII contains a statement of incorporation by reference to incorporate the Final EIR into these
Findings.

Attached to these findings as Exhibit B is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the
mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption. The MMRP is required by Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure
listed in the Final EIR that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit B also specifies the

agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring
- schedule. ’

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning Commission. The
references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EIR) or Responses to Comments Document (RTC) are for ease of reference and are not intended to
provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings.

LA Project Description

The Central SoMa Plan is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding much of southern portion of the
Central Subway transit line, a 1.7-mile extension of the Third Street light rail line that will link the Caltrain Depot
at Fourth and King Streets to Chinatown and provide service within the South of Market (SoMa) area. The Plan
Area includes roughly 230 acres that comprise 17 city blocks, as well as the streets and thoroughfares that
connect SoMa to its adjacent neighborhoods: Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and the Mission District.

The Plan Area is bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south,
and by an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets to the north that
represents the border of the Downtown Plan Area. The project analyzed in the EIR includes street network
changes throughout the Plan Area, including specific designs within, and in some cases beyond, the Plan Area
for the following streets: Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets. In addition,
open space improvements would also occur within and outside of the Plan Area.

The Plan envisions Central SoMa becoming a sustainable neighborhood, one in which the needs of the present
may be met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The Plan’s
sponsor, the City and County of San Francisco (the City), endeavors to address the social, economic, and
environmental aspects of sustainability through a planning strategy that accommodates anticipated
population and job growth, provides public benefits, and respects and enhances neighborhood character. That



strategy has informed the current draft of the Central SoMa Plan, which comprehensively addresses a wide
range of topics that include: land use; transportation infrastructure; parks, Open space and recreation facilities;
ecological sustainability; historic preservation; urban design and urban form; and financial programs and
implementation mechanisms to fund public improvements.

The Plan seeks to encourage and accommodate housing and employment growth by (1) removing land use
restrictions to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses in portions of the Plan Area;
(2) amending héight and bulk districts to allow for taller buildings; (3) modifying the system of streets and
circulation within and adjacent to the Plan Area to meet the needs and goals of a dense, transit-oriented, mix-
use district; and (4) creating new, and improving existing, open spaces.

The Plan also proposes project-level changes to certain individual streets analyzed in this EIR, including
Howard; Folsom, Harrison, Bryant,b Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets. The EIR analyzes two different
options for the couplet of Howard Street and Folsom Street. Under the One-Way Option, both streets would
retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second 'Street, which would retain its existing
two-way operation). Under the Two-Way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way opera’aon,
and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur.

Plan policies include a call for public realm improvements, including planning for new open spaces; changes
to the street and circulation system; policies to preserve neighborhood character and historic structures; and
strategies that aim to improve public amenities and make the neighborhood more sustainable. The Plan also
includes financial programs to support its public improvements through the implementation of one or more
new fees, in addition to taxes or assessments on subsequent development projects.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, an EIR must present a statement of objectives sought by
the proposed project. Objectives define the project’s intent, explain the project’s underlying purpose, and
facilitate the formation of project alternatives. In this EIR, the Plan’s eight goals are used as the project
objectives. The eight goals are:

Accommodate a substantial amount of jobs and housing;
Maintain the diversity of residents;
. Facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center;
Provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit;
Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities;
Create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood; '

Preserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s cultural heritage; and

® N e g oA ® N

Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city.

Consistent with its goal to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (Goal 1), the Plan includes the objective
of increasing the area where space for jobs and housing can be built (Objective 1.1). The Plan would
accomplish this by retaining existing zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing, and replacing
existing zoning that restricts the capacity for office and res1dent1a1 development with zoning that enables
office and residential development.



The Plan would result in the following land use zoning changes (as shown in Figures 1A and 1B of the
legislative packet’s Exhibit IV.1 — Zoning Map Amendments Case Report): '

North of Harrison Street, the Mixed Use, Residential (MUR) use district west of Fifth Street would be
converted to Mixed Use General (MUG). The MUR, Western SoMa-Mixed Use General (WS-MUG),
and Light Industrial (M-1) use districts east of Fifth Street would be converted to Central SoMa Mixed
Use Office (CMUOQ). The existing zoning districts either limit or do not permit office uses, whereas the
MUG and CMUO zoning designations would allow for greater flexibility in the mix of land uses,
including office development as well as new all-commercial buildings in the CMUO use district.

The parcels in the block bounded by Third, Folsom, Hawthorne, and Harrison Streets currently
designated C-3-O (Downtown Office) would retain this designation. k

South of Harrison Street, existing use districts would all be converted to CMUO, except for parcels
currently designated South Park District (SPD) and the West SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial (WS-
SALl) area west of Fourth Street between Harrison and Bryant Streets, which would retain their current
zoning designations. Use districts in this area that would be converted to CMUO include Residential
Enclave (RED), Service/Light Industrial (SLI), M-1, Public (P), West SoMa Mixed Use Office (WS-MUOQO),
and Service Secondary Office (SSO), as well as the area south of Bryant Street currently designated WS-
SALL These existing use districts either limit or restrict office uses or, when office uses are allowed,
restrict other uses, such as entertainment or residential uses. Converting these use districts to CMUO
would permit a mix of land uses that allow for greater flexibility, as the CMUO district generally allows
office, residential, and most other uses without limitation.

Changes to height limits under the Plan would include the following (as shown in Figures 2A and 2B of the
legislative packet’s Exhibit IV.1 — Zoning Map Amendments Case Report):

Within the Plan Area north of Harrison Street, height limits on most parcels would remain between 45
and 85 feet, though there would be several adjustments, both higher and lower, within this range.

The Plan would substantially increase the height limit for the north side of Harrison Street between
Second and Third Streets, from the current range of 85-130 feet to a range of 130-200 feet.

Other substantial height increases north of Harrison Street would include the southwest corner of
Fourth and Clementina Streets, which would increase from the current range of 55-130 feet to 180 feet;
and the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets, which would increase from the current range
of 45-85 feet to 180-300 feet.

South of Harrison Street, proposed amendments to permitted height limits are concentrated on the
south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets, where current height limits would
be increased from 40--85 feet to 130-350 feet.

Substantial height increases would also be concentrated south of Bryant Street, from east of
Fourth Street to Sixth Street. Many sites within this area would increase from the current height limit
of 30-85 feet to 130-400 feet.

Lower height limits would be maintained around South Park, along the west side of Fourth Street between
Bryant and Brannan Streets, along most of the neighborhood’s alleys, and along the south side of the I-80
freeway between Fourth and Sixth Streets.



Based on the change in zoning and height limits, the Plan includes capacity for approximately 16 million
square feet of new development within the Plan Area. This includes nearly capacity for 8,300 units and
approximately 33,000 new jobs.

To ensure that the proposed zoning changes foster the development of a neighborhood that is consistent with
the Plan’s other goals, the Plan contains numerous objectives, policies, and implementation measures that
limit and condition development. In particular, these relate to Goal 2, maintain the diversity of residents;
Goal 3, facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center; Goal7, preserve and celebrate the
neighborhood’s cultural heritage; and Goal 8, ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the
neighborhood and the city.

To ensure that removal of protective zoning proposed by the Plan does not result in a loss of Production,
Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses in the Plan Area (Plan Objective 3.3), the Plan would maintain a portion
of the current SALI use district. The Plan also contains policies and implementation measures that would limit
conversion of PDR space in former industrial districts, require PDR space as part of large commercial
developments, and provide incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses. The result would be the
protection of approximately 3 million square feet of PDR space.

To implement the circulation and streetscape principles in the Plan, the EIR studied changes in the street
network to support an attractive pedestrian and cycling environment and to lessen the impact of traffic on
transit performance, while accommodating regionai and through traffic on a limited number of streets where
necessary. Specific proposals have been developed for Folsom, Harrison, Third, Fourth, Bryant, and Brannan
Streets, extending as far west as Eleventh Street (in the case of Howard and Folsom Streets) and east to The
Embarcadero (Folsom Street only). The proposals include widening sidewalks on all of the neighborhood’s
major thoroughfares, increasing the number of and safety of street crossings by facilitating signalized mid-
block crossings and sidewalk bulbouts that shorten the length of crosswalks, creating protected bicycle on
Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Townsend, and 5% Streets, and transit-only lanes on Folsom, Brannan, 3%, and 4t
Streets. Under the two-way option, Howard and Folsom Streets would be converted from one-way traffic to
two-way operations.

The Plan also includes proposals to upgrade existing parks and create new parks and open spaces, including a
new one-acre park in the block bounded by 4t 5t Bryant, and Brannan Streets, and a new % acre linear park
on Bluxome Street between 4t and 5% Streets, and new recreational amenities (such as skate ramps and
basketball courts) underneath the I-80 freeway between 4t and 6% Streets. The Plan also- helps fund
construction of a new recreation center, and up to four acres of privately-owned public open space.

The Plan also includes proposals to create a more sustainable and resilient neighborhood (through such
strategies as requiring living roofs and use of 100% renewable electricity), preserve important historical and
cultural features (such as landmarking important individual resources and districts), and promote high-
quality urban design (through the Plan’s architectural requirements and the Central SoMa Guide to Urban
Design, as shown in the legislative packet Exhibit V.3C).

In addition, pursuaﬁt to Assembly Bill 73, which took effect January 1, 2018, the City is analyzing the
possibility of including a Housing Sustainability District (HSD) in the Plan Area. The Final EIR analyzes the
potential creation of an HSD based on the assumption that all or part of the Plan Area could be included in an
HSD.



I.B Environmental Review

The Planning Department determined that an EIR was required for the Project. The Planning Department
published the Draft EIR and provided public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review and
comment on December 14, 2016. '

On December 14, 2016, a Notice of Completion and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the State
Clearinghouse. Notices of availability for the Draft EIR of the date and time of the public hearings were posted
on the Planning Department's website on December 14, 2016.

The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR on January 26, 2017. At this
hearing, public comment was received on the Draft EIR. The Planning Department accepted public comments on
the Draft EIR from December 14, 2016, to February 13, 2017.

The Planning Department published the Response to Comments on the Draft EIR on March 28, 2018. This
document includes responses to environmental comments on-the Draft EIR made at the public hearing on
January 26, 2017, as well as written comments submitted on the Draft FIR from December 14, 2016, to
February 13, 2017. The Response to Comments document also contains text changes to the Draft EIR made by
EIR preparers to correct or clarify information presented in the Draft EIR, including changes to the Draft EIR
text made in response to comments. The Response to Comments document was distributed to the Planning
Commission and to all parties who commented on the Draft EIR, was posted on the Planning Department’s
website, and was available to others upon request at the Planning Department's office.

A Final EIR has been prepared by the Planning Department consisting of the Draft EIR, background studies
and ‘materials, all comments received during the review process, the Responses to Comments document and
all errata memoranda. The Draft EIR, the Responses to Comments document, and all appendices thereto
comprise the EIR referenced in these findings.

In certifying the EIR, the Planning Commission found that none of the information added after the publication
of the Draft EIR, including an analysis of the Plan refinements, triggered the need for recirculation of the EIR
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Nor does the adoption of the Plan with the revisions of the Final EIR

trigger the need for a supplemental or subsequent EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, as discussed in
Section VL. '

I.C  Approval Actions

Implementation of the Plan would require the following approvals and other action:

e Amendments to the General Plan (various elements and figures) to conform to the concepts of the
Central SoMa Plan. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;

e Determination of consistency of the proposed General Plan amendments and rezoning with the
General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1 Priority Policies. Planning Commission;

e Amendment of the Planning Code to conform to the concepts of the Central SoMa Plan. Planning
Commiission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;



Amendment of the Planning Code and Zoning Maps to change mapped use districts and height limits
throughout the Plan Area. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval; and

Approval of the Implementation Program to implement the concepts in the Central SoMa Plan.
Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;, and

Approval of alterations to street rights-of-way, including, for example, the configuration of travel
lanes, sidewalk widths, and bicycle lanes, addition of crosswalks, and alley way improvements that
are part of the Plan’s proposals for the street network and pubhc realm. San Francisco Transportation
Agency; Department of Public Works.

I.D Location of Records

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based includes the following:

Central SoMa Plan.
The EIR, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR.

All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the Planning
Comunission relating to the EIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the Project, and the
alternatives (Options) set forth in the EIR.

All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning Commission by
the environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared the EIR, or incorporated into reports
presented to the Planning Commission.

All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from other public
agencies relating to the Project or the EIR.

All applications, letters, testimony and presentations presented to the City by the project sponsor and
its consultants in connection with the Project.

All information (including written evidence and testlmony) preserited at any public hearmg or
workshop related to the Project and the EIR.

For documentary and information purposes, all locally-adopted land use plans and ordinances,
including, without limitation, General Plans, specific plans and ordinances, together with

environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring programs and other

documentation relevant to planned growth in the area.
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

All other' documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 2116.76(e)

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Final EIR received during the public review
period, the entire administrative record, including all studies and submitted materials and background
documentation for the Final EIR, are located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the custodian of these documents and materials.



LE Fihdings About Significant
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Measures |

The following Sections II, IIL, and IV set forth the findings about the determinations of the Final EIR regarding
significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to address them. These findings
provide written analysis and conclusions regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and the
mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR and adopted as part of the Project.

In making these findings, the opinions of the Planning Department and other City staff and experts, other
agencies and members of the public have been considered. These findings recognize that the determination of
significance thresholds is a judgment within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; the
significance thresholds used in the Final EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the
expert opinion of the Final EIR preparers and City staff; and the significance thresholds used in the Final EIR

provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects
of the Project.

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact ¢ontained in the Final
EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the Final EIR
and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the
determination regarding the Project impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. In
making these findings, the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts
and mitigation measures, are hereby ratified, adopted and incorporated in these findings, except to the extent
any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings.

As set forth below, the mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP are hereby
adopted and incorporated to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant impacts of the Project.
Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR has inadvertently been omitted
in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is nevertheless hereby adopted and incorporated in
the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set
forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measure in the Final EIR due to a
clerical error, the language of the mitigation measure as set forth in the Final EIR shall control. The impact

numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the numbers contained in the Final
EIR.

In Sections II, 111, and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and
mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to address each and every
significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because in no
instance are the conclusions of the Final EIR, or the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR for the
Project, except as specifically set forth in Section VI below, being rejected. v



SECTION II

Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, thus Requirihg
No Mitigation

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission finds that the
implementation of the Plan would not result any significant environmental impacts in the following areas:
Aesthetics; Population and Housing; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Shadow; Recreation; Utilities and Service
Systems; Public Services; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality (except sea level rise and
combined sewer system); Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agricultural and Forest Resources. Each of these
topics is analyzed and discussed in detail including, but not limited to, in EIR Chapters: IV.B; IV.H; IV.I; and
Appendix B (the Initial Study). Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less
than significant (Pub. Res. Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091).

As more fully described in the Final EIR and based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, it is
hereby found that implementation of the Plan would not result in any significant impacts in the following
areas and that these impact areas therefore.do not require mitigétion. The statements below provide a brief
summary of the analyses and explanations contained in the Final EIR, and do not attempt to include all of the
information that is provided in the Final EIR. Such information can be found in EIR Chapters: IV.B; IV.H; IV.I;
and Appendix B (the Initial Study), which is incorporated herein by this reference and in the summaries
below. ‘ '

ILA Land Use and Land Use Planning

Impact LU-1: Development under the Plan, and proposed open space improvements and street network
changes would not physically divide an established community.

II.LB  Aesthetics

Impact AE-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the Plan Area or
~ substantially damage scenic resources.

Impact AE-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would alter public views of the Plan Area from short-, mid-, and long-range vantage points
and alter views into the surrounding neighborhoods from within the Plan Area, but would not adversely
affect public views or have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas.

Impact AE-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not create a new source of substantial light or glare in the Plan Area that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views or substantially impact other people or properties.

\



Impact C-AE-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open space
improvements, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would alter the
visual character and public views of and through SoMa, but would not adversely affect visual character, scenic
vistas, or scenic resources or substantially increase light and glare.

I.C  Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact CP-2: Neither the proposed open space improvements nor street network changes would adversely
affect historic architectural resources in a way that would result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

Impact CP-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature.

Impact CP-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Impact C-CP-2: The proposed open space improvements and street network changes within the Plan Area, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not
contribute considerably to significant cumulative historical resources impacts.

Impact C-CP-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity,
would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature,
and would not disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

ILD Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, would not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially increase automobile travel.

Impact TR-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, would not result in traffic hazards.

Impact TR-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise
substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility.

While the Plan’s impacts on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant,
Improvement Measure I-TR-5a: Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign, and
Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys, may be
recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the less-than-significant
impacts related to potential conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit, trucks, and autos.
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Impact TR-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, would not result in a substantial parking deficit that would create hazardous conditions or
significant delays affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, and where particular characteristics of the Plan
demonstrably render use of other modes infeasible.

Impact C-TR-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the sireet
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in significant impacts related to VMT.

Impact C-TR-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in
San Francisco, would not result in significant impacts related to traffic hazards.

Impact C-TR-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in cumulative bicycle impacts.

Impact C-TR-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in cumulative parking impacts.

Impact C-TR-9: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, in combination” with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts.

ILE  Air Quality

Impact AQ-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and proposed
street network changes, would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan.

Impact AQ-2: The Plan would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard.

Impact AQ-7: Implementation of the Plan would not expose a substantial number of people to objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of people. '

ILF  Wind

Impact C-WI-1: Development under the Plan, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in cumulative significant impacts related to wind.

II.G Shadow

Impact SH-1: Development under the Plan would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially
affects existing outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.
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Impact C-SH-1: Implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity, would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on
shadow conditions.

ILH Population and Housing

Impact PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not induce
substantial population growth, either directly or indirectly.

Impact PH-2: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not generate housing
demand beyond projected housing forecasts.

Impact PH-3: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not displace a large
number of housing units or people or necessitate the construction of replacement housing outside of the Plan
Area.

Impact C-PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not make a
considerable contribution to any cumulative impact on population or housing.

I1.1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C-GG-1: The Plan and development pursuant to the Plan would generate greenhouse. gas emissions,
but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with the City’s GHG
reduction strategy, Plan Bay Area, or AB 32, and would not result in cumulatively considerable GHG
emissions.

Impact C-GG-2: The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would generate
greenhouse gas emissions during construction, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on
the environment, and the proposed changes would be consistent with the City’s GHG Reduction Strategy,
Plan Bay Area, and the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The proposed street network changes and open spaces therefore
would not result in cumulétively considerable GHG emissions.

IIJ  Recreation and Public Space

Impact RE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would result in an
increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities, but would not result in substantial deterioration
or physical degradation of such facilities, and would result in the expansion of recreational facilities and
enhance existing recreational resources.

Impact C-RE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with
other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in a considerable contribution to
cumulative impacts on recreational resources.
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ILK Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not require or result
in the construction of substantial new water treatment facilities and the City would have sufficient water
supply available from existing entitlements.

Impact UT-2: Development under the Plan could require or result in the expansion or construction of new
wastewater treatment or stormwater facilities, exceed capacity of the wastewater treatment provider when
combined with other commitments, or exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board.

Impact UT-3: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would continue to be served
by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate solid waste generated by subsequent
development in the Plan Area and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste.

Impact C-UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, in combination with past,

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could contribute considerably to a

significant cumulative impact on wastewater facilities, but would not contribute to cumulative impacts on
other utilities and services.

IILL  Public Services

Impact PS-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not increase the
demand for police service or fire protection service such that new or physically altered facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required in order to maintain
acceptable levels of service.

Impact PS-2: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not directly or
indirectly generate school students and increase enrollment in public schools such that new or physically
altered facilities would be required. '

Impact C-PS-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, combined with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts on police, fire, and school district services such that new or physically
altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required
in order to maintain acceptable levels of service.

ILM Biological Resources

Impact BI-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes could interfere with the
movement of migratory or native resident bird species.

Because all development in the Plan Area would be required to comply with Planning Code Section 139,
Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, development under the Plan would ensure that potential impacts related to
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bird hazards would be less than significant. Neither the proposed street network changes nor the proposed
open spaces would result in a substantial increase in the potential for bird strikes, as neither would result in
the construction of large stiuctures or structures that would constitute bird hazards. None of the proposed

open spaces in the Plan area, including the potential park on SFPUC property, would be large enough to be
considered an Urban Bird Refuge.

Although development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would have a less-than-
significant effect, implementation of Improvement Measure I-BI-2 would further reduce the Plan’s less-than-

significant impacts related to bird strikes, and the effect would be less than significant.

Impact BI-3: Development under to the Plan and the proposed street network changes, would not
substantially interfere with the movement of fish or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

Impact BI-4: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not conflict with the
City’s local tree ordinance.

Impact C-BI-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, in combination with other

past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative
impacts on biological resources.

ILN Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people
or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving

rupture of a known earthquake fauli, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failure, or
landslides.

Impact GE-2: Dévelopment under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in
substantial erosion or loss of top soil.

Impact GE-3: Neither development under the Plan nor the proposed street network changes would be located
on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project.

Impact GE-4: Neither development under the Plan nor the proposed street network changes would create
substantial risks to life or property as a result of location on expansive soils.

Impact C-GE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with
~ other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution
to cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards.

I.O Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes could violate water |
quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
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Water quality impacts related to violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to
discharge of construction related stormwater runoff during implementation of individual development
projects pursuant to the Plan would be less than significant with implementation of erosion control measures

in compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Where the proposed‘street network
changes require excavation of soil, they would be also be required to implement erosion control measures in
accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Therefore, water quality impacts related
to violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of construction related
stormwater runoff would also be less than significant for the proposed street network changes and open space |
improvements.

Construction-Related Groundwater Dewatering

If any groundwater produced during construction dewatering required discharge to the combined sewer
system, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public. Works Code, as
éupplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quaﬁtity and quality of discharges to the combined
sewer system. The discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require
installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain
contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the groundwater would
be treated as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge. With discharge to the combined sewer
system in accordance with regulatory requirements, water quality impacts related to a violation of water
quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater during construction of
individual development projects pursuant to the Plan would be less than significant.

The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would likely require only shallow
excavation and thus would not extend to the groundwater table that is generally encountered 5 feet or more
below ground surface, with the possible exception of the southwestern portion of the Plan area .(south of
Harrison Street and west of Fourth Street). In the event that groundwater dewatering would be required, the
amount of dewatering would be minimal and the groundwater would be discharged to the combined sewer
system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, supplemented by Order No.
158170, as discussed above. Therefore, impacts related to discharges of groundwater during construction of
the proposed street network changes and open space improvements would also be less than significant.

Long-Term Groundwater Dewatering

Likewise, if any groundwater produced during other dewatering required discharge to the combined sewer
system, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as
supplemented by DPW Order No. 158170. As an alternative to discharge to the combined sewer system, the
extracted groundwater could be used on-site for non-potable purposes under the City’s voluntary non-potable
water program, if it is of suitable quality. With reuse of the groundwater produced during permanent
dewatering for individual development projects implemented pursuant to the Plan, or discharge to the
combined sewer system in accordance with regulatory requirements, long-term groundwater discharges
would not violate water quality standards or degrade water quality and this impact would be less than
significant. Further, reuse of groundwater for non-potable purposes such as landscape irrigation, toilet and
urinal flushing, and custodial uses would reduce the potable water demand of individual development
projects, thereby incrementally reducing potable water use.
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The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would likely require only shallow
excavation and thus would not extend to the groundwater table that is generally encountered 5 feet or more
below ground surface, with the possible exception of the southwestern portion of the Plan area (south of
Harrison Street and west of Fourth Street). Further, the proposed street network changes would not include
construction of any facilities that would require long-term dewatering to relieve hydrostatic pressure.
Therefore, the proposed street network changes and open space improvements would have less-than-
significant water quality impacts. '

Impact HY-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not 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.

Impact HY-3: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changeé would not alter the

existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding
~ on-or off-site. ' '

Impact HY-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not contribute
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. ‘

Impact HY-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose
people, housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and would not redirect
or impede flood flows.

Impact HY-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not exacerbate future flood hazards in a manner that could expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death.

Impact HY-7: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Impact C-HY-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, could result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality.

Impact C-HY-2: Operation of individual development projects through implementation of the Plan, in
combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in San Francisco, would not exceed the
wastewater treatment requirements of the Southeast Treatment Plant (SEP); violate water quality standards or -
waste discharge requirements; otherwise substantially degrade water quality; or result in an increase in the
frequency of combined sewer discharges from the City’s combined sewer system. .

Impact C-HY-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not

exacerbate future flood hazards that could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death.
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II.LP  Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HZ-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not create a
significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Impact HZ-2: Development under the Plan and construction of the proposed street network changes could
occur on site(s) identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5. Excavation could also require the handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater,
potentially exposing workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release into the
environment during construction.

Impacts related to closure of hazardous materials handling facilities (including underground storage tanks)
would be less than significant due to compliance with Article 21 of the San Francisco Health Code, which
specifies procedures ensure that must be followed when a hazardous materials handling facility is closed.
Implementation of the requirements of the Maher Program (Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code),
Voluntary Remedial Action Program (California Health and Safety Code Sections 101480 through 101490) and
the Local Oversight Program (Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, Chapter 16) would ensure that
impacts associated with construction within contaminated soil and groundwater would be less than
significant. In addition, a generator of hazardous wastes would be required to follow state and federal
regulations for manifesting the wastes, using licensed waste haulers, arid disposing the materials at a
permitted disposal or recycling facility. With implementation of these regulatory requirements, impacts
related to disposal of hazardous wastes would be less than significant.

Furthermore, if any groundwater produced during construction dewatering required discharge to the
combined sewer system, the discharge would be conducted in compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco
Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which specifies conditions and criteria for
discharge of groundwater. This article also prohibits discharge of hazardous wastes into the combined sewer
system. The discharged water would have to be sampled during dewatering to demonstrate that discharge
limitations in the ordinance are met. If the groundwater does not meet discharge requirements, on-site
pretreatment may be required before discharge to the sewer system. If standards could not be met with on-site
treatment, off-site disposal by a certified waste hauler would be required. Long-term dewatering could also be
required to alleviate hydrostatic pressure on below-ground features such as parking garages. Much of the
groundwater produced during this dewatering could be put to beneficial reuse in the buildings for nonpotable
purposes (such as toilet flushing) as described in Topic 15, Hydrology and Water Quality. However, some of it
could also be discharged to the combined sewer in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public
Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170. With implementation of the regulatory requirements
described above, impacts related to the discharge of contaminated groundwater would be less than significant.

Impéct HZ-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in
adverse effects related to hazardous emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within one-quarter
mile of an existing school.

Impact HZ-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan. '

Impact HZ-6: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires.
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Impact C-HZ-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials.

II.O Mineral and Energy Resources

Impact ME-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resource or locally-important mineral resource recovery.

Impact ME-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in the
use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner.

Impact C-ME-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with

other past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects would result in less-than significant impacts to mineral
and energy resources.

ILR  Agricultural and Forest Resources

Impact AF-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not (a) convert
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; (b) conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract; (c) conflict with existing zoning for or cause rezoning of forest
land or timberland; (d) result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or (e)
involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland fo non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use.

Impact C-AF-1: Development under the Plan and the pfoposed street network changes, in combination with
other past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in impacts to agricultural and forest
resources. '

SECTION III

Findings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be
Avoided or Reduced to a Less-than-Significant Level

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project’s
identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible.

The findings in this Section Il and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR. These
findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the Final EIR and recommended for adoption by the Board
of Supervisors, which can be implemented by City agencies or departments.
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As explained previously, ExhibitB, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The full text
of the mitigation measures is contained in the MMRP, which also specifies the agency responsible for
implementation of each measure, establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.

The Planning Commission finds that, based on the record before it, the mitigation measures proposed for
adoption in the Final EIR are feasible, and that they can and should be carried out by the identified agencies at
the designated time. This Planning Commission urges other agencies to adopt and implement applicable
mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR that are within the jurisdiction and responsibility of such
entities. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if such measures are not adopted and implemented, the
Project may result in additional significant unavoidable impacts. For this reason, and as discussed in

Section VI, the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in
Section VII.

All mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and MMRP are agreed to and adopted by the Planning
Commission.

IIILA  Cultural and Paleontological Resources

IIILA1  Impact CP-3

Impact CP-3: Construction activities in the Plan Area would result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 150645, through indirect

construction damage to historic architectural resources.

Construction activities such as pile driving can generate vibration that could cause structural damage in
nearby buildings. Pile driving, and possibly other construction activity could damage historical resources,
particularly unreinforced masonry structures. Should the damage materially impair an historic resource, this
effect would be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and would
be a potentially significant impact under CEQA.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentiaﬂy significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities and M-CP-3b: Construction
Monitoring Program for Historical Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as
provided therein.

IILA.2  Impact CP-4

Impact CP-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

Significant prehistoric and historic-period archeological resources are present, or likely to be present, in the
Plan Area and vicinity and currently unknown resources are also likely to be in the Plan Area and vicinity.
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The entire Plan Area and vicinity is within the part of San Francisco that burned following the 1906
earthquake and is generally covered by up to 5 feet of artificial fill consisting of earthquake debris. Therefore,
in general, any project-related ground disturbance deeper than 5 feet has the potential to affect archaeological
resources. Barthwork, ground stabilization, or other subsurface construction activities undertaken by
subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan (including open space and streetscape
improvements) that would require deeper foundations due to poor underlying soils and/or taller structures
being proposed could damage or destroy prehistoric or historic-period archeological resources. The ground-
disturbing construction activities could adversely affect the significance of an archeological resource under
CRHR Criterion 4 (has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history
of the local area, California or the nation) by impairing the ability of such resources to convey important
scientific and historical information. These effects would be considered a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archeological resource and would therefore be a potentially significant impact under CEQA.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impacts
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-CP-4a: Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessments and M-CP-4b: Procedures for Accidental
Discovery of Archeological Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as
provided therein.

MI.A.3  Impact CP-5

Impact CP-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3.

Earthwork, ground stabilization, or other subsurface construction activities undertaken by subsequent
individual development projects allowed under the Plan (including open space and streetscape
improvements) could damage or destroy tribal cultural resource sites. These effects would be considered a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource and would therefore be a potentially
significant impact under CEQA.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-CP-5: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will
be implemented as provided therein.

IIIL.A4  Impact C-CP-4

Impact C-CP-3: Dev‘elopment under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5 or a tribal cultural resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3.

Ground-disturbing activities of projects allowed under the Plan, including the proposed open space
improvements and street network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
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projects in the vicinity, could encounter previously recorded and unrecorded archeological resources (which
may also be considered tribal cultural resources), or human remains, resulting in a significant curmulative impact
on archeological resources. These effects would be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of ‘
an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3. Therefore, development under the Plan could
contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the Plan’s contribution to
cumulative archeological and tribal cultural resource impacts listed above would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-4a, M-CP-4b, and M-CP-5, as set forth in
the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein.

IIILB Transportation and Circulation

ILB.1  Impact TR-8

Impact TR-8: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, could result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access.

Development under the Plan, in combination with the proposed street network changes, has the potential to
impact emergency vehicle access primarily by creating conditions that would substantially affect the ability of
drivers to yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles, or preclude the ability of emergency vehicles to access
streets within the transportation study area.. Plans for development projects are required to undergo
multidepartmental City review to ensure that proposed vehicular access and streetscape improvements do not
impede emergency vehicle access to the proposed project’s site or surrounding areas. The proposed street
network changes would be required to undergo more detailed design and review. As part of that work, there
is a preliminary review conducted by SFMTA’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) and the San
Francisco Fire Department, along with other City agencies. The TASC review ensures that any safety issues,
including emergency vehicle access, are resolved prior to permit issuance.

The Plan’s proposed street network changes would result in fewer mixed-flow travel lanes on a number of
streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles and thereby increase the number of vehicles in the
remaining travel lanes, reduce the roadway width available for drivers to pull over to allow emergency vehicles
to pass (e.g., due to raised buffers associated with cycle tracks), and result in additional vehicle delay on these
streets. It is likely that the increased number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and increased levels of
traffic congestion would occasionally impede emergency vehicle access in the Plan Area during periods of peak
traffic volumes, and would be a significant impact on emergency vehicle access.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-
TR-3a: Transit Enhancements, M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation; M-NO-1a: Transportation
Demand Management for New Development Projects, and M-AQ-5e: Central SoMa Air Quality
Improvement Strategy, as set forth in the attached MMRP é_nd will be implemented as provided therein.
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III.LB.2  Impact C-TR-8

Impact C-TR-8: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space.improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, could contribute considerably to significant cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts.

Cumulative growth in housing and employment within Central SoMa and San Francisco would result in an
increased demand of emergency response calls, and would also increase the number of vehicles on Central
SoMa streets, and result in increased vehicle delays. The Plan’s proposed street network changes, in
combination with street network changes of other cumulative projects, would result in fewer mixed-flow
travel lanes on a number of study area streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles, and
would thereby increase the number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and result in additional vehicle
delay on these streets. This would be a significant cumulative impact on emergency vehicle access.
Implementation of the Plan could contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access conditions
in Central SoMa.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant
cumulative erhergency vehicle access impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, M-TR-8, M-NO-1a as modified herein, and M-AQ-5e, as
set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein,

II1.C | Noise and Vibration

IIL.C1  Impact NO-3

Impact NO-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, would result
in construction activities that could expose persons to temporary increases in vibration substantially in
excess of ambient levels.

Construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan
(including street network changes) could potentially expose people to the impacts of excess groundborne
vibration or noise levels. With the exception of pile driving, most construction activities would generate
ground-borne vibration levels that would not exceed the FTA criterion of 0.5 in/sec PPV for structural damage
to typical construction (reinforced concrete), a less-than-significant vibration impact. If pile driving is required,
vibration levels at adjacent buildings could exceed the FTA's criterion of 0.5 in/sec PPV for structural damage,
resulting in a significant vibration impact. Potential effects of groundborne vibration on historic resources is
discussed in Section II.A.1, Impact CP-1.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-NO-2b: Noise and Vibration Control Measures during Pile Driving, M-CP-3a: Protect Historical
Resources from Adjacent Construction. Activities, and M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for
Historical Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein
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IILD Air Quality

IIILD.1  Impact AQ-4

Impact AQ-4: Development under the Plan, but not the proposed street network changes and open space
improvements, would result in construction activities that could violate an air quality standard, contribute
to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State
ambient air quality standard. A

a) Street Network Changes and Open Space Improvements

Construction activities to implement the street network changes and open space improvements would be
subject to the Construction Dust Control Ordinance. Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth
in the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related construction air quality

impacts from the street network changes and open space improvements would be less than significant.

Construction activities to implement the street network changes and open space improvements would not
generate emissions of criteria air pollutants that exceed criteria air pollutant significance thresholds. Therefore,
construction criteria pollutant emissions from street network changes and open space improvements would be

less than significant.

b) Subsequent Development

Implementation of the Plan would allow for development of new office, residential, retail, and other uses, at a
greater intensity than is currently allowed under existing land use controls. Most development projects in the
Plan Area would entail demolition and removal of existing structures and/or parking lots, excavation, and site
preparation and construction of new buildings.

Construction Dust

Construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan -
that generate dust include building and parking lot demolition, excavation, and equipment movement across
unpaved construction sites. Subsequent development would be subject to the regulations and procedures set
forth in the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance. Therefore, potential dust-related construction air quality
impacts would be less than significant.

Construction Emissions’

Emissions generated during construction activities would include exhaust emissions from heavy duty
construction equipment, trucks used to haul construction materials to and from sites, and worker vehicle
emissions. Construction activities of the larger projects in the Plan Area could potentially generate emissions of
criteria air pollutants that would exceed criteria air pollutant significance thresholds. An analysis of construction
" emissions using CalEEMod showed that high rise residential developments in excess of 500 units and general
office developments in excess of 825,000 square feet would have the potential to result in construction-related
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ROG emissions in excess of 54 pounds per day. The amount of construction period emissions would vary
depending on project characteristics. For example, a project proposing less than 500 units or 825,000 square feet
of non-residential use that requires substantial excavation (e.g, due to contaminated soils and/or to
accommodate below-grade parking) may also exceed the construction significance criteria. Therefore,
construction of subsequent individual development projects that exceed the criteria air pollutant significance
thresholds would result in a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a:
Construction Emissions Analysis and M-AQ-4b: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, would reduce
construction-related emissions to a less-than-significant level.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-4a and M-AQ-4b, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein.

IIL.D.2  Impact AQ-6

Impact AQ-6: Development under the Plan, including proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would result in construction activities that could expose sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of fine particulate matter (PMzs) and toxic air contaminants generated by construction equipment.

Within the APEZ, construction activities undertaken by subséquent individual development projects allowed
under the Plan would adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk for adverse long-term
health risks from existing sources of air pollution. The Plan would also indirectly generate additional vehicle
trips that would result in additional parcels meeting the APEZ criteria. Construction activities using off-road
diesel equipment and vehicles in these  areas would expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air
pollution, and would be a significant impact.

The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would be publicly-funded projects and
therefore subject to the conditions of the Clean Construction Ordinance to reduce diesel emissions, and
thereby reduce related potential health risks. However, the Plan would indirectly generate additional vehicle
trips that would result in additional areas meeting the APEZ health risk criteria. Construction activities on, or
adjacent to, these parcels would adversely affect populations already at a higher risk for adverse long-term
health risks, and would be a significant impact.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impacts
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-6a: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, and M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction
Requirements, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein.
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IILE Biological Resources

IILE1  Impact BI-1

Impact BI-1: Development under to the Plan and the proposed street network changes has the potential to

adversely affect special-status species and to interfere with the movement of wildlife species.

Given the limited quality of potential habitat, neither development within the Plan area nor the proposed
street network changes would interfere substantially with migratory corridors. The proposed street network
changes may require the relocation or removal of trees within the existing sidewalk of these streets; and
demolition or renovation of existing buildings and construction of new buildings could also result in removal
of existing trees. Tree removal at the start of construction could result in impacts on nesﬁng birds, however
this impact would be less than significant with compliance with the California Fish and Game Code and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

The Plan area provides limited potential roosting habitat for two special- status bat species, western red bat
(Lasiurus blossevillii) and Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii). While the potential for their
occurrence within the Plan area is low, it is possible that these bat species could be found in trees or
underutilized buildings. Development under the Plan including the proposed street network changes and
open space improvements could result in a potentially significant impact on special-status bats.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as
provided therein. '

IILF Hazards and Hazardous Materials

MLF1  Impact HZ-3

Impact HZ-3: Demolition and renovation of buildings as part of individual development projects
implemented pursuant to the Plan could potentially expose workers and the public to hazardous building
materials including asbestos~containihg materials, lead-based paint, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), bis
(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, or result in a release of these materials into the environment

during construction.

The Plan area was nearly completely rebuilt during by the first two decades of the 20th century, after the 1906
earthquake and fire. Many of the existing buildings may contain hazardous building materials, including
asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, and electrical equipment containing PCBs. Most of the
existing buildings could also include fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light
tubes containing mercury vapors. All of these materials were commonly employed until the second half of the
20th century. If a building is demolished or renovated as part of a development project implemented pursuant
to the Plan, workers and the public could be exposed to hazardous building materials if they were not abated
prior to demolition. Compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of required procedures

(
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would ensure that potential impacts due demolition or renovation of structures with asbestos-containing
materials and lead-based paint would be less than significant.

Other hazardous building materials that could be present within the Plan area include electrical transformers
that could contain PCBs, fluorescent light ballasts that could contain PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light
tubes that could contain mercury vapors. Disruption of these materials could pose health threats for
construction workers if not properly disposed of and would be a potentially significant impact.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided therein.

SECTION IV

Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided or
Reduced to a Less-than-Significant Level

Based-on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the City finds that, where feasible,
changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated into, the Plan and proposed street network changes
to reduce the significant environmental impacts listed below as identified in the Final EIR. Although all of the
mitigation measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), attached as Exhibit B,
are adopted, for some of the impacts listed below, despite the implementation of feasible mitigation measures,
the effects remain significant and unavoidable.

It is further found, as described in this Section IV below, based on the analysis contained within the Final EIR,
other considerations in the record, and the significance criteria identified in the Final EIR, that because some
aspects of the Project could cause potentially significant impacts for which feasible mitigation measures are
not available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, those impacts remain significant and
unavoidable. It is also recognized that although mitigation measures are identified in the Final EIR that would
reduce some significant impacts, certain measures, as described in this Section IV below, are uncertain or
infeasible for reasons set forth below, and therefore those impacts remain significant and unavoidable or
potentially significant and unavoidable.

Thus, the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the Final EIR, are unavoidable. As
more fully explained in Section VII, below, under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and
CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, it is found and determined that legal, environmental,
economic, social, technological and other benefits of the Project override any remaining significant adverse
impacts of the Project for each of the significant and unavoidable impacts described below. This finding is
supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding.This finding is supported by substantial
evidence in the record of this proceeding.
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IV.A Land Use and Land Use Planning

IV.A1  Impact LU-2

Impact LU-2: Development under the Plan, including proposed open space improvements and street network
changes, would conflict with an 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. Specifically, the Plan
could result in traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets)
that exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan’s Environmental Protection Element.

The Plan would not conflict substantially with the great majority of pdlicies in the General Plan, Planning Code,
Plan Bay Area, Climate Action Plan, Bicycle Plan, Better Streets Plan, or Transit First Policy, and other regulations
that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Implementatjon of the Plan could result in siting sensitive receptors in close proximity to noise sources by
changing zoning to allow uses that may generate high noise levels, such as PDR and Places of Entertainment,
in proximity to new and existing residences. This may conflict with the General Plan’s Environmental
Protection Element, Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise
compatibility guidelines for that use.

Implementation of the Plan could result in increased traffic noise levels, which could conflict with the General
Plan’s Environmental Protection Element Policy 9.6: Discourage changes in streets which will result in greater
traffic noise in noise-sensitive areas. This impact relates specifically to the potential for implementation of the-
Plan to result in increased traffic noise levels on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and
Folsom Streets.

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for
New Development Projects and M-NO-1b: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR
finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b would reduce noise from noise-generating uses to
less-than-significant levels. However, while implementatibn of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a would reduce
traffic noise on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets, it may not be
sufficient to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the potential for a significant conflict
with the General Plan’s Environmental Protection Element Policy 9.6 would remain significant and
unavoidable with mitigation. ’

IV.A2  Impact C-LU-1

Impact C-LU-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
netwark changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative land use impact. Specifically, the Plan,
under both the one-way and two-way options for Folsom and Howard Streets, could make a considerable
contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels which would exceed the noise standards in the General
Plan’s Environmental Protection Element.
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In general, the Plan, and particularly the proposed street network changes and open space improvements,
would improve linkages within the Plan Area and serve to enhance the physical connection between and
through various parts of the Plan Area. None of the individual projects in the Plan Area is expected to
preciude or interfere with proposed public realm improvements, and many would contribute positively to
pedestrian connections, new infrastructure, and/or include open space enhancements. Therefore, the Plan
would not combine with these projects and plans and so as to result in significant cumulative impacts related
to dividing established communities.

However, implementation of the Plan could result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to
increased traffic noise, which would conflict with a General Plan policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating
or avoiding an environmental effect. The Plan, including both the one-way and two-way operation of Folsom
and Howard Streets would make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels. The EIR
identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for New
Development Projects to address this impact, and concludes that no additional mitigation measures for new
development projects have been identified to reduce this impact to less than significant. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to cumulative traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with
mitigation. '

IV.B  Cultural and Paleontological Resources

IV.B.1 Impact CP-1

Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would result in the demolition or substantial alteration of
individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic district or
conservation district located in the Plan Area, including as-yet unidentified resources, a substantial adverse

change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

The EIR finds that development under the Plan would result in the demolition or substantial alteration of
individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic district or conservation
district located in the Plan Area, including as-yet unidentified resources, causing a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The EIR concludes
that such impacts could occur as a result of individual development projects under the Plan. The EIR also
concludes that development under the Plan in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity could result in the demolition and/or alteration of historical resources, thereby
contributing considerably to a cumulative historical resources impact.

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-CP-la: Mandatory Consultation Regarding
Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Historical Resources; M-CP-1b: Documentation of Historical
Resource(s); M-CP-1c: Oral Histories; M-CP-1d: Interpretive Program; and M-CP-1e: Video Recordation to
address this impact. The EIR finds that, while the foregoing mitigation measures would reduce the adverse
impacts of the Plan on historical resources, they would not reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level
because it cannot be stated with certainty that no historical resources would be demolished or otherwise
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adversely affected in the Plan Area with implementation of the Plan. Therefore, the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.B.2 Impact C-CP-1

Impact C-CP-1: Development under the Plan, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in demolition and/or alteration of historic resources,

thereby contributing considerably to significant cumulative historical resources impacts.

The EIR finds that development under the Plan may contribute to the loss of individual historic resources and
contributors to historic districts by encouraging demolition and alteration of such resources in the Plan Area.
These impacts could combine with similar impacts in areas outside the Plan Area to result in significant
cumulative impacts in the number of individually eligible historic resources within the SoMa neighborhood
and cumulative effects to historic districts that overlap within the Plan Area and adjacent areas. The proposed
Plan could contribute considerably to this impact, and several mitigation measures have been identified and
analyzed that could mitigate this impact to less than significant, including Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a
through M-CP-1e, as noted above. However, because it is uncertain whether or not these mitigation measures
could reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable
with mitigation.

IV.C Transportation and Circulation

IV.C1  ImpactTR-3

Impact TR-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that would not be
accommodated by local transit capacity, and would cause a substantial increase in delays resulting in
adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes.

Development associated with the Plan would generate 4,160 transit trips during the a.m. peak hour, and 4,430
transit trips during the p.m. peak hour. The EIR finds that development under the Plan, including the proposed
open space improvements and street network changes, would result in significant adverse transit impacts on
Muni capacity and East Bay regional transit screenlines, and would result in transit delays for Muni, Golden
Gate Transit, and SamTrans buses. The EIR.identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a: Transit
Enhancements, M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements, and M-TR-3c, Signalization and Intersection Restriping
at Townsend/Fifth Streets to address this impact. The EIR finds that even with implementation of these
mitigation measures, iinpacts would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-TR-3a, M-TR-3b, and M-TR-3C would reduce the effect of increased ridership and could reduce the
travel time impacts or mitigate them to less-than-significant levels. However, because it is not known how much
additional funding would be generated for transit service as part of these mitigation measures, or whether
SFMTA would provide additional service on the impacted routes to fully mitigate the Plan’s impacts, the
impacts remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
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IV.C.2 Impact TR-4

Impact TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not result in pedestrian safety hazards nor result in a substantial overcrowding on

sidewalks or at corner locations, but would result in overcrowding at crosswalks.

Development associated with the Plan would generate about 10,550 pedestrian trips (4,430 transit and 6,120
walk and other modes trips) during the p.m. peak hour. New development under the Plan would result in a
substantial increase in pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicle trips in Central SoMa, which could increase the
potential for conflicts between modes. However, some of the development projects would include pedestrian
improvements, as required under the Better Streets Plan, and ongoing City projects such as the Vision Zero
effort focused on eliminating traffic deaths by 2024. The proposed street network changes include numerous
improvements to the pedestrian network including sidewalk widening to meet the standards in the Better
Streets Plan where possible, corner sidewalk extensions, pedestrian signal timing upgrades, signalized
midblock pedestrian crossings, and opening currently closed crosswalks. Impacts of the Plan related to
pedestrian safety hazards would be less than significant.

Implementation of the street network changes, in combination with the additional pedestrians generated by
development under the Plan, would result in significant pedestrian LOS impacts at the west and east crosswalks
at the intersections of Third/Mission and Fourth/Mission, and at the west crosswalks at the intersections of
Fourth/Townsend and Fourth/King during the midday and/or p.m. peak hours. The EIR identifies and analyzes
Mitigation Measure M-TR~4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks, to address this impact. The EIR finds
that even with implementation of this mitigation measure, because the feasibility of the crosswalk widening
beyond the current width is uncertain due to roadway or other physical constraints (e.g., presence of bus stops or
platforms), the pedestrian impact at the crosswalks due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant
and unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.C3 Impact TR-6

Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would result in an increased demand of on-street commercial and passenger loading and
a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply such that the loading demand during the peak hour of
loading activities would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply, would impact existing
passenger loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or significant delay that may
affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians.

Implementation of the street network changes associated with the Plan would remove on-street commercial
loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones on a number of streets either permanently or during
peak periods. The EIR finds that development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would result in significant impacts on commercial vehicle loading/unloading
activities and passenger loading/unloading activities.
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The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan
(DLOP) and M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger
Loading/Unloading Zones to address this impact.

The EIR finds that these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for disruption to traffic and transit
circulation, and impacts on pedestrians and bicycleé in the Plan Area as a result of commercial loading
activities. However, replacement of on-street loading and passenger loading/unloading zones may not always
be possible due to conditions such as existing parking prohibitions or availability of general on-street spaces
that could be converted to commercial loading spaces, or pedestrian circulation area on adjacent sidewalks.
Thus, the feasibility of providing replacement commercial loading spaces of similar length on the same block
and side of the street or within 250 feet on adjacent side streets cannot be assured in every situation where
loading spaces are removed as a result of the street network changes. Locations adjacent to transit-only lanes
would also not be ideal for loading spaces because they may introduce new conflicts between trucks and
transit vehicles. Given these considerations, the potential locations for replacing all on-street commercial
loading spaces on streets where circulation changes are proposed (i.e., Folsom, Howard, Harrison, Bryant,
Brannan, Third and Fourth Streets) are limited, and it is unlikely that a sufficient amount of spaces could be
provided to offset the net loss in supply and ensure that conflicts between trucks, bicyclists, and other vehicles
do not occur. Similarly, for passenger loading/unloading zones, replacement may not always be possible due -
“to conditions such as existing parking prohibitions or lack of general on-street spaces that could be converted
to passenger loading spaces. As such, the feasibility of providing replacement passenger loading/unloading
zones of similar length that would serve the affected properties, particularly the Moscone Center, hotels, and
the Bessie Carmichael School/Filipino Education Center, cannot be assured. For these reasons, loading
impacts, particularly during peak hour of loading activities, would remain significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.

IV.C4 . Impact TR-9

Impact TR-9: Construction activities associated with development under the Plan, including the proposed
open space improvements and street network changes, would result in substantial interference with
pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, and would result in
potentially hazardous conditions.

In general, the analysis of construction impacts is specific to individual projects, and includes a discussion of
temporary roadway and sidewalk closures, relocation of bus stops, effects on roadway circulation due to
construction trucks, and the increase in vehicle trips, transit trips and parking demand associated with
construction workers. Construction-related transportation impacts associated with individual development,
open space, or transportation projects are temporary and generally of short-term duration (e.g., typically
between two and three years), and are conducted in accordance with City requirements to ensure that they do
not substantially affect transit, pedestrian, or bicycle conditions or circulation in the area. However, given the
magnitude of projected development anticipated to occur, and the uncertainty concerning construction
schedules, construction activities associated with multiple overlapping projects under the Plan could result in
multiple travel lane closures, high volumes of trucks in the local vicinity, and travel lane and sidewalk closures.
These in turn could disrupt or delay transit, pedestrians, or bicyclists, or result in potentially hazardous
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conditions (e.g., high volumes of trucks turning at intersections). As such, the EIR finds that construction-related
transportation impacts would be significant.

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Construction Management Plan and
Construction Coordination to address this impact. The EIR finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-TR-9 would minimize, but would not eliminate, the significant impacts related to conflicts between
construction activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and vehicles. Other measures, such as imposing
sequential (i.e., non-overlapping) construction schedules for all projects in the vicinity, were considered but
deemed infeasible due to potentially lengthy delays in implementation of subsequent projects. As such,
construction-related transportation impacts-wduld remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.C5  Impact C-TR-3

Impact C-TR-3: De‘}elopment under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts on local and regional
transit providers.

Implementation of the Plan would result in significant cumulative impacts, or contribute considerably to
cumulative impacts, on capacity utilization on multiple Muni downtown screenlines and corridors, and
Central SoMa cordons and corridors. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, development under the Plan would
contribute considerably to BART ridership for travel from the East Bay during the a.m. peak hour and to the
East Bay during the p.m. peak hours, and the BART East Bay screenlines would operate at more than the
100 percent capacity utilization standard. All other regional screenlines and transit providers ware not
projected to exceed the capacity utilization standard under 2040 cumulative conditions. Implementation of the
Plan would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts, as a result of increased congestion and
transit delay on Muni, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans routes that operate within the Central SoMa
transportation study area.

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements, M-TR-3b: Boarding
Improvements, and M-TR-3¢: Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets) to
address this impact. The EIR finds that the feasibility of identified mitigation measures is uncertain and may
not be adequate to mitigate cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, implementation of
the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would
contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative local and regional
transit impacts.

IV.C.6 1mpact C-TR-4

Impact C-TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.

The Plan’s proposed street network changes, in-combination with other cumulative projects would improve the
pedestrian network in Central SoMa and enhance pedestrian safety, including for seniors and persons with
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disabilities. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, impacts related to cumulative pedestrian safety hazards would
be less than significant.

Under year 2040 cumulative conditions, the Plan would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
pedestrian impacts at one or more crosswalks at the intersections of Third/Mission, Third/Howard,
Fourth/Mission, Fourth/Howard, Fourth/Folsom, Fourth/Harrison, Fourth/Bryant, Fourth/Brannan,
Fourth/Townsend, and Fourth/King during the midday and/or p.m. peak hours. The EIR identifies and
analyzes Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks, to address this impact. The
EIR finds that because the feasibility of the crosswalk widening beyond the current width is uncertain due to
roadway or other physical constraints (e.g., presence of bus stops or platforms), the pedestrian impact at the
crosswalks due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore,
implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative
pedestrian impacts.

IV.C7  Impact C-TR-6

Impact C-TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, and the associated increased demand of on-street loading in combination with past, »
present, and reasoﬁably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to
significant cumulative loading impacts.

Implementation of the street network changes associated with the Plan would remove on-street commercial
loading spaces and passenger Ioading/dnloading zones on a number of streets either permanently or during
peak periods. These conditions would worsen with cumulative projects that also remove on-street commercial
loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones, resulting in significant cumulative impacts. The EIR
identifies and analyzes The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a: Driveway and
Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) and M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces
and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones to address this impact. The EIR finds that because the feasibility of
providing replacement commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones of similar lengths
is uncertain, loading impacts due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant and unavoidable.
Therefore, implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with
mitigation cumulative loading impacts.

IV.D Noise and Vibration

IV.D.1  Impact NO-1

Impact NO-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, would generate
noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco
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General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code), and would result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise above existing levels.

Traffic Noise Impacts

Noise modeling was undertaken for 149 street segments to evaluate changes in traffic noise between existing
conditions and each of the three development scenarios: (1) Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan;
(2) Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one-way); and
(3) Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-way). The results
of the traffic noise modeling revealed that effects of Plan-generated growth on the existing noise environment
would be relatively limited.

Under the Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan scenario, traffic increases would result in noise increases
of 2.5 dBA or less. Therefore, traffic generated by anticipated Plan Area development alone would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels, and would not expose persons to noise levels in excess of
standards in the San Francisco General Plan. When compared to the three dBA perceptibility threshold, a 2.5 dBA
noise increase would have a less-than-significant impact on existing residential and other noise-sensitive uses.
The proposed open space improvements would generate little, if any, new vehicular traffic and, accordingly,
would result in little or no increase in indirect traffic-generated noise.

Under the Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one-way)
scenario, traffic increases would result in would result in noise increases of 2.4 dBA or less along study
segments; these increases of less than three dBA would not be noticeable and would be less than significant.

Under the Existing.+ Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-way)
scenario, two street segments would experie