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FILE NO. 180849 ORDINANCE . J. 

1 [General Plan Amendment - Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending various elements of the General Plan and amending the Central 

4 Waterfront Area Plan within the General Plan to address and incorporate the Central 

5 Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan; affirming the Planning Commission's 

6 findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, making findings of 

7 consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 

8 Section 101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare 

9 under Planning Code, Section 340. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikT'-through italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
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: 

17 Section 1. General Findings. 

18 (a) The Board of Supervisors, in Ordinance No. 297-08, adopted the Central 

19 Waterfront Area Plan ("Area Plan") in December 2008. A copy of said ordinance is on file with 

20 the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 081152 and is incorporated herein by 

21 reference. 

22 (b) The Area Plan was adopted with various other area plans comprising the Eastern 

23 Neighborhoods, comprehensively rezoning those neighborhoods to: 1) ensure a stable future 

24 for Production, Distribution and Repair ("PDR") businesses in the city, mainly by reserving a 

25 certain amount of land for this purpose and 2) to provide a significant amount of new housing 
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1 affordable to low, moderate and middle income families and individuals, along with "complete 

2 neighborhoods" that provide appropriate amenities for these new residents. 

3 (c) The Area Plan established Key Principles, calling for future plans for transportation, 

4 open space, community facilities, and other critical elements of complete neighborhoods. 

5 (d) The Area Plan called for further study to more specifically identify public realm 

6 needs and potential projects within the Area Plan. 

7 (e) The public realm is comprised of complete streets, open spaces, and parks. 

8 (f) The Planning Department launched the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public 

9 Realm Plan ("Public Realm Plan") in September 2015 in partnership with Public Works, the 

1 O Municipal Transportation Agency, the Port of San Francisco, and the Recreation and Park 

11 Department. 

12 (g) The Planning Department and other agency partners led a robust public process 

13 from September 2015 to November 2017 engaging numerous community stakeholders to 

14 develop the Public Realm Plan. 

15 (h) The Public Realm Plan presents specific recommendations for implementing Built 

16 Form, Transportation, Streets and Open Space Objectives, and Policies of the Central 

17 Waterfront Area Plan. 

18 

19 Section 2. Environmental Findings. 

20 (a) On August 7, 2008, after a duly noticed public meeting, the Planning Commission 

21 in Motion No. 17659 certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the 

22 Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, including the Central Waterfront Plan Area and various 

23 General Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning Map amendments (the "Project") in accordance 

24 with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (California Public Resources Code 

25 Sections 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Sections 15000 et seq.), 
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1 and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning 

2 Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 

3 No. 081152 and are incorporated herein by reference. 

4 (b) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR, 

5 the Planning Commission in Motion No. 17661 adopted CEQA Findings with respect to the 

6 approval of the proposed Project and other actions. The CEQA Findings adopted by the 

7 Planning Commission with respect to the approval of the Project, including the rejection of 

8 alternatives, a statement of overriding considerations, and a mitigation monitoring and 

9 reporting program among other administrative record documents are on file with the Clerk of 

1 O the Board in File No. 081152. The Board of Supervisors in Ordinance No. 297-08 adopted 

11 these environmental findings as its own. These and any and all other documents referenced. 

12 in Ordinance No. 297-08 were made available to the Board of Supervisors and may be found 

13 in either the files of the Planning Department, as its custodian of records, at 1650 Mission 

14 Street in San Francisco, or in File No. 081152 with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at 1 

15 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, and are incorporated herein by reference. 

16 (c) On May 2, 2018, the Planning Department issued an addendum to the Final EIR 

17 that analyzed the Public Realm Plan (the "Public Realm Plan Addendum"), a copy of which is 

18 on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 180849 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

19 (d) Based on the Public Realm Plan Addendum, the Planning Commission in 

20 Resolution No. 180849 found that no substantial changes have occurred in the Project 

21 proposed for approval under this ordinance that will require revisions in the Final EIR due to 

22 the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 

23 severity of previously identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with 

24 respect to the circumstances under which the Project proposed for approval under this 

25 ordinance are undertaken which will require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the 
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1 involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of effects 

2 identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of substantial importance to the Project as 

3 proposed for approval in this ordinance has become available which indicates that (1) the 

4 Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant 

5 environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives 

6 found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible 

7 or (4) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those in the 

8 Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 

9 Consequently, the Board of Supervisors relies on the CEQA findings it adopted in Ordinance 

1 o No. 297-08, the Public Realm Plan Addendum, and the environmental findings of the Planning 

11 Commission in Resolution No. 20260 for purposes of the actions in this ordinance and adopts 

12 these findings as its own. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 20260 is on file 

13 with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 180849 and is incorporated herein by 

14 reference. 

15 

16 Section 3. General Plan and Planning Code Section 340 Findings. 

17 (a) Section 4.105 of the Charter provides that the Planning Commission shall 

18 periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for approval or rejection, proposed 

19 amendments to the General Plan. 

20 (b) Planning Code Section 340 provides that the Planning Commission may initiate an 

21 amendment to the General Plan by a resolution of intention, which refers to, and incorporates 

22 by reference, the proposed General Plan amendments. Section 340 further provides that the 

23 Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendments after a public 

24 hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience, and general 

25 welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the Commission 
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1 in whole or in part, the proposed amendments shall be presented to the Board of Supervisors, 

2 which may approve or reject the amendments by a majority vote. 

3 (c) After a duly noticed public hearing on June 28, 2018 in Resolution No. 20226, the 

4 Planning Commission initiated amendments to the General Plan. Said Resolution is on file 

5 with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 180849 and incorporated herein by 

6 reference. 

7 (d) On August 23, 2018, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20260, adopted 

8 findings regarding the City's General Plan, eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 

9 101.1, and Planning Code Section 340. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

1 O the Board of Supervisors in File No. 180849 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

11 (e) On June 28, 2018, the Board of Supervisors received from the Planning 

12 Department the proposed General Plan amendments related to the Public Realm Plan (the 

13 "''Plan Amendments"). These Plan Amendments, including maps, diagrams, and text changes 

14 are on file with the· Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 180849 and are incorporated 

15 herein by reference. 

16 (f) Section 4.105 of the City Charter further provides that if the Board of Supervisors 

17 fails to Act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed Plan Amendments, then the proposed 

18 amendments shall be deemed approved. 

19 (g) The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the 

20 Plan Amendments set forth in this ordinance and in documents on file with the Clerk of the 

21 Board in File No. 180849 will serve the public necessity, convenience and general welfare for 

22 the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20260. The Board hereby 

23 adopts these Planning Commission findings as its own. 

24 (h) The Board of Supervisors finds that the Plan Amendments are, on balance, in 

25 conformity with the General Plan, as it is amended by this ordinance, and the eight priority 
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1 (h) The Board of Supervisors finds that the Plan Amendments are, on balance, in 

2 conformity with the General Plan, as it is amended by this ordinance, and the eight priority 

3 policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission 

4 Resolution No. 20260. The Board hereby adopts these Planning Commission findings as its 

5 own. 

6 

7 Section 4. Central Waterfront Plan Amendments and General Plan Amendments. 

8 (a) The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Central Waterfront Plan and the 

9 General Plan amendments, both as recommended to the Board of Supervisors by the 

1 O Planning Commission in Resolution No. 20260, and directs the Planning Department to 

11 update the General Plan's Land Use Index to reflect these amendments. 

12 (b) The Central Waterfront Area Plan Amendments. The Central Waterfront Area 

13 Plan is amended by making the following additions and revisions: 

14 (1) Add a Section 9 to the Central Waterfront Area Plan titled "Public Realm 

15 Implementation": 

16 PUBLIC REALM IMPLEMENTATION. 

17 The Planning Department, in partnership with Public Works, the Municipal Transportation 

18 Agency, the Port o[San Francisco, and the Recreation and Park Department, led a robust public 

19 process from September 2015 to November 2017 engaging numerous community stakeholders to 

20 develop the Central Waterfront- Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. The Public Realm Plan developed 

21 specific recommendations for implementing Built Form, Transportation, Streets, and Open Space 

22 Objectives and Policies of the Central Waterfront Area Plan. The 2018 Central Waterfront-Dogpatch 

23 Public Realm Plan serves as the guiding framework for the investment of complete streets, parks, and 

24 open spaces within the Central Waterfront- Dogpatch Public Realm Plan Area. This Public Realm 

25 
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1 Plan, which may be amended from time to time at the discretion o[the Planning Commission, is 

2 incorporated herein bv reference. 

3 Objective 9.1 DESIGN AND IMPLEMENT COMPLETE STREETS AND OPEN SPACE 

4 IMPROVEMENTS CONSISTENT WITH THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT-DOGPATCH 

5 PUBLIC REALM PLAN. 

6 Policy 9.1.1 Encourage new development in the Central Waterfront- Dogpatch Public Realm 

7 Plan area to implement complete streets improvements recommended in the 2018 Central Waterfront-

8 Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, pending necessary review and approvals of the pertinent City agencies. 

9 Policy 9.1.2 The City shall seek to implement the 2018 Central Watertront-Dogpatch Public 

10 · Realm Plan to the maximum extent feasible, both through its oversight and permitting ofprivately 

11 sponsored street improvements as well as City-sponsored improvements. 

12 (2) Update Map 4, Pedestrian/Bicycle/Traffic Calming Improvements, with a boundary 

13 around the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan area with a line that directs the 

14 reader to a reference that states: CENTRAL WATERFRONT -DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM 

15 PLAN: The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed concept designs for Complete Streets and Open Spaces 

16 in this Public Realm Plan Area. Please refer to that Public Realm Plan for more specific 

17 recommendations for implementation. 

18 (3) Update Map 5, Streets and Open Space Concept, with a boundary around the 

19 Central Waterfront - Dog patch Public Realm Plan area with a line that directs the reader to a 

20 reference that states: CENTRAL WATERFRONT-DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM PLAN: The 2018 

21 Public Realm Plan developed concept designs for Complete Streets and Open Spaces in this Public 

22 Realm Plan Area. Please refer to that Public Realm Plan for more specific recommendations for 

23 implementation. 

24 (c) General Plan Amendments. The General Plan is amended by making the 

25 following additions and revisions: 
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1 (1) Recreation and Open Space Element. 

2 (i) Amend "Southeastern Waterfront" section of Policy 2.4 as follows: 

3 The r-eeentcontinued development of Mission Bay, the passage of the Eastern 

4 Neighborhoods plans (Mission, East SoMa, tmd-Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central 

5 Waterfront Area Plans), and the India Basin Shoreline Plan, and the proposed Candlestick Point 

6 and Hunters Point Shipyard developments will bring growth, which will require increased 

7 access and open spaces throughout the Southeast. Most of these plans are accompanied by 

8 preliminary open space strategies for parkland along the waterfront, where active water-

9 oriented uses such as shoreline fishing, swimming, and boating should be promoted. The 

10 2018 Central Waterfront-Dogpatch Public Realm Plan includes additional, more specific 

11 recommendations for the Central Waterfront- Dogpatch Public Realm Plan area. 

12 (ii) Amend "Blue Greenway: Warm Water Cove" section of Policy 2.4 as 

13 follows: 

14 This isolated park has the opportunity to be improved and expanded by up to three 

15 acres to provide access to the City's eastern shoreline and to provide recreational 

16 opportunities to the growing population. The 2018 Central Waterfront-Dogpatch Public Realm 

17 Plan includes concept designs for this site to guide future expansion and enhancements. 

18 (iii) Update Map 1 Existing Open Space and Map 3 Existing and 

19 Proposed Open Space with a footnote stating the following: The map is to be used for reference 

20 purposes only. For parcel specific details, please refer to adopted area plans. The 2018 Central 

21 Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan conducted an updated inventory ofparks and open spaces 

22 within a quarter mile o(the Central Waterfront Plan Area. 

23 (2) Urban Design Element. 

24 (i) Update Map 2, the Plan for Street Landscaping and Lighting map, with 

25 the following: Add a boundary around the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan 
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1 area with a line that leads to a reference that states: CENTRAL WATERFRONT -DOGPATCH 

2 PUBLIC REALM PLAN: The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed concept designs for Complete Streets 

3 and Open Spaces in this Public Realm Plan area. Please refer to that Public Realm Plan for more 

4 specific recommendations for implementation. 

5 (3) Transportation Element. 

6 (i) Update Map 11, Citywide Pedestrian Network, with the following: Add 

7 a boundary around the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan area with a line that 

8 leads to a reference that states: CENTRAL WATERFRONT-DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM PLAN: 

9 The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed concept designs for Complete Streets and Open Spaces in this 

10 Public Realm Plan area. Please refer to that Public Realm Plan (or more specific recommendations (or 

11 implementation. 

12 (ii) Update Map 12, Neighborhood Pedestrian Streets, with the following: 

13 Add a boundary around the Central Waterfront - Dog patch Public Realm Plan area with a line 

14 that leads to a reference that states: CENTRAL WATERFRONT-DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM 

15 PLAN· The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed concept designs for Complete Streets and Open Spaces 

16 in this Public Realm Plan area. Please refer to that Public Realm Plan (or more specific 

17 recommendations (or implementation. 

18 (iii) Update Map 13, Recommended Near-Term and Long-Term 

19 Improvements to the Bicycle Route Network, with the following: Add a boundary around the 

20 Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan area with a line that leads to a reference 

21 that states: CENTRAL WATERFRONT-DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM PLAN: The 2018 Public 

22 Realm Plan developed concept designs (or Complete Streets and Open Spaces in this Public Realm 

23 Plan area. Please refer to that Public Realm Plan (or more specific recommendations (or 

24 implementation. 

25 

Supervisor Cohen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 9 



1 Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

2 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

3 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

4 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

5 

6 Section 6. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

7 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

8 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the General 

9 Plan that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

1 O additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

11 the official title of the ordinance. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 
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FILE NO. 180849 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[General Plan Amendment - Central Waterfront - Dog patch Public Realm Plan] 

Ordinance amending various elements of the General Plan and amending the Central 
Waterfront Area Plan within the General Plan to address and incorporate the Central 
Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, affirming the Planning Commission's 
findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1, and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare 
under Planning Code, Section 340. 

Existing Law 

The City's General Plan is comprised of various elements that contain objectives, policies, 
maps, and other components. These elements include Recreation and Open Space, Urban 
Design, and Transportation, among others. The General Plan also includes specific 
neighborhood plan areas, such as the Central Waterfront Area Plan, that in turn contain their 
own objectives, policies, and other components. The Planning Commission initiates General 
Plan amendments under a process specified in Planning Code Section 340, and, after the 
Planning Commission recommends Board action on the General Plan amendment, the 
legislation is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 

Amendments to Current Law 

To address the Center Waterfront- Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, this legislation would 
amend the General Plan by revising various policies and maps in the Recreation and Open 
Space, Urban Design, and Transportation Elements. The legislation also would amend the 
Central Waterfront Area Plan by adding an implementation policy and new objective and 
revising various maps. The ordinance would make findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, findings of consistency with the General Plan as proposed for 
amendment and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of 
public necessity under Planning Code Section 340. 

n:\legana\as2018\1800607\01301310.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission 1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

Resolution No. 2226 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

HEARING DATE JUNE 28, 2018 Reception:
415.558.6378

Project Name: General Plan Amendments: The Central Waterfront — Dogpatch Public F~~

Realm Plan 
415.558.6409

Case Number: 2015-001821 GPA [Board File No. TBD] Planning

Initiated by: Planning Commission Information:

Staff Contact:
415.558.6377

Robin Abad Ocubillo, Citywide Long Range Planning &Policy

Robin.Abad@sfgov.org, 415-575-9123

Reviewed by: Aaron D Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs

aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362

Neil Hrushowy, Manager of City Design Group

Neil.hrushowy@sfgov.org, 415- 558-6471

ADOPTING A RESOLUTION OF INTENTION TO INITIATE AMENDMENTS TO VARIOUS
ELEMENTS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN AND THE CENTRAL
WATERFRONT AREA PLAN WITHIN THE GENERAL PLAN TO ADDRESS AND

INCORPORATE THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT — DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM.

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that the

Planning Department shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection

proposed amendments to the General Plan; and

WHEREAS, The Central Waterfront Area Plan, adopted in 2008, sets forth objectives and policies that

address policy level issues pertaining to land use, transportation, urban design, built form, streets and

open space, housing, historic resources, community facilities and economic development; and

WHEREAS, The Central Waterfront Area plan provides a legal framework to further study and address

public infrastructure needs within the Plan Area but does not specify an implementation roadmap that

guides and prioritizes the investment of complete streets, parks and open spaces. Under the Central

Waterfront Area Plan, the Dogpatch neighborhood has continued to grow, accommodating both new

housing and neighborhood commercial services, but investment in the public realm has not kept up with

the growth of the neighborhood. In order to keep up with the rapid change the neighborhood is

undergoing, a clear guiding framework is needed to implement these objectives and policies, in particular

for the public rights-of-way and open spaces where multiple jurisdictions overlap; and

WHEREAS, Recognizing the need for an implementation roadmap, in 2015 an interagency team made up

of the Planning Department, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Public Works, SF Port, and

Recreation and Park Department, was formed to kick off the Central Waterfront — Dogpatch Public Realm

Plan process;

www.sfplanning,c~rg



Resolution No. 20226 Case No. 2015-001821GPA
June 28, 2018 Initiation of General Plan Amendments

WHEREAS, The Planning Department and the interagency team led a robust public process from

September 2015 to November 2017 engaging numerous community stakeholders to solicit input to

develop the Central Waterfront — Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, including five public workshops, over 20

focus group meetings, and distributed four distinct online surveys; and,

WHEREAS, The Central Waterfront — Dogpatch Public Realm Plan is intended to serve as the guiding

framework for the investment of complete streets, parks and open spaces within the Central Waterfront —

Dogpatch Public Realm Plan Area. Future public and private projects would follow the guidance and

prioritization framework set forth in the Central Waterfront — Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, which would

help ensure that public realm improvements be performed in a holistic manner and with respect to the

local context; and,

WHEREAS, T'he San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt Central Waterfront — Dogpatch

Public Realm Plan by reference and to amend the Central Waterfront Area Plan within the General Plan

to incorporate the Central Waterfront — Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. The vision and implementation

strategies in the Public Realm Plan are consistent with the existing General Plan. However, a number of

amendments to various elements of the General Plan are required to further achieve the vision and goals

of the Central Waterfront — Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. Proposed amendments to the General Plan are

attached as Exhibit E. The City Attorney's Office has reviewed the draft ordinance and approved it as to

form; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public

hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider initiation of the proposed Ordinance on June 28,

2018; and,

WHEREAS, on May 2, 2018 the Planning Department determined that no supplemental environmental

review is required for the proposed Ordinance. The environmental effects of this plan have been

adequately analyzed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") in the Final

Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") previously prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and

Area Plans project. The Planning Department reviewed the proposed plan in accordance with CEQA

Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164. The Planning Department found that implementation of the

proposed plan would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIR or result in a

substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation

measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to

circumstances surrounding the original project that would cause significant environmental impacts to

which the modified project would contribute considerably, and no new information has been put forward

which shows that the modified project would cause significant environmental impacts.. Based on the

foregoing and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 and San Francisco Administrative

Code Section 31.19(c)(1), the Planning Department documented the reasons that no subsequent

environmental review is required for the Dogpatch Public Realm Plan and issued an Addendum to the

Final Environmental Impact Report, attached as Exhibit B to this case report for reference. The Planning

Commission finds the Addendum to the EIR, under Case No. 2015-001821ENV, is adequate, accurate and

objective, reflects the independent analysis and judgment of the Planning Department and the Planning

Commission, and concurs with said determination.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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Resolution No. 20226 Case No. 2015-001821GPA
June 28, 2018 Initiation of General Plan Amendments

WHEREAS, the Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing

and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of Department staff

and other interested parties; and

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of

records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), the Commission adopts a Resolution to initiate

amendments to the General Plan;

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 306.3, the Commission

authorizes the Department to provide appropriate notice for a public hearing to consider the above

referenced General Plan amendments contained in the draft ordinance, approved as to form by the City

Attorney in Exhibit E, to be considered at a publicly noticed hearing on or after August 23, 2018.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on June 28,

2018.

Jonas oni

Commission Secretary

AYES: Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore, Richards

NOES: None

ABSENT: Hillis

ADOPTED: June 28, 2018

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT























Addendum #3 to Environmental Impact Report 

Addendum Date: May 2, 2018
Case No.: 2015 001821ENV
Project Title: Dogpatch Public Realm Plan
EIR: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR

SCL No. 1984061912, certified August 7, 2008
Block/Lots: Various
Lot Size: Various
Project Sponsor: San Francisco Planning Department
Sponsor Contact: Robin Abad, Citywide Planning, 415 575 9123
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department
Staff Contact: Alesia Hsiao – 415 575 9044

alesia.hsiao@sfgov.org

The purpose of this addendum to the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR is to
substantiate the Planning Department’s determination that no supplemental environmental review is
required for the proposed Dogpatch Public Realm Plan (DPRP) (“proposed project”) because the
environmental effects of the DPRP have been adequately analyzed pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) in a Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) previously
prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. This addendum describes the
proposed project’s relationship to the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans FEIR and the
Central Waterfront Area Plan, analyzes the proposed project in the context of the previous environmental
review, and summarizes the potential environmental effects that may occur as a result of implementing
the DPRP.

BACKGROUND
The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Project was adopted in December 2008. The project
was adopted in part to support housing development in some areas previously zoned for industrial uses,
while preserving an adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair
(“PDR” or generally light industrial) employment and businesses. The project established new zoning
districts that permit PDR uses exclusively; in combination with commercial uses; in districts mixing
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; as well as new residential only districts.
The zoning districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single use, and mixed use
districts. The project also resulted in amendments to height and bulk districts in some areas to
accommodate anticipated residential and commercial growth.

In conjunction with the Planning Code amendments, the Planning Department developed area plans for
the East South of Market Area (“East SoMa”), the Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and the
Central Waterfront for inclusion in the General Plan. These area plans address policy level issues
pertaining to land use, transportation, urban design (including building heights and urban form), open
space, housing, historic resources, community facilities and economic development. The overarching
objective of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans is to address key policy objectives that both ensure a
stable future for PDR businesses in the city, mainly by reserving a certain amount of land for PDR use
and also provide a substantial amount of new housing, particularly affordable housing, in appropriate
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areas that create “complete neighborhoods” by providing appropriate amenities and services for area
residents and workers.

During the Eastern Neighborhoods adoption phase, the Planning Commission held public hearings to
consider the various aspects of the proposed area plans, and Planning Code and Zoning Map
amendments. On August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods Final
EIR by Motion 176592 and adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of
Supervisors. The mayor signed the final legislation on December 19, 2008.

Final Environmental Impact Report
The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR is a comprehensive, programmatic document that analyzes the
environmental effects of implementing the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, as well as
the environmental impacts under several alternative zoning scenarios. The Draft EIR evaluated three
rezoning alternatives (“Options A, B and C”), two community proposed alternatives that focused largely
on the Mission District, and a No Project alternative. The alternatives varied in the amount of potential
area wide land supply that would be zoned for PDR, mixed use or residential use compared to existing
conditions at the time. Option A retained the greatest amount of land supply for PDR use within the
2,300 acre plan area; Option C the least, and designated comparatively more expansive areas of
residential and mixed use zoning throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods and a lesser amount of land
area exclusively for PDR use. Option B sought to balance the disposition of land uses between Options A
and C. The alternative selected, or the “Preferred Project”, was analyzed in the EIR’s Response to
Comments document and represented a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission
adopted the Preferred Project after fully considering its environmental effects and the various
alternatives discussed in the FEIR.

The Final EIR included analyses of environmental issues associated with amended use and height
districts and new General Plan policies including: land use; visual quality and urban design; population,
housing, business activity, and employment (growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality;
parks, recreation and open space; shadow; archeological resources; historic architectural resources;
hazards; and other issues not addressed in the previously issued initial study for the Eastern
Neighborhoods project. No specific development projects were analyzed as part of the FEIR.

On September 12th, 2012, Addendum #1 to the FEIR was published (“Art & Design Educational Special
Use District”) that examined environmental impacts of the creation of an Art and Design Special Use
District (SUD) and its application to five contiguous lots near 1111 8th Street in the Showplace
Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan area. The SUD was intended to facilitate the continued operation of the
California College and the Arts and provide a regulatory scheme for a potential future expansion.
Addendum #1 concluded that implementation of the SUD would not cause new significant impacts not
identified in the FEIR, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
impacts.

On March 1, 2017, Addendum #2 to the FEIR was published (“UMU Heights Amendment”), which
proposed an ordinance that would amend the San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Map to prohibit
gym and massage uses in the PDR zoning districts, eliminate the Transit Oriented Retail Special Use
District which includes all parcels in PDR districts along 16th Street from Mission Street to Potrero
Avenue, and raise the allowable heights of certain parcels within the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) Zoning
District. The former two items were not defined as projects under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 and
15060(c)(2) because they do not result in a physical change in the environment. Therefore, Addendum #2
examined only the potential environmental impacts of the UMU Height Amendments. Addendum #2
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concluded that implementation of the proposed UMU Height Amendments would not cause new
significant impacts not identified in the FEIR, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce
significant impacts.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project sponsor, the Planning Department in coordination with the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, San Francisco Public Works, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, and
the Port of San Francisco is proposing to implement the DPRP, as an interagency effort to guide public
investment in open space infrastructure and streetscape improvements within the Central Waterfront
Plan Area. The DPRP builds on the Central Waterfront Area Plan policies and the Blue Greenway
Planning and Design Guidelines by addressing several improvement measures to enhance pedestrian
safety and support upgrades to existing park and recreation facilities. Specifically, the Central Waterfront
Area Plan, adopted in December 2008 includes numerous policies and objectives that call for open space
and street improvements to promote the safety, connectivity, and sustainability of the Dogpatch
neighborhood. The DPRP was developed as an implementation tool for policies related to open spaces
and streetscape improvements in the area. The DPRP area generally encompasses the project area south
of Mariposa Street, east of Pennsylvania Street, north of Islais Creek Channel, and west of the San
Francisco Bay, excluding the Port’s Pier 80 cargo facilities.

This addendum reviews the proposed DPRP in the context of the analysis conducted as part of the FEIR,
particularly as captured within the FEIR’s land use (zoning) and height district alternatives. Any future
projects that could entail new development, changes of use or new uses, or alterations to existing
structures and streetscapes that adoption of the DPRP would facilitate are unknown at this time because
no specific development projects are proposed and being analyzed at this time. Therefore, future
streetscape and open space improvement projects under the DPRP would be subject to project specific
environmental review. Each of the project components is further discussed below. In general, the intent
of the proposed improvements is to reinvest in facilities and amenities to make parks and open spaces
more resilient, sustainable, and serviceable and to improve the appearance, circulation, access, and
pedestrian and bicycle experience along the streets and sidewalks within the Dogpatch neighborhood.

Although project specific construction details (e.g., construction equipment, duration, amount of
excavation, etc.) associated with future streetscape and open space improvements under the DPRP are
not known at this time, they are expected to be well within the construction intensity and durations
described and evaluated in the FEIR. This is because construction of streetscape improvements and open
spaces would generally be less intensive and typically shorter in duration than construction of
development projects (e.g., buildings). Moreover, as discussed throughout this Addendum, FEIR
mitigation measures that would be applicable to development projects would likewise be applicable to
the proposed streetscape and open space improvements under the DPRP.

In general, it is not expected that the proposed streetscape and open space improvement would
incentivize new building development throughout the Central Waterfront/Dogpatch area or induce
population growth within the Central Waterfront/Dogpatch area beyond what was already considered in
the FEIR. Therefore, only direct construction and operational impacts of the DPRP are considered in this
Addendum.
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Open Space Improvements 

The DPRP proposes open space improvements within Esprit Park, Tunnel Top Park, Warm Water Cove
Park, Minnesota Grove, Woods Yard Park, and Progress Park, as shown in Figure 1, Proposed Open
Space Improvements by the Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, p. 28.

Esprit Park
Esprit Park is a 1.83 acre park located between Minnesota Street and Indiana Street and between 19th

Street and 20th Street, owned by San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Esprit Park is a well
groomed field, bordered with benches, redwood trees, and picnic areas in the southwest and southeast
corners. The site elevations vary from 44 feet San Francisco Datum at the northern park boundary to 48
feet San Francisco Datum at the southern park boundary.

The proposed layout of Esprit Park would expand the existing two meadow areas (North and South
Meadows) from 31,500 sf, up to 5,000 sf, divided by a universal play area within the central portion of the
park. North and South Meadows would be surrounded by trees, forest groves, picnic and seating areas,
and parcourse and active equipment areas. The improvements at Esprit Park consist of five key elements
including: the restoration of original planting design and tree rehabilitation; addition and replacement of
signs, watering stations, trash receptacles, parcourse and active exercise equipment; improvements to
paths, hardscapes, sidewalks and streets; providing additional lighting along pedestrian paths; and
installation of sub grade drainage and site engineering services. Hardscape and sidewalk improvements
include primary and secondary circulation paths consisting of natural stone paved hardscapes and
permeable surfaces, a midblock path entrance on Indiana Street and Minnesota Street, sidewalk, paving,
and street planting along the perimeter of Minnesota Street. Streetscape improvements include curb bulb
outs along the north and south corners of Minnesota Street and designing one of the entrances to Esprit
Park to accommodate Recreation and Park vehicles.

Tunnel Top Park
Tunnel Top Park is a 0.7 acre park located at 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue on the southwest corner of 25th

Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, atop the CalTrain tunnel. Tunnel Top Park is owned by CalTrain. The
existing site has a flat area and open space for community gathering and recreation. The site elevations
vary from 70 feet San Francisco Datum at the northern park boundary to 55 feet San Francisco Datum at
the southern park boundary.

The proposed layout of Tunnel Top Park would include an arc like multi use plaza with performance
stage, a dog play area, a universal play area and wooden seating within the central portion of the park.
The proposed improvements at Tunnel Top Park consist of internal circulation paths to ensure American
with Disabilities Act (ADA) access to park facilities, fencing or similar structures to delineate functional
use areas, a solar powered nighttime lighting program, and the development of a planting plan using
native and well adapted species. The improvements at Tunnel Top Park consist of two main elements
including the addition of furnishings and equipment and improvements to paths and hardscapes. The
addition of furnishings could include concrete seatwalls, wooden seating, overlook areas, a small
performance stage, and steel vine structures. Equipment such as a dog play area and a universal play
area with play slides could be added. Paths and hardscapes improvements could include site walls along
the arc shaped plaza, and internal circulation paths consisting of decomposed granite paving line the
park from the western side of the park to the eastern portion of the plaza. A corner bulbout at
Pennsylvania and 25th Street and a mid block bulbout along Pennsylvania Avenue would also be
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proposed to help define park entry points and create a gateway aspect. There would be no substantial
grading as the park is located atop the Caltrain tunnel.

WarmWater Cove Park
Warm Water Cove Park is a 1.5 acre park located at the end of 24th Street and east of Michigan Street, and
owned by the Port of San Francisco. The existing site is within the Blue Greenway1 offering scenic vistas
of the waterfront with narrow walking paths, drought tolerant landscaping, and benches. No lighting
currently exists at the park. The site elevations vary from 17 feet San Francisco Datum at the northern
park boundary to 10 feet San Francisco Datum at the southeastern park boundary.

The proposed project under the DPRP is to expand the park by approximately 2.5 acres (for a total of
approximately 4 acres) to the south including new vegetation, lighting, site furnishings, public art and
enhanced safety features, as envisioned in the San Francisco Port’s Blue Green Design Guidelines. The
improvements at Warm Water Cove Park are comprised of six key elements, including planting and
landscaping design focused on restoring and preserving coastal grasslands, and coast live oak
woodlands; the construction of the landscape strormwater treatment swales and native landscaping to
treat stormwater runoff from associated planned adjacent Port Pier 80 (Western Pacific Site) land
improvements; the addition of furnishings and equipment utilizing a flex space with outdoor seating
areas for community gathering and passive recreation space created with lawn, terraced seating, and
drumlin landscape mounds; the addition and improvements to circulation, paths, and hardscapes; the
addition of public art features including pier posts, art pavilion, sculpture gardens, steel pergolas,
hammock gardens, boulder fields, and gabion walls; and the addition of nighttime lighting designed and
located away from sensitive habitat areas. Circulation, paths and hardscapes improvements could
include an entry plaza created at 24th Street and 25th Street, which would connect to the Bay Trail.
Secondary circulation pathways could be raised with permeable material options including patterned
concrete paving, wood, and metal. In addition, a boardwalk located over the landscape swales could be
provided for continuous pedestrian circulation, where feasible.

Minnesota Grove
Minnesota Grove is a 0.4 acre area located on Minnesota Street between 24th and 25th Street, and owned
by San Francisco Public Works. The existing site is along Minnesota Street, a neighborhood street that has
one northbound travel lane and one southbound travel lane. The eastern portion of the site is lined with a
retaining wall filled with trees, shrubs, and vegetation. The site elevations vary from 17 feet to 29 feet San
Francisco Datum.

Under the DRPR, the proposed layout of Minnesota Grove would be expanded to the south and a
continuous pedestrian path with a landscaped buffer would be provided to the intersection of Minnesota
and 25th Street. The proposed improvements at Minnesota Grove would reconfigure and regrade the
existing path to provide ADA accessibility, provide seating, redesign the existing retaining wall to
improve visibility for drivers, and ensure the design and landscape of the expansion carries over the
existing theme and surroundings of the area.

1 The Blue Greenway is a City project to improve a 13 mile long portion of the 500 mile long, nine county, region wide Bay Trail as
well as the newly established San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail and associated waterfront open space system. (Port of San
Francisco, Blue Greenway – Planning and Design Guidelines. July, 2012. Available: http://sfport.com/blue greenway project, Accessed
April 10, 2018).
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Woods Yard Park
Woods Yard Park is a 0.3 acre park located on the southeast corner of 22nd Street and Indiana Street, and
owned by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Woods Yard Park is a block
long open space with two grassy areas, a few shade trees, and a large sand pit for children. The site
elevation is 38 feet San Francisco Datum.

Under the DPRP, the proposed improvements at Woods Yard Park include demolishing existing concrete
areas to provide more planted areas, potentially relocating or replacing existing children s play area,
addition of more vegetation and trees, installation of solar powered nighttime lighting, installation of
adult fitness equipment, and installation of more seating and benches.

Progress Park
Progress Park is a 0.5 acre open space area located between Indiana and Iowa Streets, north of 25th Street,
owned by California Department of Transportation. The park site consists of planted areas and some
lightly hardscaped areas with adult exercise equipment. The site elevations vary from 23 feet San
Francisco Datum along the northern park boundary to 17 feet San Francisco Datum along the southern
park boundary.

The proposed project would expand the park’s footprint up to 419,500 square feet into other California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) owned parcels to the north, west, and south. Under the DPRP,
the proposed improvements to Progress Park would include additional planted areas, expanded dog
play facilities (dog run or dog play area), and active recreation facilities such as sports courts or fields.
New nighttime lighting is also proposed.

While the FEIR project description included some open spaces as part of the project description,
improvements at Progress Park and Minnesota Grove, specifically, were not anticipated at that time.
However, construction characteristics associated with these two parks, as well as their operational uses,
would be largely the same as other parks that were considered in the FEIR. Therefore, impacts associated
with these two open spaces would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIR, or result
in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and no new
mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts at these two open spaces,
specifically.

Streetscape Improvements 

Plan Area Streetscape Improvements
The DPRP also proposes streetscape improvements, which would include designated and safe pedestrian
paths of travel along PDR frontages that do not conflict with PDR operations and loading needs,
construction of sidewalks that are currently legislated but unbuilt curb bulb outs, where they don’t
impede access required of PDR and maritime cargo operations marked crosswalks, raised midblock
crossings, and a bike route, as shown in Figure 2, Proposed Street Improvements by the Dogpatch Public
Realm Plan, p. 29. Other proposed improvements include the 24th Street Green Connection,
improvements along Minnesota Street, providing trees and sidewalk plantings, and a pedestrian scaled
lighting program. Typical improvements that would be made to streets and sidewalks throughout the
project area are shown in Figure 3, Types of Streetscape Improvements Recommended for Dogpatch, p.
30, and described in Table 1, Proposed Plan Area Streetscape Improvements.
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Table 1: Proposed Plan Area Streetscape Improvements

Proposed Type of Streetscape
Improvement

Streetscape Segment / Intersection

1

Sidewalks/Paths of Travel
Improvements (including
shared streets, textured
asphalt, raised crosswalks,
etc.) 1

East and west sides of Michigan between 24th Street and 25th Street (New)
East and west sides of Maryland Street, north of Cesar Chavez Street (New) or a multi
purpose trail if the street is not fully improved
Various sections along the east and west sides of Tennessee Street between 22nd Street to
Tulare Street (New)
Various sections along the east and west sides of Minnesota Street between 19th Street and
Cesar Chavez Street (New and/or widening up to 15 feet)
Various sections along the east and west sides of Pennsylvania Street between 22nd Street
and Cesar Chavez Street (New)
South side of 19th Street between Indiana Street and Minnesota Street (Improvements to
internal path as part of Esprit Park renovation for ADA compliance)
North side of 20th Street between Indiana Street and Tennessee Street (Improvements to
internal path as part of Esprit Park renovation for ADA compliance)
South side of Tubbs Street between Indiana Street and Tennessee Street (New)
North side of 23rd Street between Indiana Street and Tennessee Street (Improvements)
North side of 24th Street between Illinois Street to Warm Water Cove Park (Widening up to
10 feet)
South side of 24th Street between Michigan Street to Warm Water Cove Park (Widening up
to an additional 10 feet)
South side of 25th Street between Indiana Street and Tennessee Street (New)
Various sections along the north and south sides of 26th Street between Indiana Street and 3rd
Street (New)
Various sections along the north and south sides of Cesar Chavez east of Michigan Street
(New or improvements)
North and south sides of Marin Street from Indiana Street and Tennessee Street and east of
Michigan Street (New or improvements)
Various sections along Indiana Street from 22nd Street to Islais Creek (Widening)2

2 Corner Curb Bulb outs

Illinois Street and 23rd Street (northeast, northwest, and southwest corners)
Illinois Street and 24th Street (northwest and southwest corners)
Tennessee Street and Mariposa Street (southwest corner)
Tennessee Street and 18th Street (northeast, northwest, and southwest corners)
Tennessee Street and 23rd Street (northwest corner)2
Tennessee Street and 24th Street (all four corners)
Minnesota Street and Mariposa Street (southeast and southwest corners)
Minnesota Street and 18th Street (all four corners)
Minnesota Street and 19th Street (all four corners)
Minnesota Street and 20th Street (northeast, northwest, and southeast corners)
Minnesota Street and 24th Street (northeast and northwest corners)
Minnesota Street and 25th Street (northeast and southeast corners)
Indiana Street and Mariposa Street (southeast and southwest corners)
Indiana Street and 19th Street (northeast and southeast corners)
Indiana Street and 20th Street (northeast and northwest corners)
Indiana Street and Tubbs Street (northeast and southeast corners)2
Indiana Street and 25th Street (northeast and southeast corners)2
Indiana Street and Cesar Chavez Street (all four corners)2
Indiana Street and Marin Street (northeast and southeast corners)2
Pennsylvania Street and 25th Street (southwest corner)

3 Marked Crosswalks

Illinois Street at 23rd Street, 24th Street, Cesar Chavez Street (3 intersections)
3rd Street at Cesar Chavez Street (1 intersection)
Tennessee Street at 18th Street, Tubbs Street, 23rd Street, 24th Street, 25th Street, 26th Street,
Cesar Chavez Street (7 intersections)
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Table 1: Proposed Plan Area Streetscape Improvements (continued)

Proposed Type of Streetscape
Improvement Streetscape Segment / Intersection

3 Marked Crosswalks

Minnesota Street at 23rd Street, 24th Street, 25th Street, 26th Street, Cesar Chavez Street
(5 intersections)
Indiana Street at 18th Street, 20th Street, Tubbs Street, 23rd Street, 25th Street (5 intersections)
Pennsylvania Street at 22nd Street, 25th Street (2 intersections)
19th Street at Indiana Street (1 intersection)
Michigan Street (1 intersection)

4 Raised Mid block Crossings
Tennessee Street between 20th Street and 22nd Street
Minnesota Street between 20th Street and 22nd Street

5

Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities
(including sidewalk
planting and trees, street
furnishing and lighting,
bicycle lanes, bicycle
parking, bicycle share
stations, etc.)

Class III Bike facilities on 24th Street between Illinois Street to WarmWater Cove Park and
on 19th Street between Indiana Street and Minnesota Street, and Class II bicycle facilities
with sharrows on Minnesota Street between 19th Street and Mariposa Street

Boardwalk located over the wetlands within WarmWater Cove Park

Notes:
1. New sidewalks could be up to legislated sidewalk widths or per Better Streets Plan recommendations. Improvements are unknown at this time.
2. Sidewalk widening and new corner bulbouts are a part of San Francisco Public Works capital plan priority projects.
Source: Citywide Planning, San Francisco Planning Department, Central Waterfront Public Realm Plan Public Review Draft, January 30, 2018.

24th Street Green Connection
The proposed street improvements for the 24th Street Green Connection are generally located between
Minnesota Street and Warm Water Cove Park. The current condition of 24th Street varies from block to
block with minimal planting such as street trees and landscaping, and missing and discontinuous
sidewalks. No bicycle facilities are available along 24th Street. Under the DPRP, the proposed
improvements along 24th Street would include the establishment of a dedicated class III bicycle routes,
completing the sidewalk network, installing corner curb bulb outs (as defined in Table 1 above) and
intersection cross walks, and providing landscape planter areas and street trees. In addition, a reduction
in the street width for a portion of the section east of Michigan Street is proposed. Certain curb bulb outs
improvements would need to be considered in the context of the maritime and industrial needs of those
streets that serve the Port’s maritime operations and other nearby industrial users.

Minnesota Street Improvements
The proposed street improvements along Minnesota Street would include two segments of the street,
between Cesar Chavez Street and Tubbs Street, and Tubbs Street and Mariposa Street. Current conditions
of Minnesota Street varies by block with minimal tree planting and sidewalk planting, north of 19th
Street and south of 23rd Street, as well as discontinuous sidewalks south of 23rd Street. Under DPRP, the
proposed improvements along Minnesota Street would include designated and safe pedestrian paths of
travel along PDR frontages that do not conflict with PDR operations and loading needs, installation of
corner bulbouts and marked crosswalks, planting of trees and other vegetation along sidewalks, and a
pedestrian scaled lighting program. Additional street improvements include raised, midblock crossings
between 20th Street and 22nd Street along Minnesota Street.
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Regulatory Setting

Planning Code
The open space improvements sites are located in the Public (P), Urban Mixed Use (UMU), Light
Industrial (M 1), Heavy Industrial (M 2), Production, Distribution and Repair–1–General (PDR 1 G) Use
Districts. As stated in Planning Code Section 211, the P District is applied to “land that is owned by a
governmental agency and in some form of public use, including open space. Within the P District,
allowed uses include public structures and uses of City and County of San Francisco and of other
governmental agencies, accessory nonpublic uses, neighborhood agriculture, city plazas, temporary uses,
and publicly owned and operated wireless telecommunications services facilities.” The UMU District is
intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while maintaining the characteristics of this formerly
industrially zoned area. Within the UMU District, allowed uses include PDR uses such light
manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, warehouse, and wholesaling. Additional
permitted uses include retail, educational facilities, nighttime entertainment, outdoor activity areas and
open space. As stated in Planning Code Section 210.4, the M 1 District is “more suitable for smaller
industries dependent upon truck transportation, while the M 2 District are more suitable for larger
industries served by rail and water transportation and by large utility lines. In M 1 Districts, most
industries are permitted, but some with particularly noxious characteristics are excluded. The permitted
industries in the M 1 District have certain requirements as to enclosure, screening, and minimum
distance from Residential Districts. The M 2 District is the least restricted as to use and are located at the
eastern edge of the City, separated from residential and commercial areas. The heavier industries are
permitted, with fewer requirements as to screening and enclosure than in M 1 District, but many of these
uses are permitted only as conditional uses or at a considerable distance from Residential Districts.” As
stated in Planning Code Section 210.3, the intention of the PDR 1 G District is to “retain and encourage
existing production, distribution, and repair activities and promote new business formation. Thus, the
PDR 1 G District prohibits residential and office uses, and limits retail and institutional uses.
Additionally, this district allows for more intensive PDR activities than PDR 1 B and PDR 1 D but less
intensive than PDR 2. Generally, all other uses are permitted.” The goals of the proposed project aim to
build on the Central Waterfront Area Plan policies and the Blue Greenway Planning and Design
Guidelines by addressing improvement measures to improve pedestrian circulation and safety and to
support upgrades to existing park and recreation facilities.

The open space improvements sites are located in the Open Space (OS), 40 X, 58 X, 65 J, Height and Bulk
Districts. Article 2.5 of the Planning Code regulates the height and bulk of structures consistent with the
Urban Design element and other elements of the General Plan. Height and Bulk Districts have been
established for all parcels in the city for a variety of purposes, including relating the height of new
buildings to important attributes of the City pattern and existing development, avoiding an
overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction, preserving and improving the integrity of
open spaces and public areas, promoting harmony in the visual relationships between old and new
buildings and protecting important city resources and the neighborhood environment. The proposed
project is intended to address improvement measures to enhance pedestrian safety and support
maintenance upgrades park and recreation facilities in Central Waterfront Area Plan consistent with
these purposes.

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

State legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts
for infill projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014.
State legislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution replacing
level of service (LOS) analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis,
effective March 2016 (see “CEQA Section 21099” heading below).
The adoption of interim controls requiring additional design standards for large project
authorizations within the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill and Central Waterfront plan areas of
the Eastern Neighborhoods effective February 2016 through August 2017.
The adoption of 2016 interim controls in the Mission District requiring additional information
and analysis regarding housing affordability, displacement, loss of PDR and other analyses,
effective January 14, 2016 through January 14, 2018.
San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets Plan adoption in 2010,
Transit Effectiveness Project (aka “Muni Forward”) adoption in March 2014, Vision Zero
adoption by various City agencies in 2014, Proposition A and B passage in November 2014, and
the Transportation Sustainability Program (see addendum Transportation section).
San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses near Places
of Entertainment effective June 2015 (see addendum Noise section).
San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, effective July 2008, and
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, amended December
2014 (see addendum Air Quality section).
San Francisco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco
Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see addendum
Recreation section).
Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improvement Program
process (see addendum Utilities and Service Systems section).
Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see addendum Hazardous
Materials section).

Aesthetics and Parking 

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

a) The project is in a transit priority area2

b) The project is on an infill site3

2
According to SB 743, a “transit priority is defined as an area within one half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A

“major transit stop” is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal
served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval
of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.”
3
According to SB 743 an “infill site means a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or on a vacant site

where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right of way from, parcels
that are developed with qualified urban uses.”
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c) The project is residential, mixed use residential, or an employment center4

The proposed project does not meet all of the above criteria. The DPRP would guide public investment of
open space infrastructure and streetscape projects within the Central Waterfront Plan Area and would
not meet criterion c) since the proposed DPRP would not involve projects that are residential, mixed use
residential, or an employment center. Thus, for the purposes of a conservative analysis, the addendum
considers aesthetics and parking in determining the significance of the proposed project impacts under
CEQA for all components of the proposed project. The Aesthetics section, p. 12, evaluates whether the
project would result in a significant CEQA impact on aesthetics. The Transportation and Circulation
section evaluates whether the project would result in a significant CEQA impact on parking.

REMARKS
The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR identified less than significant
environmental impacts in the following environmental topic areas: Visual Quality and Urban Design;
Population, Housing, Business Activity and Employment (Growth Inducement); Parks, Recreation and
Open Space; Mineral and Agricultural Resources; Wind; Utilities and Public Services; Biology;
Geology/Topography; Water; and Energy and Natural Resources. The Final EIR found the following
effects that can be avoided or reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation measures
incorporated in the following areas: Archeological Resources; Noise; and Air Quality.

The FEIR found the following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the adoption of the
Eastern Neighborhoods zoning and area plans: Land Use; Transportation, including traffic and transit;
Historic Architectural Resources; and Shadow.

As described under “Project Description” on p. 3 of this addendum, the proposed project would not
amend the open space improvement sites’ existing height and bulk districts. Because the proposed
project would rely on base zoning within the Central Waterfront Plan Area, the land use characteristics of
the proposed DPRP fall within the range of alternatives included in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning
and Area Plans FEIR.

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19(c)(1) states that a modified project must be reevaluated
and that “If, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer determines, based on
the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental review is necessary, this determination and
the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, and no further evaluation shall be
required by this Chapter.”

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis of a lead
agency’s decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a project that is already
adequately covered in an existing certified EIR. The lead agency’s decision to use an addendum must be
supported by substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subsequent
EIR, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present.

Since certification of the EIR, no changes have occurred in the circumstances under which the original
project (e.g., zoning and map amendments and adoption of area plans) as currently proposed would be
implemented, that would change the severity of the physical impacts of implementing the Central

4
According to SB 743, an “employment center project means a project located on property zoned for commercial uses with a floor

area ratio of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a transit priority area.”
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Waterfront Area Plan as explained herein, and no new information has emerged that would materially
change the analyses or conclusions set forth in the FEIR.

Further, the proposed DPRP, as demonstrated below, would not result in any new significant
environmental impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or
necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those
identified in the FEIR. The effects associated with the legislative amendment would be substantially the
same as those reported for the project in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans FEIR.
Moreover, any individual streetscape or open space improvements undertaken under the DPRP would
be subject to review by the Planning Department to determine if the project would result in potential
impacts to the environment.

Land Use and Land Use Planning 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR evaluates land use effects based on three adopted criteria: whether a
project would physically divide an existing community; conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or, have a substantial adverse impact on the existing
character of the vicinity.

The FEIR determined that implementation of the area plans would not create any new physical barriers
in the Eastern Neighborhoods because the rezoning and area plans do not provide for any new major
roadways, such as freeways that would disrupt or divide the plan area or individual neighborhoods or
subareas. The proposed project provides a plan for future open space and streetscape improvements
within the DPRP. Implementation of the proposed project would allow for future open space and
streetscape improvements on certain parcels within the Central Waterfront/Dogpatch neighborhood and
would not include any land use changes. These open space and streetscape improvements, including
maintenance upgrades to park and recreation facilities and better connections and enhanced pedestrian
safety between the open spaces and surrounding streets, would be consistent with the density and
intensity of the existing urban environment and would not cause substantial adverse impact on the
existing character of these land use districts.

In terms of land use compatibility, adoption of the DPRP would support the types of uses that already
exist in the project areas. The DPRP was developed as an implementation tool for policies related to open
spaces and streets within the Central Waterfront Area Plan. The DPRP provides a plan for future
streetscape and open space improvements to enhance pedestrian safety and to support upgrades to
existing park and recreation facilities. Thus, the DPRP is not anticipated to result in any land use impacts
of greater severity than those reported in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. As the proposed project
would not amend the open space improvement sites’ existing height and bulk districts and would rely on
the existing zoning within the area, adoption of the DPRP would not conflict with any applicable land
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

In the cumulative context, the FEIR found that adoption of the preferred Eastern Neighborhoods use
districts and zoning controls would result in a significant, adverse impact in the cumulative supply of
land for PDR uses and would not be mitigable without substantial change in use controls on land under
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Port of San Francisco jurisdiction. The finding was based on supply, demand and land use projections
prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. 5

The FEIR found that industrially zoned land and PDR building space is expected to decrease over the
foreseeable future. The use districts and zoning controls adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans are expected to accommodate housing and primarily management,
information, and professional service land uses within the area over time. The proposed project would
involve improvements to existing open space and streetscape areas and expand into Caltrans owned
parcels within the DPRP area. Other than expanding into Caltrans owned parcels, no other development
parcels would be affected. Based on the above, the proposed project would not result in any new
significant land use impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified traffic
effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than
those identified in the FEIR.

Aesthetics
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR noted that natural boundaries in the Central Waterfront area include
the San Francisco Bay, which defines the eastern edge of the plan area and Islais Creek, which defines the
southern edge of the plan area. Built elements such as the I 280 freeway define the western edge of the
plan area and create a border between Central Waterfront and Potrero Hill. The FEIR concluded that
with implementation of the design policies proposed as part of the area plans, future development would
not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the area, have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources that contribute to a scenic public setting, or create a
new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area
or which would substantially impact other people or properties. The FEIR found that no direct change in
visual quality would occur and all of the indirect visual effects of development that could occur would
occur over a lengthy period of time. Given that aesthetic impacts are inherently subjective and given the
changes would occur within a highly developed urban environment and would be guided by the urban
design principles contained within the area plans, the FEIR could not conclude that there was a
significant adverse effect on visual quality and urban design.

The proposed project would alter some public views as well as visual character of the open spaces,
streets, and its immediate surroundings, similar to those identified in the FEIR. The proposed project
would result in visual changes to the existing open spaces associated with replacing trees and
landscaping, adding furnishings and equipment, refining circulation paths, adding lighting and public
art and visual changes to the existing streets associated with the construction and widening of sidewalks,
addition of corner bulbouts, marked crosswalks, raised midblock crossings, a bike route, sharrows, and a
boardwalk. The addition of these physical elements would not adversely affect the aesthetics of the open
spaces and streetscapes and would contribute to a greater sense of overall visual quality and
organization associated with specific functions for pedestrians and bicyclists than currently exists. For
example, the addition of trees and landscaping within the open space areas would provide shade,
function as a buffer between the travel lanes and sidewalks, and add aesthetic value by softening the
edges of the urban landscape that currently exists. In addition, bulbouts at corners, marked crosswalks,
and raised midblock crossings would result in traffic calming and enhanced sight lines for both motorists
and pedestrians at crossings. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities along 24th Street, 19th Street, Minnesota
Street, and within Warm Water Cove Park would provide visually delineated paths of travel for

5 Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR, p. 77. This document is available for review in Case File
No. 2011.1381E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
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pedestrians, cyclists as well as for motorists. No unique scenic resources would be adversely affected.
This would not result any additional or more severe aesthetics impacts than were identified in the FEIR.

The proposed project would result in installation of additional lighting along pedestrian paths, nighttime
lighting, and street lighting. Street lighting would operate in accordance with current City regulations
and would not result in adverse light and glare effects, similar to those discussed in the FEIR. As a result,
the proposed project s physical features would not affect a scenic vista, nor would it create new sources
of substantial light or glare, or cast shadows. Therefore, the proposed project would have no significant
impacts with respect to public views, scenic vistas, light, or glare. Thus, similar to the conclusions
reached in the FEIR, there would be no significant adverse impacts related to aesthetics and visual
character resulting from the proposed project.

Historic Architectural and Archeological Resources 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR found that implementation of areawide zoning controls would result in
a significant, adverse environmental impact related to historical resources. Demolition or significant
alteration of buildings that are identified as historical resources, potential resources, or age eligible
properties could be anticipated to occur as a result of development subsequent to implementation of the
zoning and area plans. The FEIR indicates that such impacts could occur individually (to single
buildings) as well as cumulatively (to known or potential historic districts).

The DPRP does not propose the demolition or significant alteration of a historical resource such that the
significance of the historical resource would be impaired. However, the proposed DPRP provides
guidance for implementation of open space and streetscape improvement projects. Due to the
programmatic nature of the proposed DPRP, it is not known at this time if future development would
involve a request for demolition or significant alteration of a historic resource. Any development
proposal undertaken in San Francisco is subject to review to determine whether the project would result
in potential impacts to the environment, including historical resources. When an Environmental
Evaluation Application is filed with the Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department
for a project that would result in demolition or alteration of an individual historic architectural resource
or a contributor to a historic district or conservation district, or would result in new construction within
or immediately adjacent to such a district, Preservation staff will conduct an initial evaluation of the
building and of the proposed project. Should staff determine that there is potential for the project to
materially alter an individual resource or an important historic characteristic of the district, the project
sponsor will be required to contract for preparation of an Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) by a
qualified professional consultant who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards in Historic Architecture, Architectural History, History, or Preservation Planning. If, through
this process, a significant impact on a resource or a district is identified and concurred with by
Preservation staff and the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), mitigation measures and alternatives
will be required to avoid or reduce the impact on the resource or the district to a less than significant
level, if feasible. Any new development, alterations, or additions to existing structures within the DPRP
would be required to undergo a separate development review process and be subject to standards and
guidelines created at that time. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant effect on
historical resources.

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

Any future projects that could entail new development, changes of use or new uses, or alterations to
existing structures and streetscapes that adoption of the DPRP would facilitate are unknown at this time
because no specific development projects are proposed and being analyzed at this time. Any
development proposal undertaken in San Francisco is subject to review to determine whether the project
would result in potential impacts to the environment, including archeological resources. Impacts to
archeological resources can only be understood once a specific project has been proposed because the
effects are highly dependent on both the individual project site conditions and the characteristics of the
proposed ground disturbing activity. For any project involving any soils disturbing or soils improving
activities including excavation, utilities installation, grading, soils remediation, compaction/chemical
grouting would be subject to Archeology Review (PAR) by the San Francisco Planning Department
archeologist. Based on the PAR, the ERO shall determine if there is a potential for future individual
projects to result in an effect to an archeological resource, including human remains, and, if so, what
further actions are warranted to reduce the potential effect of the project on archeological resources to a
less than significant level. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant
archeological impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or
necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those
identified in the FEIR.

Transportation
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, or construction traffic. The FEIR
states that in general, the analyses of pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency access, and construction
transportation impacts are specific to individual development projects, and that project specific analyses
would need to be conducted for future development projects under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning
and Area Plans.

The proposed project would include streetscape improvements throughout the plan area. As described in
Table 1 of the project description (p. 6), streetscape changes would include installing new sidewalks,
widening existing sidewalks in approximately 16 areas, 48 new corner bulb outs, new crosswalks at 25
intersections, 3 new raised mid block crosswalks, new class III bicycle facilities6 on 24th Street between
Illinois Street and Warm Water Cove Park and on 19th Street between Indiana Street and Minnesota
Street, new class II sharrows7 on Minnesota Street between 19th Street and Mariposa Street, a pedestrian

6 Class III bicycle facilities are typically wide travel lanes shared by bikes and vehicles. They are commonly marked
with sharrows and wayfinding signs to indicate shared use and the direction of travel.

7 Class II bicycle facilities with sharrows are typically bike lanes where a portion of the road is reserved for the
preferential or the exclusive use of bicyclists and marked with sharrows.
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boardwalk over the wetlands within Warm Water Cove Park, and a 10 foot reduction of the width of the
street width on 24th Street from Michigan Street to Warm Water Cove Park. Other project features
include enhancements at the following existing parks: Esprit Park, Tunnel Top Park, Warm Water Cove
Park, Minnesota Grove Park, Woods Park, and Progress Park.

Traffic and Vehicle Miles Traveled
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR included a level of service analysis at 40 study intersections within the
plan area, eight within the Central Waterfront subarea. However, as discussed above under “Senate Bill
743,” in response to state legislation that called for removing automobile delay from CEQA analysis, the
Planning Commission adopted resolution 19579 replacing automobile delay with a vehicle miles
travelled metric for analyzing transportation impacts of a project. Therefore, impacts and mitigation
measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR associated with automobile delay are not discussed in
this addendum.

The proposed project is to provide a plan for future streetscape and open space improvements in the
Central Waterfront/Dogpatch neighborhood, and would not include any land use changes. While the
proposed would include new and enhanced public open spaces at Esprit Park, Tunnel Top Park, Warm
Water Cove, Minnesota Grove, Woods Park, Progress Park, it is anticipated that these spaces would be
used by people in the neighborhood, since they are local neighborhood parks rather than citywide or
regional destinations. Thus, the proposed project would not result in nor enable an increase in vehicle
trips.

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant traffic impacts, substantial
increases in the significance of previously identified traffic effects, or necessitate implementation of
additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

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

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

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority uses the San Francisco Chained Activity Model
Process (SF CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles and taxis for different land use types.
Travel behavior in SF CHAMP is calibrated based on observed behavior from the California Household
Travel Survey 2010 2012, Census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county to county
worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. SF CHAMP uses a synthetic
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population, which is a set of individual actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who
make simulated travel decisions for a complete day. The transportation authority uses tour based
analysis for retail, office, residential, and other land uses, such as day care centers, which examines the
entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the project. For retail uses, the
transportation authority uses trip based analysis, which counts VMT from individual trips to and from
the project (as opposed to entire chain of trips). A trip based approach, as opposed to a tour based
approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple
locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each location would over estimate VMT. 8,9

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional
VMT. The State Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR) Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA
Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (“proposed transportation impact guidelines”)
recommends screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of projects that would not
result in significant impacts to VMT. If a project meets one of the three screening criteria provided (map
based screening, small projects, and proximity to transit stations), then it is presumed that VMT impacts
would be less than significant for the project and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. Map based
screening is used to determine if a project site is located within a transportation analysis zone that
exhibits low levels of VMT; small projects are projects that would generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips
per day; and the proximity to transit stations criterion includes projects that are within a half mile of an
existing major transit stop, have a floor area ratio of greater than or equal to 0.75, vehicle parking that is
less than or equal to that required or allowed by the planning code without conditional use
authorization, and are consistent with the applicable sustainable communities strategy.

Induced Travel Demand
A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially induce additional
automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new
mixed flow lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. OPR s proposed transportation impact
guidelines includes a list of transportation project types that would not likely lead to a substantial or
measureable increase in VMT. If a project fits within the general types of projects (including
combinations of types), then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant and a
detailed VMT analysis is not required.

The proposed project is not a transportation project. However, the project would include features that
would alter the transportation network. These features include new bulb outs, crosswalks, bicycle
facilities, sidewalks, street trees, pedestrian/bicyclist pathways, and a reduction in the street width on
24th Street from Michigan Street to Warm Water Cove Park. These features fit within the general types of
projects that would not substantially induce automobile travel.

8
To state another way: a tour based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in the tour, for any tour

with a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on the way to work and a
restaurant on the way back home, then both retail locations would be allotted the total tour VMT. A trip based approach allows us
to apportion all retail related VMT to retail sites without double counting.

9
San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, Appendix F,

Attachment A, March 3, 2016.
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Moreover, the proposed project does not include any land use development and would not enable or
incentivize land use development. Thus, it is not anticipated to increase VMT in the plan area, and would
not result in any new impacts or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different
mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR.

Transit
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could result
in significant impacts on transit ridership, and identified seven transportation mitigation measures. Even
with mitigation, however, it was anticipated that the significant adverse cumulative impacts on transit
lines could not be reduced to a less than significant level. Thus, these impacts were found to be
significant and unavoidable.

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in an incremental increase in the demand for
public transit. The proposed project, which would include new bulb outs, crosswalks, sidewalks,
pedestrian/bicyclist pathways, and open space, is not anticipated to induce growth and generate new
transit trips beyond those identified and analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. For these reasons,
the proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be
accommodated by adjacent transit capacity.

Muni routes 8BX Bayshore B Express, 14X Mission Express, 22 Fillmore, and 48 Quintara/24th Street
operate within the project area. The design of the proposed bulb outs would be subject to review and
approval by the SFMTA. SFMTA review would ensure the bulb outs are designed to accommodate turns
by Muni vehicles. Thus, the proposed new bulb outs would not interfere with transit operations. Under
the proposed project, the 24th Street would be reduced from to 33 feet to approximately 23 feet from east
of Michigan Street to Warm Water Cove Park and class III bicycle facilities would be installed on 24th
Street from Illinois Street to Warm Water Cove Park. As the proposed bike lane on 24th Street would not
be located within an existing transit only lane and there are no transit routes along this portion of 24th
Street, the proposed right of way reduction would not result in transit delays. Similarly, the proposed
class II bicycle facilities on Minnesota Street between 19th Street and Mariposa Street and the proposed
class III bicycle facilities on 19th Street between Indiana Street and Minnesota Street would not be located
within an existing transit only lane and there are no transit routes along these portions of Minnesota
Street and 19th Street. Thus, these bicycle facilities would not result in transit delay.

Other project features include new crosswalks and sidewalks within the project area, as described above
in the Project Description section. This includes widening the sidewalk on the north side of 24th Street
between Illinois Street to Warm Water Cove Park, widening various sections of the existing sidewalks
along the east and west sides of Minnesota Street between 19th Street and Cesar Chavez Street, widening
various sections of Indiana Street from 22nd Street to Islais Creek, and modifications to existing
sidewalks along the north and south sides of Cesar Chavez Street east of Michigan Street and the north
and south sides of Marin Street between Indiana and Tennessee streets and east of Michigan Street. The
22 Fillmore bus line runs through the location of the proposed new crosswalk at the intersection of 18th
Street/Indiana Street and the 48 Quintara/24th Street route runs through the location of the proposed new
crosswalks at the intersections of 22nd Street/Pennsylvania Street, and 25th Street/Pennsylvania Street.
These new crosswalks would be installed at existing intersections and would not be signalized or stop
controlled. There are no transit routes along the other streets where new cross walks are proposed. The
SFMTA and San Francisco Public Works would review the proposed new sidewalks, widening of
existing sidewalks and sidewalk modifications to ensure that the travel lanes on the streets adjacent to
these sidewalks would be of an adequate width to provide access for vehicles, including transit buses.
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For these reasons, the proposed new crosswalks, sidewalks, sidewalk widening, and other modifications
would not result in transit delays. Thus, the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts
on transit service levels beyond what was analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR.

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant transit impacts, substantial
increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional
or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR.

Pedestrians
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians. The proposed project is not anticipated to induce
growth that would generate pedestrian trips. The proposed project does not include any changes that
would create overcrowding of neighboring sidewalks, create hazardous conditions for pedestrians or
otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility. As noted in the FEIR (pp. 287), traffic calming measures,
such as bulb outs and ladder (i.e., stripped) crosswalks, would enhance pedestrian travel and safety. The
proposed project would improve pedestrian facilities through 48 new corner bulb outs, new striped
crosswalks at 25 intersections, 3 new raised mid block crosswalks, new sidewalks and widened
sidewalks in 15 areas, and the pedestrian/bicyclist pathways proposed for Warm Water Cove. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in any new significant pedestrian impacts, substantial increases in
the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or
considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR.

Bicycle
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant impacts related to bicycles. The proposed project is not anticipated to induce growth
that would generate bicycle trips. The proposed project does not include any changes that would create
hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility. Bicycle conditions
would be improved by through the proposed traffic calming measures, the new class III bicycle facilities
proposed for 24th Street between Illinois and Warm Water Cove Park, and the pedestrian/bicyclist
pathways proposed for Warm Water Cove. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new
significant bicycle impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or
necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those
identified in the FEIR.

Construction
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant transportation related construction impacts. Implementation of the proposed project
would include construction of the streetscape elements (bulb outs, crosswalks, sidewalks, bike facilities)
and the public open spaces. Many of the proposed project’s elements would be constructed as part of
open space and streetscape improvements identified in the Central Waterfront Area Plan and Blue
Greenway Planning and Design Guidelines. In addition, the FEIR anticipated construction in the Central
Waterfront Area would result in additional traffic from truck movements to and from project sites, but
that these effects would be temporary and intermittent, and impacts would be less than significant. Thus,
the proposed project would not result in more construction activity than what was anticipated in the
FEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant transportation related
construction impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or
requirement for additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the
FEIR.
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Loading
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant impacts related to loading. The proposed project is not a land use development
project, and is not anticipated to induce growth that would generate loading trips. The proposed project
would alter existing sidewalk facilities and add 48 new curb bulb outs. While the new bulb outs would
reduce the space available for loading activities, the potential reduction in loading space in the plan area
is not anticipated to create potentially hazardous conditions affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or
pedestrians or significant delays affecting transit. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any
new significant loading impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects,
or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those
identified in the FEIR.

Parking
San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment and
therefore, does not consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by
CEQA. Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical
environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be treated as
significant impacts on the environment. Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand
varies from day to day, from day to night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking
spaces (or lack thereof) is not a permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change
their modes and patterns of travel.

However, the potential secondary effects of parking availability are analyzed to determine whether a
substantial deficit in parking caused by a project creates hazardous conditions affecting traffic, transit,
bicycles, or pedestrians or significant delays affecting transit or render other modes of travel infeasible,
depending on the project and its setting. The proposed project includes streetscape changes and new
recreational facilities, and would not include any land use development or enable land use development.
Thus, the proposed project would not increase parking demand in the area covered by the Dogpatch
Public Realm Plan. The proposed streetscape changes could reduce the amount of on street parking in
the Dogpatch Public Realm Plan area the locations of the proposed changes. However, these changes
would add or widen existing sidewalks, add new bulbouts, and add new bicycle facilities, thereby
improving conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists. As discussed above, the proposed changes would be
reviewed by the SFMTA prior to approval, ensuring the proposed project would not result significant
transit delays. In addition, the proposed streetscape changes would not present traffic safety hazards or
create new sources of substantial conflict with existing traffic. The number of travel lanes in the Dogpatch
Public Realm Plan area would remain the same and any reduction in on street parking would reduce
traffic conflicts. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a substantial parking deficit that could
create hazardous conditions or significant delays in travel

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant parking impacts, substantial
increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional
or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR.

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not change or alter the Eastern
Neighborhoods FEIR findings with respect to transportation and circulation impacts and would not
require new mitigation measures. In addition, there are no changed circumstances or new information
that would change the FEIR’s impact findings with respect to the transportation and circulation network.
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Noise

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR noted that the existing ambient noise environment within the DPRP
area is dominated by vehicular traffic on the U.S. 101 and I 280 freeways and traffic on local roadways.
The FEIR concluded that compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police
Code) and implementation of Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure F 2 would reduce
construction related noise impacts from any subsequent development projects to a less than significant
level.

Implementation of the DPRP would not result in substantial trip generation that could cause a noticeable
increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity (typically, traffic has to double for there to be a
noticeable increased in noise levels, which is not expected as part of this project). Any future construction
that would occur with implementation of the proposed project would temporarily generate noise and
possibly vibrations that could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties.
Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Given the similarity in
construction noise expected under the proposed project, the construction noise impact conclusions
reached for the FEIR would be substantially the same and implementation of the proposed project would
not result in any new significant noise impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously
identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation
measures than those identified in the FEIR.

Air Quality 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from
construction activities and impacts to sensitive land uses10 as a result of exposure to elevated levels of
diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods
FEIR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce these air quality impacts to less than
significant levels and stated that with implementation of identified mitigation measures, the Area Plan
would be consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the applicable air quality plan at that time.
All other air quality impacts were found to be less than significant.

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure G 1 addresses air quality impacts during construction,
and FEIR Mitigation Measures G 3 and G 4 address proposed uses that would emit DPM and other
TACs.11

Construction Dust Control
Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure G 1 Construction Air Quality requires individual
projects involving construction activities to include dust control measures and to maintain and operate
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. The San
Francisco Board of Supervisors subsequently approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco
Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance
176 08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance is to reduce the
quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order

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

11 The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR also includes Mitigation Measure G 2, which has been superseded by Health Code Article 38,
as discussed below, and is no longer applicable.
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to protect the health of the general public and of on site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints,
and to avoid orders to stop work by DBI.

Construction activities associated with individual future projects would result in construction dust,
primarily from ground disturbing activities. In compliance with the Construction Dust Control
Ordinance, the project sponsor and contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site
would be required to control construction dust on the site through a combination of watering disturbed
areas, covering stockpiled materials, street and sidewalk sweeping and other measures. For projects over
one half acre, such as some proposed open space improvements, the Dust Control Ordinance requires
that the sponsoring agency submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of
Public Health. The site specific Dust Control Plan could require the project sponsor to implement
additional dust control measures such as installation of dust curtains and windbreaks and to provide
independent third party inspections and monitoring, provide a public complaint hotline, and suspend
construction during high wind conditions.

The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that
construction dust impacts would not be significant.

Criteria Air Pollutants

While the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that at a program level the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in significant regional air quality impacts, the FEIR states that
“Individual development projects undertaken in the future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans
would be subject to a significance determination based on the BAAQMD’s quantitative thresholds for
individual projects.”12 The BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide
screening criteria13 for determining whether a project’s criteria air pollutant emissions would violate an
air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines,
projects that meet the screening criteria do not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants.

Future individually proposed projects would be screened against the Air Quality Guidelines screening
criteria; however, it is unlikely that any of the projects proposed under the DPRP would exceed these
criteria, which, for a “city park” is 2,613 acres for operational criteria pollutants and 67 acres for
construction criteria pollutants. All of the open spaces proposed for improvements are well within these
sizes and linear street improvements would also not be expected to exceed these screening thresholds
since, typically, they would disturb smaller footprints and are likely to be sequenced such that only a few
proposed project would be under construction at any given time.

Because criteria air pollutant emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project would
meet the Air Quality Guidelines screening criteria, the DPRP would not have a significant impact related
to criteria air pollutants.

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

13 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011. See pp. 3 2 to 3 3.
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Health Risk
Since certification of the FEIR, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224 14, amended
December 8, 2014)(Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all
urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone as defined in Article 38 are areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant
sources, exceed health protective standards for cumulative PM2.5 concentration, cumulative excess cancer
risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. Projects within the Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project’s activities
would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas
already adversely affected by poor air quality.

A portion of the DPRP area is within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ). Because of this and
because individual future projects would be sponsored by City agencies, any project construction within
the APEZ would be subject to the Clean Construction Ordinance, which requires public projects to
reduce emissions at construction sites in certain areas with high levels of background concentrations of
air pollutants (APEZ). This would be achieved through requiring engines with higher emissions
standards on construction equipment and would be expected to reduce DPM exhaust from construction
equipment by 89 to 94 percent compared to uncontrolled construction equipment.14 Through the
implementation of the requirements of the Clean Construction Ordinance, which supersedes FEIR
Mitigation Measure G 1 Construction Air Quality, contractors for publicly funded construction projects
can substantially reduce their emissions and the associated public health risk at construction sites.

In addition, in 2012, Planning Department conducted environmental analysis of various improvements
proposed to 6.1 acre Minnie and Lovie Ward playfields, including replacement of the existing grass turf
with synthetic turf, installation of 12 60 to 80 foot tall light standards, replacement of the existing
bleachers and fencing, and various other improvements.15 The renovation of the fields assumed
excavation to a depth of approximately 1 foot below the existing ground surface (bgs) over the field area
and approximately 10 feet bgs for the installation of the light standards (an area approximately 30 to 36
inches in diameter per light standard).

Air quality analysis conducted to estimate impacts from project construction found that renovations of
the Minnie Lovie playfields would not result in significant air quality impacts, both with respect to
criteria air pollutants or health risks (toxic air contaminants). The analysis was conservative in that it did
not account for compliance with the Clean Construction Ordinance. Thus, it is likely that future

14 PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off road PM emission standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and 0. Tier 0 off road
engines do not have PM emission standards, but the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Exhaust and Crankcase
Emissions Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling – Compression Ignition has estimated Tier 0 engines between 50 hp and 100 hp to
have a PM emission factor of 0.72 g/hp hr and greater than 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.40 g/hp hr. Therefore,
requiring off road equipment to have at least a Tier 2 engine would result in between a 25 percent and 63 percent reduction in
PM emissions, as compared to off road equipment with Tier 0 or Tier 1 engines. The 25 percent reduction comes from
comparing the PM emission standards for off road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for Tier 2 (0.45 g/bhp hr) and Tier 1 (0.60
g/bhp hr). The 63 percent reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for off road engines above 175 hp for
Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp hr) and Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp hr). In addition to the Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level 3 VDECSs are required and
would reduce PM by an additional 85 percent. Therefore, the mitigation measure would result in between an 89 percent (0.0675
g/bhp hr) and 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp hr) reduction in PM emissions, as compared to equipment with Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp hr) or
Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp hr).

15 Planning Department,Minnie and Lovie Ward Playfields Renovation, Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, February 8, 2012.
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individual projects under the DPRP, which would be subject to the Clean Construction Ordinance, would
likewise not result in construction related air quality impacts.

In addition, the proposed project would not conflict with the 2017 Clean Air Plan (which is the most
recent regional air quality plan and supersedes the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy discussed in the FEIR),
because the DPRP would support the primary objectives of the plan by creating an environmental that is
more amenable to bicyclists and pedestrians, thus reducing mobile related air emissions. Moreover, the
DPRP would also not hinder the implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not result in VMT that
could exceed the plan’s population growth; and would not cause localized CO impacts.

Based on the above, the proposed project would not change or alter the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR
findings with respect to air quality impacts and would not require new mitigation measures. In addition,
there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR’s impact findings
with respect to air quality.

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR found that adoption of new use districts, associated land use
controls and implementation of the area plans could result in significant, adverse shadow impacts on the
following parks and open spaces within Central Waterfront: Victoria Manalo Draves Park, South of
Market Recreation Center/Eugene Friend Recreation Center, Alice Street Community Gardens, and South
Park in East SoMa; KidPower Park, Franklin Square, Mission Playground, Alioto Mini Park, 24th and
York Mini Park and the James Rolph Playground in the Mission; Potrero del Sol Park and Jackson
Playground in Showplace Square/Potrero Hill; and, Esprit Park, Warm Water Cove and Wood Yard
Mini Park in the Central Waterfront.

The proposed project includes open space improvements in Esprit Park, Tunnel Top Park, Warm Water
Cove Park, Minnesota Grove, Woods Yard Park, and Progress Park, and streetscape improvements
throughout the Central Waterfront Plan Area. As stated on pg. 3 of this addendum, the proposed DPRP
would involve replacing trees and landscaping, improving amenities and infrastructure, refining
circulation paths, addressing drainage and irrigation concerns, treating stormwater runoff, improving
nighttime lighting, and providing public art. Additionally, the proposed project would result in
streetscape improvements including construction of sidewalks, curb bulb outs, marked crosswalks,
raised midblock crossings, a bike route, sharrows, and a boardwalk. The proposed project would not
include buildings construction. Implementation of the DPRP could lead to an incremental increase in
shading of portions of nearby streets and sidewalks and private property at times, shadows upon streets
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and sidewalks are expected to be minimal and not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas.
Although the DPRP does not propose specific projects at this time, because of the potential for new
shadow impacts associated with the proposed project, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Any future development proposal over 40 feet in height would be subject to the Planning Department’s
requirement to prepare a shadow study to evaluate project specific shading impacts to comply with
Planning Code Section 295 and CEQA. In addition, future development or additions in the area
surrounding Esprit Park, Warm Water Cove, and Wood Yard Park would also be subject to site specific
environmental analysis, and shadow effects could be limited through design of individual projects that
takes into consideration shading effects on nearby parks. While open space and streetscape
improvements pursuant to the implementation of the DPRP may result in a nominal increase in new
shadow, the proposed project would not result in any new significant shadow impacts, substantial
increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional
or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR.

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

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

Given that the proposed project would not include buildings construction, and no structures would be
demolished that contain hazardous materials and no construction activities are expected to involve
hazardous materials, implementation of the DPRP would not result in a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment. Due to the programmatic nature of the proposed DPRP, it is
not known at this time if future development would involve disturbance of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil. Future projects that may be implemented within the context of the DPRP would be required to
comply with existing hazardous materials regulations. Therefore, the proposed project would not result
in any new significant hazardous materials impacts, substantial increases in the significance of
previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different
mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR.
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Less than Significant Environmental Effects
The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR found that the implementation of area wide zoning and associated
Area Plans would not result any significant environmental impacts in the following areas: Population,
Housing, Business Activity and Employment (Growth Inducement); Parks, Recreation and Open Space;
Mineral and Agricultural Resources; Wind; Utilities and Public Services; Biology; Geology/Topography;
Water; and Energy and Natural Resources. Each of these topics is analyzed and discussed in detail
including, but not limited to, in the Final EIR (and Initial Study or “IS”) Chapters: 4.D; 4.H; 4.M; 6.D; 7.A,
B, D (IS); 8.A C (IS); 9.A, B (IS); 10.A C (IS); 11.A B (IS). Adoption of the proposed DPRP would not
change these conclusions because there are no changed circumstances surrounding the proposed project
that would cause significant environmental impacts to which the proposed project would contribute
considerably, and no new information has become available that shows that the proposed project would
cause significant environmental impacts.

Effects That Can Be Avoided or Reduced to Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
The Final EIR found that the implementation of area wide zoning and associated Area Plans would
result in potentially significant environmental impacts that may be avoided with implementation of
mitigation measures; adoption of the proposed DPRP would not alter these conclusions because there are
no changed circumstances surrounding the proposed project that would cause significant environmental
impacts to which the proposed project would contribute considerably, and no new mitigation measures
would be necessary to reduce significant impacts . The Final EIR’s mitigation measures, incorporated
here by reference, may apply to future development projects within the DPRP as applicable, if project
specific review finds that such a project were to result in potentially significant environmental impacts.16

The measures are summarized below.
Measure F 2, Construction Noise: requires contractors to utilize noise attenuation measures during
construction to minimize noise effects. Measures may include: temporary barriers around construction
sites; noise control blankets; ongoing monitoring of noise attenuation measures through by taking noise
measurements; and posting construction schedule, construction contact and complaint procedures for
affected parties.

Measure F 5, Siting of Noise Generating Uses: similar to above, this measure directs the Planning
Department to require 24 hour exterior noise meter testing prior to any project specific entitlement to
ensure that the siting of potentially noisy land uses do not adversely affect nearby sensitive receptors.

Measure J 1, Properties with Previous Studies: requires applicability of certain properties within the
project area for which a final archeological research design and treatment plan (ARD/TP) is on file at the
Northwest Information Center and the Planning Department. Any project resulting in soils disturbance
of 2.5 feet or greater below existing grade proposed within the AMM A shall be required to submit to the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval an addendum to the respective ARD/TP
prepared by a qualified archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban
historical archeology. The addendum to the ARD/TP shall evaluate the potential effects of the project on
CEQA significant archeological resources with respect to the site and project specific information absent
in the ARD/TP.

16 Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Planning Commission
Motion No. 17659, adopted August 7, 2008. This document is available for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E at
the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.



Measure J-2, Properties with No Previous Studies: requires preparation of a Preliminary Archeological
Sensitivity Study by an archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban
historical archeology. T'he Sensitivity Study should: determine the historical uses of the project site based
on any previous archeological documentation and Sanborn maps; determine types of archeological
resources/properties that may have been located within the project site and whether the archeological
resources/property types would potentially be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources; determine if 19th or 20th century soils-disturbing activities may adversely affected the
identified potential archeological resources; assess potential project effects in relation to the depth of any
identified potential archeological resource; and include a conclusion assessing whether any CRHP-
eligible archeological resources could be adversely affected by the proposed project and recommendation
as to appropriate further action.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the conclusions
reached in the FEIR certified on August 7, 2008 remain valid, and that no supplemental environmental
review is required for the proposed project. Implementation of the proposed DPRP would not cause new
significant impacts not identified in the FEIIZ, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce
significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the original
project that would cause significant environmental impacts to which the proposed project would
contribute considerably, and no new information has been put forward which shows that the proposed
project would cause significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no supplemental environmental
review is required beyond this addendum.

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

DATE `~ ~ t $ ~~~!!~?--'

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
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RESOLUTION APPROVING A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD ADOPT 
AMENDMENTS TO VARIOUS ELEMENTS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN 
AND THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN WITHIN THE GENERAL PLAN TO 
ADDRESS AND INCORPORATE THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT - DOGPATCH PUBLIC 
REALM PLAN; ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, 
PLANNING CODE SECTION 302 FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE 
GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1. 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that the 
Planning Department shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection 
proposed amendments to the General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, The Central Waterfront Area Plan, adopted in 2008, sets forth objectives and policies that 
address policy level issues pertaining to land use, transportation, urban design, built form, streets and 
open space, housing, historic resources, community facilities and economic development; and 

WHEREAS, The Central Waterfront Area plan provides a legal framework to further study and address 
public infrastructure needs within the Plan Area but does not specify an implementation roadmap that 
guides and prioritizes the investment of complete streets, parks and open spaces. Under the Central 
Waterfront Area Plan, the Dogpatch neighborhood has continued to grow, accommodating both new 
housing and neighborhood commercial services, but investment in the public realm has not kept up with 
the growth of the neighborhood. In order to keep up with the rapid change the neighborhood is 
undergoing, a clear guiding framework is needed to implement these objectives and policies, in particular 
for the public rights-of-way and open spaces where multiple jurisdictions overlap; and 



Resolution 20260 
August 23, 2018 

Case No. 20i5-001821GPA 
General Plan Amendments 

WHEREAS, Recognizing the need for an implementation roadmap, in 2015 an interagency team made up 

of the Planning Department, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Public Works, SF Port, and 
Recreation and Park Department, was formed to kick off the Central Waterfront Dogpatch Public Realm 

Plan process; 

WHEREAS, The Planning Department and the interagency team led a robust public process from 

September 2015 to November 2017 engaging numerous community stakeholders to solicit input to 
develop the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, including five public workshops, over 20 

focus group meetings, and distributed four distinct online surveys; and, 

WHEREAS, The Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan is intended to serve as the guiding 
framework for the investment of complete streets, parks and open spaces within the Central Waterfront
Dogpatch Public Realm Plan Area. Future public and private projects would follow the guidance and 
prioritization framework set forth in the Central Waterfront- Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, which would 
help ensure that public realm improvements be performed in a holistic manner and with respect to the 
local context; and, 

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt Central Waterfront - Dogpatch 
Public Realm Plan by reference and to amend the Central Waterfront Area Plan within the General Plan 
to incorporate the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. The vision and implementation 
strategies in the Public Realm Plan are consistent with the existing General Plan. However, a number of 

amendments to various elements of the General Plan are required to further achieve the vision and goals 
of the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. Proposed amendments to the General Plan are 
attached as Exhibit E. The City Attorney's Office has reviewed the draft ordinance and approved it as to 

form; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on August 23, 2018; and, 

WHEREAS, on May 2, 2018 the Planning Department determined that no supplemental environmental 

review is required for the proposed Ordinance. The environmental effects of this plan have been 
adequately analyzed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") previously prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and 

Area Plans project. The Planning Department reviewed the proposed plan in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164. The Planning Department found that implementation of the 
proposed plan would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIR or result in a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation 
measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to 
circumstances surrounding the original project that would cause significant environmental impacts to 
which the modified project would contribute considerably, and no new information has been put forvvard 
which shows that the modified project would cause significant environmental impacts. Based on the 
foregoing and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 and San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.19(c)(l), the Planning Department documented the reasons that no subsequent 
environmental review is required for the Dogpatch Public Realm Plan and issued an Addendum to the 
_Final Environmental Impact Report, attached as Exhibit B to this case report for reference. The Planning 
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Resolution 20260 
August 23, 2018 

Case No. 2015-001821 
General Plan Amendments 

Commission finds the Addendum to the EIR, under Case No. 2015-001821ENV, is adequate, accurate and 
objective, reflects the independent analysis and judgment of the Planning Department and the Planning 
Commission, and concurs with said determination; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the 
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of 
Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WiiEREA..S, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of 
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, 
convenience, and general welfare require the proposed amendment. 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby approves the proposed ordinance. 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

1. In 2008, the Central Waterfront Area Plan was adopted with various other area plans comprising 
the Eastern Neighborhoods to address change in four of the neighborhoods most affected - the 
South of Market, the Mission1 Showplace Square/ Potrero Hill and the Central Waterfront. The 
Central Waterfront Area Plan contains numerous policies and objectives that call for open space 
and street improvements, but implementation of these policies has not kept up with the rapid 
change the neighborhood is undergoing. 

2. The proposed amendments would adopt by reference the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public 
Realm Plan, which would serve as the guiding framework for investments in complete streets, 
parks and open spaces within the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan Area. Future 
public and private projects would follow the guidance and prioritization framework set forth in 
the Central Waterfront- Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. This would help ensure that public realm 
improvements will be done in a holistic manner and with respect to the local context and history 
steeped in maritime industry, industrial manufacturing, and a new creative economy of local 
crafts and fabrication. 

3. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan: 

Central Waterfront Area Plan 

OBJECTIVE 5.1 
Provide public parks and open spaces that meet the needs of residents, workers and visitors. 
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Resolution 20260 
August 23, 2018 

Case No. 2015~001821GPA 
General Plan Amendments 

OBJECTIVE 5.3 
Create a network of green streets that connects open spaces and improves the walkability, 
aesthetics, and ecological sustainability of the neighborhood. 

OBJECTIVE 5.4 
The open space system should both beautify the neighborhood and strengthen the environment. 

The proposed Ordinance will facilitate the implementation of open space and street improvements to 
promote the safety, connectivity, and sustainability of the Dogpatch neighborhood. 

4. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are 
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.l(b) of the Planning Code in 

that: 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses mid will 
not have a negative effect on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood
serving retail. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNT transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking; 

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter· traffic impeding MUNI transit service or 
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office 
development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would 
not be impaired. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an 
earthquake; 
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Resolution 20260 Gase No. 2015-001821 GPA 
General Plan Amendments August 2018 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City's preparedness against injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The praposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's Landmarks a11d historic 
buildings. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

The proposed Ordinance would improve access to parks and open space, and lead to improvement of 
existing, and identify new, open spaces .. 

5. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented 
that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVES the proposed Ordinance 
as described in this Resolution. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on August 
23, 2018. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

Jonas P. Ioni 
Commission Secretary 

Fong, Hillis, Koppel, Melgar, Moore, Richards 

None 

Johnson 

August 23, 2018 
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1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

Executive Summary 
General Plan Amendment 

HEARING DATE: AUGUST 23, 2018 
90-DAY DEADLINE: NOVEMBER 21, 2018 Reception: 

415.558.6378 

Project Name: 

Case Number: 

Initiated by: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

General Plan Amendment: The Central Waterfront- Dogpatch Public 

Realm Plan 

2015-001821GP A [Board File No. TBD] 

Planning Commission I Introduced June 28, 2018 
Robin Abad Qcubillo, Citywide Planning Division 

Robin.Abad@sfgov.org, 415-575-9123 

Seung Yen Hong, Citywide Planning Division 

Seungyen.hong@sfgov.org, 415-575-9026 

Aarnn Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 

aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362 

Adam Varat, Assistant Director, Citywide Planning Division 
Adam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405 

Recommendation: Approve a proposed ordinance that would adopt amendments to various 

elements of the San Francisco General Plan and the Central Waterfront Area Plan within 

the General Plan to address and incorporate the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public 

Realm Plan 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

The proposed Ordinance would amend various elements of the General Plan and amend the Central 
Waterfront Area Plan within the General Plan to address and incorporate the Central Waterfront -
Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, affirming the Planning Commission's findings under the Environmental 
Quality Act, making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1, and making the public necessity findings of Planning Code, Section 340. 
The current land use policies and zoning in the Central Waterfront Area Plan will remain unchanged. 

The Way It Is Now: 
The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans contain a set of policies and strategies that address policy level issues 
pertaining to land use, transportation, urban design, built form, open space, housing, historic resources, 
community facilities and economic development for the city's eastern bayfront, including the South of 
Market, the Mission, Showplace Square I Potrero Hill and the Central Waterfront. 

The Central Waterfront Area plan provides a legal framework to further study and address public 
infrastructure needs within the Plan Area but does not specify an implementation roadmap to guide and 
prioritize investments in complete streets, parks and open spaces, or conceptual designs for typical streets 
and open spaces in the neighborhood. 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnforrnalion: 
415.558.6377 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: August 23, 2018 

The Way It Would Be: 

CASE NO. 2015-001821GPA 
General Plan Amendments 

The proposed amendments would adopt by reference the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm 
Plan, which would serve as the guiding framework for investments in complete streets, parks and open 
spaces within the Central Waterfront Dogpatch Public Realm Plan Area. Future public and private 
projects would follow the guidance and prioritization framework and conceptual designs for typical 
streets in the neighborhood set forth in the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. This would 
help ensure that public realm improvements will be done in a holistic manner and with respect to the 
local context and history steeped in maritime industry, industrial manufacturing, and a new creative 
economy of local crafts and fabrication. 

BACKGROUND 

In 2008, the Central Waterfront Area Plan was adopted with various other area plans comprising the 
Eastern Neighborhoods to address inevitable change in four of the neighborhoods most affected - the 
South of Market, the Mission, Showplace Square I Potrero Hill and the Central Waterfront. 

The two key policy goals of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans are to 1) ensure a stable future for 
Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) businesses in the city, mainly by reserving a certain amount of 
land for this purpose; and 2) to provide a significant amount of new housing affordable to low, moderate 
and middle income families and individuals, along with "complete neighborhoods" that provide 
appropriate amenities for these new residents. 

The Central Waterfront Area Plan addresses policy level issues pertaining to land use, transportation, 
urban design, built form, open space, housing, historic resources, community facilities and economic 
development. 

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

Under the Central \i\Taterfront Area Plan, the Dogpatch neighborhood has continued to grow, 
accommodating both new housing and neighborhood commercial services. Many private development 
projects have recently occurred, but investment in the public realm has not kept up with the growth of 
the neighborhood. 

The Central Waterfront Area Plan contains numerous policies and objectives that call for open space and 
street improvements to promote the safety, connectivity, and sustainability of the Dogpatch 
neighborhood. Key pertaining policies are listed below. 

" OBJECTIVE 5.1: Provide public parks and open spaces that meet the needs of residents, workers and 
visitors. 

• OBJECTIVE 5.3: Create a network of green streets that connects open spaces and improves the 
walkability, aesthetics, and ecological sustainability of the neighborhood. 

• OBJECTIVE 5.4: The open space system should both beautify Lhe neighborhood and strengthen the 
environment. 

However, implementation of these policies has not kept up with the rapid change the neighborhood is 
undergoing. A clear guiding framework, including conceptual designs for typical streets in the 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: August 23, 2018 

CASE NO. 2015-001821GPA 
General Plan Amendments 

neighborhood, is needed to implement these objectives and policies, in particular for the public rights-of
way and open spaces where multiple departmental jurisdictions overlap. 

In response to this need, the Central Waterfront Dogpatch Public Realm Plan for the Dogpatch area 
kicked off in 2015 to develop an implementation tool that identifies and scopes context-appropriate 
improvements, and guides the investment of impact fees and other sources in the streetscapes and parks 
that tie the area together. 

Plan Area 

The Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan area generally encompasses the area south of 
Mariposa Street, east of Pennsylvania Street, north of Islais Creek Channel, and west of the San Francisco 
Bay, excluding the Port's Pier 80 cargo facilities. The Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan 
area is slightly bigger than the Central Waterfront Area Plan boundary, encompassing the area south of 
Cesar Chavez Street between 3rct Street and Indiana Street. 

I Public Realm PI;m Area 

Plan Development and Community Engagement 

The Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan is the result of a close collaboration between City 
agencies, neighborhood groups, institutions and community members. The San Francisco Planning 
Department led the planning process in partnership with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency, San Francisco Public Works, the Port of San Francisco, and the San Francisco Recreation and 
Park Department. 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: August 23, 2018 

CASE NO. 2015-001821GPA 
General Plan Amendments 

One main goal of this planning effort is to identify and prioritize improvements to streets, sidewalks, and 
public spaces in the Dogpatch neighborhood based on community input gathered through multifaceted 
outreach efforts. During the planning process, the San Francisco Plam1ing Department held five public 
workshops, over 20 focus group meetings, and distributed four distinct online surveys. 

On January 31 2018, at the fifth public workshop of the planning process, the Planning Department 
released a public review draft of the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan to solicit public 
input for 30 days. Following the comment period, the Planning Department revised the plan responding 
to community feedback and published the final draft in June 2018. 

Since the Planning Commission hearing on June 28, 2018, the project was presented before the Port 
Commission on July 10, 2018 and the Architectural Review Committee of the Historic Preservation 
Commission on August 15, 2018 and received comments requiring minor text edits and map changes. 
These changes have been incorporated into the Plan, attached as Appendix D of this case report. 

Public Realm Vision and Implementation Guidelines & Strategies 

Building on the Central Waterfront Area Plan objectives and policies, the Public Realm Plan establishes a 

Vision Map (Figure 2) and Implementation Guidelines & Strategies. The vision map recognizes current 

and future anticipated concentrations of transit and commercial activity, residential density, and future 

open spaces that need to be connected by a robust network of safe, green streets. Together, they will 

provide a long-term framework for public realm investments in the plan area. 

() 

jj 

2. Vision 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: August 23, 2018 

CASE NO. 2015-001821GPA 
General Plan Amendments 

Public Realm Plan Implementation Guidelines & Strategies 

A NETWORK OF COMPLETE STREETS 

A. Prioritize pedestrian safety and comfort along key walking routes 

B. Encourage Multi-Modal Transportation 

C. Maximize Greening Opportunities 

A DIVERSITY OF HIGH-QUALITY OPEN SPACES 

A. Distribute open spaces equitably throughout the plan area 
B. Balance needs of local residents with those of other visitors 

C. Maximize ecological and habitat functions of open spaces 

EXPRESS UNIQUE HISTORY AND CHARACTER 

A. Encourage the use of materials and forms that refer to industrial and maritime heritage 

B. Develop street designs that are appropriate for areas of differing land uses 

C. Continue developing a variety of open space types including plazas, street parks, pocket 

parks, and repurposing of under-freeway parcels 

D. Partner with local organizations on stewardship, maintenance, activation programming in the 

Public Realm 

E. Support the adaptive reuse of historic buildings associated with past institutional uses for 

community-serving purposes 

F. Encourage incorporating historic interpretive elements, such as signs and plaques, in public 

and private projects 

Building on the Central Waterfront Area Plan's Open Space Objectives 5.1 and 5.4, the Public Realm Plan 
inventories existing and planned open spaces and recommends open space improvements based on 
community input and interagency coordination. The Public Realm Plan selected representative open 
spaces to focus on for conceptual design through the plan effort, as illustrated in Chapter 4 of the Plan. 

The Public Realm Plan also contains a Key Pedestrian Routes Map (Figure 3-26 of the Plan) and a Map of 
Implementation Priorities for Complete Streets (Figure 3-26 of the Plan), which together will guide the 
capital planning and implementation of streetscape projects in the plan area. Typical streetscape designs 
for Industrial, Mixed-Use, and Residential streets are also illustrated in the Public Realm Plan to serve as 
a reference for future projects. 

As a result of the Public Realm Planning process, some of the priority projects have already begun their 
implementation phases, including the Esprit Park renovation project led by the Recreation and Park 
Department and the Minnesota Grove project, led by the Public Works Department. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

CASE NO. 2015-001821GPA 
General Plan Amendments 

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Ordinance and adopt the 

attached Draft Resolution to that effect. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the Commission initiate the proposed ordinance because it will allow 

for the Central Waterfront - Public Realm Plan effort to guide the investment of impact fees and other 

sources in the streetscapes and parks that tie the area together, and provide consistent design for street 

and open space improvements in the neighborhood, whether built by City agencies, private 

development, or community-based organizations. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may approve it reject it, or approve it with 

modifications. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On May 2, 2018 the Planning Department determined that no supplemental environmental review is 

required for the proposed Ordinance. The environmental effects of this plan have been adequately 

analyzed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") in the Final Environmental 

Impact Report ("FEIR") previously prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans 

project. The Planning Department reviewed the proposed plan in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

Sections 15162 and 15164. The Planning Department found that implementation of the proposed plan 

would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIR or result in a substantial increase in 

the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation measures would be 

necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances 

surrounding the original project that would cause significant environmental impacts to which the 

modified project would contribute considerably, and no new information has been put forward which 

shows that the modified project would cause significant environmental impacts. Based on the foregoing 

and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 

31.19(c)(l), the Planning Department documented the reasons that no subsequent environmental review 

is required for the Dogpatch Public Realm Plan and issued an Addendum to the Final Environmental 

Impact Report, attached as Exhibit B to this case report for reference. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

This amendment has been developed in conjunction with an interagency team made up of the San 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Public Works, SF Port, and Recreation and Park 

Department, based on community input gathered through multifaceted outreach efforts. During the 

planning process, the San Francisco Planning Department held five public workshops, over 20 focus 
group meetings, and distributed 4 distinct separate online surveys. In addition, The Planning Department 
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and several neighborhood groups interacted and coordinated in various ways throughout the plan 
development process. 

As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has not received any public comment regarding 
the proposed Ordinance. 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: 
Exhibit B: 
Exhibit C: 
Exhibit D: 
Exhibit E: 

SA,N fRANCISCO 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution 
Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 
Letter of Support from the Recreation and Park Department 
Final Draft of the Central Waterfront -Dogpatch Public Realm Plan 
Proposed Ordinance 
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Addendum #3 to Environmental Impact Report 

Addendum Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Title: 
EIR: 

Block/Lots: 
Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor: 
Sponsor Contact: 
Lead Agency: 
Staff Contact: 

May 2, 2018 
2015-001821ENV 
Dogpatch Public Realm Plan 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR 
SCL No. 1984061912, certified August 7, 2008 
Various 
Various 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Robin Abad, Citywide Plmming, 415-575-9123 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Alesia Hsiao - 415-575-9044 

alesia.hsiao@sfgov.org 

i 650 Mission st 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
4 i 5.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The purpose of this addendum to the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR is to 
substantiate the Planning Department's determination that no supplemental environmental review is 
required for the proposed Dogpatch Public Realm Plan (DPRP) ("proposed project") because the 
environmental effects of the DPRP have been adequately analyzed pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") in a Final Enviromnental Impact Report ("FEIR") previously 
prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. This addendum describes the 
proposed project's relationship to the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans FEIR and the 
Central Waterfront Area Plan, analyzes the proposed project in the context of the previous environmental 
review, and summarizes the potential environmental effects that may occur as a result of implementing 
theDPRP. 

BACKGROUND 
The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Project was adopted in December 2008. The project 
was adopted in part to support housing development in some areas previously zoned for industrial uses, 
while preserving an adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair 

("PDR" or generally light industrial) employment and businesses. The project established new zoning 
districts that permit PDR uses exclusively; in combination with commercial uses; in districts mixing 
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; as well as new residential-only districts. 
The zoning districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use 
districts. The project also resulted in amendments to height and bulk districts in some areas to 
accommodate anticipated residential and commercial growth. 

In conjunction with the Planning Code amendments, the Planning Deparhnent developed area plans for 
the East South of Market Area ("East SoMa"), the Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and the 
Central Waterfront for inclusion in the General Plan. These area plans address policy-level issues 
pertaining to land use, transportation, urban design (including building heights and urban form), open 

space, housing, historic resources, community facilities and economic development. The overarching 
objective of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans is to address key policy objectives that both ensure a 
stable future for PDR businesses in the city, mainly by reserving a certain amount of land for PDR use 
and also provide a substantial amount of new housing, particularly affordable housing, in appropriate 



areas that create "complete neighborhoods" by providing appropriate amenities and services for area 
residents and workers. 

During the Eastern Neighborhoods adoption phase, the Planning Commission held public hearings to 

consider the various aspects of the proposed area plans, and Planning Code and Zoning Map 
amendments. On August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods Final 
EIR by Motion 176592 and adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of 
Supervisors. The mayor signed the final legislation on December 19, 2008. 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR is a comprehensive, programmatic document that analyzes the 
environmental effects of implementing the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, as well as 
the environmental impacts under several alternative zoning scenarios. The Draft EIR evaluated three 
rezoning alternatives ("Options A, B and C"), two community-proposed alternatives that focused largely 
on the Mission District, and a "No Project" alternative. The alternatives varied in the amount of potential 

area-wide land supply that would be zoned for PDR, mixed-use or residential use compared to existing 
conditions at the time. Option A retained the greatest amount of land supply for PDR use within the 
2,300-acre plan area; Option C the least, and designated comparatively more expansive areas of 
residential and mixed-use zoning throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods and a lesser amount of land 
area exclusively for PDR use. Option B sought to balance the disposition of land uses between Options A 
and C. The alternative selected, or the "Preferred Project", was analyzed in the EIR's Response to 
Comments document and represented a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission 
adopted the Preferred Project after fully considering its environmental effects and the various 
alternatives discussed in the FElR. 

The Final EIR included analyses of environmental issues associated with amended use and height 
districts and new General Plan policies including: land use; visual quality and urban design; population, 
housing, business activity, and employment (growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; 
parks, recreation and open space; shadow; archeological resources; historic architectural resources; 
hazards; and other issues not addressed in the previously issued initial study for the Eastern 

Neighborhoods project. No specific development projects were analyzed as part of the FEIR. 

On September 12th, 2012, Addendum #1 to the FEIR was published ("Art & Design Educational Special 
Use District") that examined environmental impacts of the creation of an Art and Design Special Use 
District (SUD) and its application to five contiguous lots near 1111 S1h Street in the Showplace 
Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan area. The SUD was intended to facilitate the continued operation of the 
California College and the Arts and provide a regulatory scheme for a potential future expansion. 
Addendum #1 concluded that implementation of the SUD would not cause new significant impacts not 
identified in the FEIR, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
impacts. 

On March 1, 2017, Addendum #2 to the FEIR was published ("UMU Heights Amendment"), which 
proposed an ordinance that would amend the San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Map to prohibit 
gym and massage uses in the PDR zoning districts, eliminate the Transit-Oriented Retail Special Use 
District \Vhich includes all parcels in PDR districts along 16th Street from Mission Street to Potrero 
Avenue, and raise the allowable heights of certain parcels within the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) Zoning 
District. The former two items were not defined as projects under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 and 
15060(c)(2) because they do not result in a physical change in the environment. Therefore, Addendum #2 
examined only the potential environmental impacts of the UMU Height Amendments. Addendum #2 
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concluded that implementation of the proposed UMU Height Amendments would not cause new 
significant impacts not identified in the FEIR, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce 

significant impacts. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project sponsor, the Planning Department in coordination with the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency, San Francisco Public Works, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, and 
the Port of San Francisco is proposing to implement the DPRP, as an interagency effort to guide public 
inveshnent in open space infrastructure and streetscape improvements within the Central Waterfront 
Plan Area. The DPRP builds on the Central Waterfront Area Plan policies and the Blue Greenway 
Planning and Design Guidelines by addressing several improvement measures to enhance pedestrian 
safety and support upgrades to existing park and recreation facilities. Specifically, the Central Waterfront 
Area Plan, adopted in December 2008 includes numerous policies and objectives that call for open space 
and street improvements to promote the safety, co1mectivity, and sustainability of the Dogpatch 
neighborhood. The DPRP was developed as an implementation tool for policies related to open spaces 
and streetscape improvements in the area. The DPRP area generally encompasses the project area south 
of Mariposa Street, east of Pennsylvania Street, north of Islais Creek Channel, and west of the San 
Francisco Bay, excluding the Port's Pier 80 cargo facilities. 

This addendum reviews the proposed DPRP in the context of the analysis conducted as part of the FEIR, 
particularly as captured within the FEIR's land use (zoning) and height district alternatives. Any future 
projects that could entail new development, changes of use or new uses, or alterations to existing 
structures and streetscapes that adoption of the DPRP would facilitate are unknown at this time because 
no specific development projects are proposed and being analyzed at this time. Therefore, future 
streetscape and open space improvement projects under the DPRP would be subject to project-specific 
environmental review. Each of the project components is further discussed below. In general, the intent 
of the proposed improvements is to reinvest in facilities and amenities to make parks and open spaces 
more resilient, sustainable, and serviceable and to improve the appearance, circulation, access, and 
pedestrian and bicycle experience along the streets and sidewalks within the Dogpatch neighborhood. 

Although project-specific construction details (e.g., construction equipment, duration, amount of 
excavation, etc.) associated with future streetscape and open space improvements under the DPRP are 
not known at this time, they are expected to be well within the construction intensity and durations 
described and evaluated in the FEIR. This is because construction of streetscape improvements and open 
spaces would generally be less intensive and typically shorter in duration than construction of 
development projects (e.g., buildings). Moreover, as discussed throughout this Addendum, FEIR 
mitigation measures that would be applicable to development projects would likewise be applicable to 
the proposed streetscape and open space improvements under the DPRP. 

In general, it is not expected that the proposed streetscape and open space improvement would 
incentivize new building development throughout the Central Waterfront/Dogpatch area or induce 
population growth within the Central Waterfront/Dogpatch area beyond what was already considered in 

the FEIR. Therefore, only direct construction and operational impacts of the DPRP are considered in this 
Addendum. 
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Open Space Improvements 

The DPRP proposes open space improvements within Esprit Park, Tunnel Top Park, Warm Water Cove 
Park, Minnesota Grove, Woods Yard Park, and Progress Park, as shown in Figure 1, Proposed Open 

Space Improvements by the Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, p. 28. 

Esprit Park 
Esprit Park is a 1.83-acre park located between Minnesota Street and Indiana Street and between 19th 
Street and 20th Street, owned by San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Esprit Park is a well
groomed field, bordered with benches, redvvood trees, and picnic areas in the southwest and southeast 
corners. The site elevations vary from 44 feet San Francisco Datum at the northern park boundary to 48 
feet San Francisco Datum at the southern park boundary. 

The proposed layout of Esprit Park would expand the existing two meadow areas (North and South 
Meadows) from 31,500 sf, up to 5,000 sf, divided by a universal play area within the central portion of the 
park. North and South Meadows would be surrounded by trees, forest groves, picnic and seating areas, 
and parcourse and active equipment areas. The improvements at Esprit Park consist of five key elements 
including: the restoration of original planting design and tree rehabilitation; addition and replacement of 
signs, watering stations, trash receptacles, parcourse and active exercise equipment; improvements to 
paths, hardscapes, sidewalks and streets; providing additional lighting along pedestrian paths; and 
installation of sub-grade drainage and site engineering services. Hardscape and sidewalk improvements 

include primary and secondary circulation paths consisting of natural stone paved hardscapes and 
permeable surfaces, a rnidblock path entrance on Indiana Street and Minnesota Street, sidewalk, paving, 
and street planting along the perimeter of Minnesota Street. Streetscape improvements include curb bulb
outs along the north and south corners of Minnesota Street and designing one of the entrances to Esprit 
Park to accommodate Recreation and Park vehicles. 

Tunnel Top Park 
Tunnel Top Park is a 0.7-acre park located at 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue on the southwest corner of 25th 
Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, atop the CalTrain tunnel. Tunnel Top Park is owned by CalTrain. The 
existing site has a flat area and open space for community gathering and recreation. The site elevations 
vary from 70 feet San Francisco Datum at the northern park boundary to 55 feet San Francisco Datum at 
the southern park boundary. 

The proposed layout of Tmmel Top Park would include an arc like multi-use plaza with performance 
stage, a dog play area, a universal play area and wooden seating within the central portion of the park. 
The proposed improvements at Tunnel Top Park consist of internal circulation paths to ensure American 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) access to park facilities, fencing or similar structures to delineate functional 
use areas, a solar powered nighttime lighting program, and the development of a planting plan using 
native and well-adapted species. The improvements at Tunnel Top Park consist of two main elements 
including the addition of furnishings and equipment and improvements to paths and hardscapes. The 
addition of furnishings could include concrete seatwalls, wooden seating, overlook areas, a small 
performance stage, and steel vine structures. Equipment such as a dog play area and a universal play 
area with play slides could be added. Paths and hardscapes improvements could include site walls along 
the arc shaped plaza, and internal circulation paths consisting of decomposed granite paving line the 
park from the western side of the park to the eastern portion of the plaza. A corner bulbout at 
Pennsylvania and 25111 Street and a mid-block bulbout along Pennsylvania Avenue would also be 
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proposed to help define park entry points and create a gateway aspect. There would be no substantial 

grading as the park is located atop the Caltrain tunnel. 

Warm Water Cove Park 

Warm Water Cove Park is a 1.5-acre park located at the end of 24th Street and east of Michigan Street, and 
owned by the Port of San Francisco. The existing site is within the Blue Greenway1 offering scenic vistas 
of the waterfront with narrow walking paths, drought tolerant landscaping, and benches. No lighting 
currently exists at the park. The site elevations vary from 17 feet San Francisco Datum at the northern 
park boundary to 10 feet San Francisco Datum at the southeastern park boundary. 

The proposed project under the DPRP is to expand the park by approximately 2.5 acres (for a total of 
approximately 4 acres) to the south including new vegetation, lighting, site furnishings, public art and 
enhanced safety features, as envisioned in the San Francisco Port's Blue Green Design Guidelines. The 
improvements at Warm Water Cove Park are comprised of six key elements, including planting and 
landscaping design focused on restoring and preserving coastal grasslands, and coast live oak 
woodlands; the construction of the landscape strormwater treatment swales and native landscaping to 
treat stormwater runoff from associated planned adjacent Port Pier 80 (Western Pacific Site) lar1d 
improvements; the addition of furnishings and equipment utilizing a flex space with outdoor seating 
areas for community gathering and passive recreation space created with lawn, terraced seating, and 
drumlin landscape mounds; the addition and improvements to circulation, paths, and hardscapes; the 
addition of public art features including pier posts, art pavilion, sculpture gardens, steel pergolas, 
hammock gardens, boulder fields, and gabion walls; and the addition of nighttime lighting designed and 
located away from sensitive habitat areas. Circulation, paths and hardscapes improvements could 
include an entry plaza created at 24th Street and 25th Street, which would connect to the Bay Trail. 

Secondary circulation pathways could be raised with permeable material options including patterned 
concrete paving, wood, and metal. In addition, a boardwalk located over the landscape swales could be 
provided for continuous pedestrian circulation, where feasible. 

Minnesota Grove 
Minnesota Grove is a 0.4-acre area located on Minnesota Street between 24th and 251h Street, and owned 
by San Francisco Public Works. The existing site is along Minnesota Street, a neighborhood street that has 
one northbound travel lane and one southbound travel lane. The eastern portion of the site is lined with a 
retaining wall filled with trees, shrubs, and vegetation. The site elevations vary from 17 feet to 29 feet San 

Francisco Datum. 

Under the DRPR, the proposed layout of Minnesota Grove would be expanded to the south and a 
continuous pedestrian path with a landscaped buffer would be provided to the intersection of Minnesota 
and 25th Street. The proposed improvements at Minnesota Grove would reconfigure and regrade the 
existing path to provide ADA accessibility, provide seating, redesign the existing retaining wall to 

improve visibility for drivers, and ensure the design and landscape of the expansion carries over the 
existing theme and surroundings of the area. 

1 The Blue Greenway is a City project to improve a 13-mile-long portion of the 500-mile-long, nine-county, region-wide Bay Trail as 
well as the newly established San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail and associated waterfront open space system. (Port of San 
Francisco, Blue Greenway - Planning and Design Guidelines. July, 2012. Available: http:i!sfport.com/blue-greernvay-project, Accessed 
April 10, 2018). 
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Woods Yard Park 
Woods Yard Park is a 0.3-acre park located on the southeast corner of 22m1 Street and Indiana Street, and 
owned by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Woods Yard Park is a block
long open space with two grassy areas, a few shade trees, and a large sand pit for children. The site 
elevation is 38 feet San Francisco Datum. 

Under the DPRP, the proposed improvements at Woods Yard Park include demolishing existing concrete 
areas to provide more planted areas, potentially relocating or replacing existing children's play area, 
addition of more vegetation and trees, installation of solar-powered nighttime lighting, installation of 

adult fitness equipment, and installation of more seating and benches. 

Progress Park 
Progress Park is a 0.5-acre open space area located between Indiana and Iowa Streets, north of 25th Street, 
owned by California Department of Transportation. The park site consists of planted areas and some 

lightly hardscaped areas with adult exercise equipment. The site elevations vary from 23 feet San 
Francisco Diltum illong the northern pilrk hmmdilry to 17 fPPt Siln Frnncisco Dilhim illone the southern 

park boundary. 

The proposed project would expand the park's footprint up to 419,500 square feet into other California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) owned parcels to the north, west, and south. Under the DPRP, 
the proposed improvements to Progress Park would include additional planted areas, expanded dog 
play facilities (dog run or dog play area), and active recreation facilities such as sports courts or fields. 
New nighttime lighting is also proposed. 

While the FEIR project description included some open spaces as part of the project description, 
improvements at Progress Park and Minnesota Grove, specifically, were not anticipated at that time. 
However, construction characteristics associated with these two parks, as well as their operational uses, 
would be largely the same as other parks that were considered in the FEIR. Therefore, impacts associated 
with these two open spaces would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FElR, or result 
in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and no new 
mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts at these two open spaces, 

specifically. 

Streetscape Improvements 

Plan Area Streetscape Improvements 
The DPRP also proposes streetscape improvements, which would include designated and safe pedestrian 
paths of travel along PDR frontages that do not conflict with PDR operations and loading needs, 
construction of sidewalks that are currently legislated but unbuilt curb bulb outs, where they don't 
impede access required of PDR and maritime cargo operations marked crosswalks, raised midblock 
crossings, and a bike route, as shown in Figure 2, Proposed Street Improvements by the Dogpatch Public 
Realm Plan, p. 29. Other proposed improvements include the 24th Street Green Connection, 

improvements along Minnesota Street, providing trees and sidewalk plantings, and a pedestrian-scaled 
lighting program. Typical improvements that would be made to streets and sidewalks throughout the 

project area are shown in Figure 3, Types of Streetscape Improvements Recommended for Dogpatch, p. 
30, and described in Table 1, Proposed Plan Area Streetscape Improvements. 
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Table 1: Proposed Plan Area Streetscape Improvements 

Proposed Type of Streetscape 
Streetscape Segment I Intersection 

Improvement 
East and west sides of Michigan between 24th Street and 25th Sh·cet (New) 

East and west sides of Maryland Sh·eet, north of Cesar Chavez Street (New) or a multi-
purpose trail if the street is not fully improved 
Various sections along the east and west sides of Te1messee Street between 22nd Street to 
Tulare Street (New) 
Various sections along the east and west sides of Minnesota Sh·eet betl'7een 19th Street and 
Cesar Chavez Street (New and/or widening up to 15 feet) 
Various sections along the east and west sides of Pe1msylvania Street between 22nd Street 
and Cesar Chavez Street (New) 
South side of 19th Street betl1Jeen Indiana Street and Minnesota Sh·eet (Improvemenls to 
internal path as part of Esplit Park renovation for ADA compliance) 

Sidewalks/Paths of Travel North side of 20th Street between Indiana Street and Tennessee Street (Improvemenls to 

Improvements (including internal path as part of Esprit Park renovation for ADA compliance) 

1 shared streets, textured South side of Tubbs Street between Indiana Street and Tennessee Street (New) 
asphalt, raised crosswalks, North side of 23'd Street behveen Indiana Sh·eet and Tennessee Street (Improvements) 
etc.) 1 North side of 24th Street between TI!inois Sh·eet to Warm Water Cove Park (Widening up to 

10 feet) 
South side of 24th Street behveen Michigan Street to Wann Water Cove Park (Widening up 
to an additional 10 feet) 
South side of 25th Street beh'Jeen Indiana Street and Tennessee Street (New) 
Various sections along the north and south sides of 26th Street betl'Jeen Indiana Street and 3n1 
Street (New) 
Various sections along the north and south sides of Cesar Chavez east of Michigan Street 
(New or improvements) 
North and south sides of Marin Street from Indiana Street and Tennessee Street and east of 
Michigan Street (New or improvements) 
Various sections along lndiana Street from 22nd Street to Islais Creek (Widening)2 

Illinois Street and 23"1 Street (northeast, northwest, and southwest corners) 
Illinois Street and 24th Street (northwest and southwest corners) 
Tem1essee Street and Mariposa Street (southwest corner) 
Tennessee Street and 18th Street (northeast, northwest, and southwest corners) 
Tem1essee Street and 23<d Street (northwest corner)2 
Tennessee Street and 24th Street (all four corners) 
Minnesota Street and Mariposa Street (southeast and southwest corners) 
Minnesota Street and 18th Street (all four corners) 
Minnesota Street and 19th Street (all four corners) 

2 Corner Curb Bulb outs 
Minnesota Street and 20th Street (northeast, northwest, and southeast corners) 
Minnesota Street and 24th Street (northeast and northwest corners) 
Minnesota Street and 25th Street (northeast and southeast corners) 

Indiana Street and Mariposa Street (southeast and southwest corners) 
Indiana Street and 19th Street (northeast and southeast corners) 

Indiana Street and 20th Street (northeast and northwest corners) 
Indiana Street and Tubbs Street (northeast and southeast corners)2 
Indiana Street and 25th Street (northeast and southeast corners)2 

Indiana Street and Cesar Chavez Street (all four corners)2 
Indiana Street and Marin Street (northeast and southeast corners)2 
Pennsylvania Street and 25th Street (southwest corner) 

' 
Illinois Street at 23'd Street, 24th Street, Cesar Chavez Street (3 intersections) 

3 Marked Crosswalks 
3n1 Street at Cesar Chavez Street (1 intersection) 
Tennessee Street at 18th Street, Tubbs Street, 23'd Street, 24th Street, 25th Street, 26th Street, 
Cesar Chavez Street (7 intersections) 
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Table 1: Proposed Plan Area Streetscape Improvements (continued) 

Proposed Type of Streetscape 
Improvement Streetscape Segment I Intersection 

J\,1innesota Street at 23'd Street, 24th Street, 25th Street, 26th Street, Cesar Chavez Sh·eet 
(5 intersections) 

3 Marked Crosswalks 
Indiana Street at 18th Street, 20th Street, Tubbs Street, 23'd Street, 25th Street (5 intersections) 
Pe1msvlvania Street at 22"" Street, 25th Street (2 intersections) 
19th Street at Indiana Street (1 intersection) 

l'vlichigan Street 11 intersection) 

4 Raised l'vlid-block Crossings 
Tem1essee Street between 20th Street and 22"" Street 
]Vlinnesota Street between 20u, Street and 22nrl Street 

Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities 
(including sidewalk Class III Bike facilities on 24th Street between Illinois Sh·eet to Warm Water Cove Park and 
planting and b·ees, street on 19th Street between Indiana Street and Minnesota Sb·eet, and Class II bicycle facilities 

5 iurnishing and lighting, with sharrows on Minnesota Street between 19th Street and Mariposa Street 
bicycle lanes, bicycle 
parking, bicycle share 

Boardwalk located over the wetlands within Warm Water Cove Park 
stations, etc.) 

Notes: 
1. New sidevvalks could be up to legislated sidevvalk widths or per tietter Streets Pian reconunendations. Improvements are unknown at this time. 
2. Sidewalk widening and new corner bulbouts are a part of San Francisco Public Works capital p1an priority projects. 

Source: Citywide Planning, San Francisco Pla1ming Department, Central Waterfront Public Realm Pinn P11/Jlic Review Draft, Ja1mary 30, 2018. 

24th Street Green Connection 

The proposed street improvements for the 24th Street Green Connection are generally located between 
Minnesota Street and Warm Water Cove Park The current condition of 241h Street varies from block to 
block with minimal planting such as street trees and landscaping, and missing and discontinuous 
sidewalks. No bicycle facilities are available along 24th Street. Under the DPRP, the proposed 
improvements along 24111 Street would include the establishment of a dedicated class III bicycle routes, 

completing the sidewalk network, installing corner curb bulb-outs (as defined in Table 1 above) and 
intersection cross walks, and providing landscape planter areas and street trees. In addition, a reduction 
in the street width for a portion of the section east of Michigan Street is proposed. Certain curb bulb-outs 
improvements would need to be considered in the context of the maritime and industrial needs of those 
streets that serve the Port's maritime operations and other nearby industrial users. 

Minnesota Street Improvements 
The proposed street improvements along Minnesota Street would include two segments of the street, 
between Cesar Chavez Street and Tubbs Street, and Tubbs Street and Mariposa Street. Current conditions 
of Minnesota Street varies by block with minimal tree planting and sidewalk planting, north of 19th 
Street and south of 23rd Street, as well as discontinuous sidewalks south of 23rd Street. Under DPRP, the 
proposed improvements along Minnesota Street would include designated and safe pedestrian paths of 
travel along PDR frontages that do not conflict with PDR operations and loading needs, installation of 
corner bulbouts and marked crosswalks, planting of trees and other vegetation along sidewalks, and a 
pedestrian-scaled lighting program. Additional street improvements include raised, midblock crossings 
between 20th Street and 22nd Street along Minnesota Street. 
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Regulatory Setting 

Planning Code 
The open space improvements sites are located in the Public (P), Urban Mixed Use (UMU), Light 
Industrial (M-1), Heavy Industrial (M-2), Production, Distribution and Repair-I-General (PDR-1-G) Use 
Districts. As stated in Planning Code Section 211, the P District is applied to "land that is owned by a 
governmental agency and in some form of public use, including open space. Within the P District, 
allowed uses include public structures and uses of City and County of San Francisco and of other 
governmental agencies, accessory nonpublic uses, neighborhood agriculture, city plazas, temporary uses, 
and publicly-owned and operated wireless telecommunications services facilities." The UMU District is 
intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while maintaining the characteristics of this formerly 
industrially-zoned area. Within the UMU District, allowed uses include PDR uses such light 
manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, warehouse, and wholesaling. Additional 
permitted uses include retail, educational facilities, nighttime entertainment, outdoor activity areas and 
open space. As stated in Plaiming Code Section 210.4, the M-1 District is "more suitable for smaller 
industries dependent upon truck transportation, while the M-2 District are more suitable for larger 
industries served by rail and water transportation and by large utility lines. In M-1 Districts, most 
industries are permitted, but some with particularly noxious characteristics are excluded. The permitted 
industries in the M-1 District have certain requirements as to enclosure, screening, and minimum 
distance from Residential Districts. The M-2 District is the least restricted as to use and are located at the 
eastern edge of the City, separated from residential and commercial areas. The heavier industries are 
permitted, with fewer requirements as to screening and enclosure than in M-1 District, but many of these 
uses are permitted only as conditional uses or at a considerable distance from Residential Districts." As 
stated in Planning Code Section 210.3, the intention of the PDR-1-G District is to "retain and encourage 
existing production, distribution, and repair activities and promote new business formation. Thus, the 
PDR-1-G District prohibits residential and office uses, and limits retail and institutional uses. 
Additionally, this district allows for more intensive PDR activities than PDR-1-B and PDR-1-D but less 
intensive than PDR-2. Generally, all other uses are permitted." The goals of the proposed project aim to 
build on the Central Waterfront Area Plan policies and the Blue Greenway Planning and Design 
Guidelines by addressing improvement measures to improve pedestrian circulation and safety and to 
support upgrades to existing park and recreation facilities. 

The open space improvements sites are located in the Open Space (OS), 40-X, 58-X, 65-J, Height and Bulk 
Districts. Article 2.5 of the Planning Code regulates the height and bulk of structures consistent with the 
Urban Design element and other elements of the General Plan. Height and Bulk Districts have been 
established for all parcels in the city for a variety of purposes, including relating the height of new 
buildings to important attributes of the City pattern and existing development, avoiding an 
overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction, preserving and improving the integrity of 
open spaces and public areas, promoting harmony in the visual relationships between old and new 
buildings and protecting important city resources and the neighborhood environment. The proposed 
project is intended to address improvement measures to enhance pedestrian safety and support 
maintenance upgrades park and recreation facilities in Central Waterfront Area Plan consistent with 

these purposes. 

Changes in the Regulatory Environment 
Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR in 2008, several new policies, regulations, 
statutes, and funding measures have been adopted, passed, or are underway that affect the physical 

Dogpatch Public Realm Plan 
9 

Addendum to Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2015-001821ENV 

May 2, 2018 



environment and/or environmental review methodology for projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan 
areas. As discussed in each topic area referenced below, these policies, regulations, statutes, and funding 
measures have implemented or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce less-than

significant impacts identified in the FEIR These include: 
State legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts 
for infill projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014. 
State legislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution replacing 
level of service (LOS) analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis, 
effective March 2016 (see "CEQA Section 21099" heading below). 

The adoption of interim controls requiring additional design standards for large project 
authorizations within the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill and Central Waterfront plan areas of 
the Eastern Neighborhoods effective February 2016 through August 2017. 
The adoption of 2016 interim controls in the Mission District requiring additional information 
and analysis regarding housing affordability, displacement, loss of PDR and other analyses, 
effective January 14, 2016 through January 14, 2018. 
San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets Plan adoption in 2010, 
Transit Effectiveness Project (aka "Muni forward") adoption in .March 2014, Vision Zero 

adoption by various City agencies in 2014, Proposition A and B passage in November 2014, and 
the Transportation Sustainability Program (see addendum Transportation section). 
San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses near Places 
of Entertainment effective June 2015 (see addendum Noise section). 
San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, effective July 2008, and 
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, amended December 
2014 (see addendum Air Quality section). 
San Francisco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco 
Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see addendum 
Recreation section). 
Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improvement Program 
process (see addendum Utilities and Service Systems section). 
Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see addendum Hazardous 

Materials section). 

Aesthetics and Parking 

In accordance with CEQA section 21099 - Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit Oriented 
Projects - aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to 

result in significant environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area2 

b) The project is on an infill site3 

2 
According to SB 743, a "transit priority is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A 

"major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal 
served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval 
of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods." 
3 

According to SB 743 an "infill site means a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or on a vacant site 

where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels 
that are developed with qualified urban uses." 
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c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment centetl 

The proposed project does not meet all of the above criteria. The DPRP would guide public investment of 
open space infrastructure and streetscape projects within the Central Waterfront Plan Area and would 

not meet criterion c) since the proposed DPRP would not involve projects that are residential, mixed-use 
residential, or an employment center. Thus, for the purposes of a conservative analysis, the addendum 
considers aesthetics and parking in determining the significance of the proposed project impacts under 

CEQA for all components of the proposed project. The Aesthetics section, p. 12, evaluates whether the 
project would result in a significant CEQA impact on aesthetics. The Transportation and Circulation 
section evaluates whether the project would result in a significant CEQA impact on parking. 

REMARKS 
The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR identified less-than significant 
environmental impacts in the following environmental topic areas: Visual Quality and Urban Design; 
Population, Housing, Business Activity and Employment (Growth Inducement); Parks, Recreation and 
Open Space; Mineral and Agricultural Resources; Wind; Utilities and Public Services; Biology; 
Geology/Topography; Water; and Energy and Natural Resources. The Final EIR found the following 
effects that can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation measures 
incorporated in the following areas: Archeological Resources; Noise; and Air Quality. 

The FEIR found the following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the adoption of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods zoning and area plans: Land Use; Transportation, including traffic and transit; 
Historic Architectural Resources; and Shadow. 

As described under "Project Description" on p. 3 of this addendum, the proposed project would not 
amend the open space improvement sites' existing height and bulk districts. Because the proposed 
project would rely on base zoning within the Central Waterfront Plan Area, the land use characteristics of 
the proposed DPRP fall within the range of alternatives included in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 

and Area Plans FEIR. 

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENT AL EFFECTS 
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19(c)(l) states that a modified project must be reevaluated 
and that "If, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer determines, based on 
the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental review is necessary, this determination and 
the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, and no further evaluation shall be 
required by this Chapter." 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis of a lead 

agency's decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a project that is already 
adequately covered in an existing certified EIR. The lead agency's decision to use an addendum must be 
supported by substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subsequent 
EIR, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present. 

Since certification of the ElR, no changes have occurred in the circumstances under which the original 

project (e.g., zoning and map amendments and adoption of area plans) as currently proposed would be 
implemented, that would change the severity of the physical impacts of implementing the Central 

4 
According to SB 743, an "employment center project means a project located on property zoned for commercial uses with a floor 

area ratio of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a transit priority area." 
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Waterfront Area Plan as explained herein, and no new information has emerged that would materially 
change the analyses or conclusions set forth in the FEIR. 

Further, the proposed DPRP, as demonstrated below, would not result in any new significant 
environmental impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or 
necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those 
identified in the FEIR. The effects associated with the legislative amendment would be substantially the 
same as those reported for the project in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans FEIR. 
Moreover, any individual streetscape or open space improvements undertaken under the DPRP would 
be subject to review by the Planning Department to determine if the project would result in potential 

impacts to the enviromnent. 

Land Use and Land Use Planning 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR evaluates land use effects based on three adopted criteria: whether a 
project would physically divide an existing community; conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the 

general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or rnitigating an environmental effect; or, have a substantial adverse impact on the existing 

character of the vicinity. 

The FEIR determined that implementation of the area plans would not create any new physical barriers 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods because the rezoning and area plans do not provide for any new major 
roadways, such as freeways that would disrupt or divide the plan area or individual neighborhoods or 

subareas. The proposed project provides a plan for future open space and streetscape improvements 
within the DPRP. Implementation of the proposed project would allow for future open space and 
streetscape improvements on certain parcels within the Central W aterfront/Dogpatch neighborhood and 
would not include any land use changes. These open space and streetscape improvements, including 
maintenance upgrades to park and recreation facilities and better connections and enhanced pedestrian 
safety between the open spaces and surrounding streets, would be consistent with the density and 
intensity of the existing urban environment and would not cause substantial adverse impact on the 

existing character of these land use districts. 

In terms of land use compatibility, adoption of the DPRP would support the types of uses that already 
exist in the project areas. The DPRP was developed as an implementation tool for policies related to open 
spaces and streets within the Central Waterfront Area Plan. The DPRP provides a plan for future 
streetscape and open space improvements to enhance pedestrian safety and to support upgrades to 
existing park and recreation facilities. Thus, the DPRP is not anticipated to result in any land use impacts 
of greater severity than those reported in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. As the proposed project 
would not amend the open space improvement sites' existing height and bulk districts and would rely on 
the existing zoning within the area, adoption of the DPRP would not conflict with any applicable land 
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

In the cumulative context, the FEIR found that adoption of the preferred Eastern Neighborhoods use 
districts and zoning controls would result in a significant, adverse impact in the cumulative supply of 
land for FDR uses and would not be mitigable without substantial change in use controls on land under 
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Port of San Francisco jurisdiction. The finding was based on supply, demand and land use projections 

prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. 5 

The FEIR found that industrially-zoned land and PDR building space is expected to decrease over the 

foreseeable future. The use districts and zoning controls adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans are expected to accommodate housing and primarily management, 
information, and professional service land uses within the area over time. The proposed project would 

involve improvements to existing open space and streetscape areas and expand into Caltrans-owned 
parcels within the DPRP area. Other than expanding into Caltrans-owned parcels, no other development 
parcels would be affected. Based on the above, the proposed project would not result in any new 
significant land use impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified traffic 
effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than 

those identified in the FEIR. 

Aesthetics 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR noted that natural boundaries in the Central Waterfront area include 
the San Francisco Bay, which defines the eastern edge of the plan area and lslais Creek, which defines the 
southern edge of the plan area. Built elements such as the I-280 freeway define the western edge of the 
plan area and create a border between Central Waterfront and Potrero Hill. The FEIR concluded that 
with implementation of the design policies proposed as part of the area plans, future development would 
not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the area, have a substantial adverse effect on a 

scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources that contribute to a scenic public setting, or create a 
new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area 
or which would substantially impact other people or properties. The FEIR found that no direct change in 
visual quality would occur and all of the indirect visual effects of development that could occur would 
occur over a lengthy period of time. Given that aesthetic impacts are inherently subjective and given the 
changes would occur within a highly developed urban environment and would be guided by the urban 
design principles contained within the area plans, tl1e FEIR could not conclude that there was a 

significant adverse effect on visual quality and urban design. 

The proposed project would alter some public views as well as visual character of the open spaces, 
streets, and its immediate surroundings, similar to those identified in the FEIR. The proposed project 
would result in visual changes to the existing open spaces associated with replacing trees and 
landscaping, adding furnishings and equipment, refining circulation paths, adding lighting and public 
art and visual changes to the existing streets associated with the construction and widening of sidewalks, 

addition of corner bulbouts, marked crosswalks, raised midblock crossings, a bike route, sharrows, and a 
boardwalk. The addition of these physical elements would not adversely affect the aesthetics of the open 
spaces and streetscapes and would contribute to a greater sense of overall visual quality and 
organization associated with specific functions for pedestrians and bicyclists than currently exists. For 
example, the addition of trees and landscaping within the open space areas would provide shade, 
function as a buffer between the travel lanes and sidewalks, and add aesthetic value by softening the 
edges of the urban landscape that currently exists. In addition, bulbouts at corners, marked crosswalks, 
and raised midblock crossings would result in traffic calming and enhanced sight lines for both motorists 
and pedestrians at crossings. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities along 24th Street, 19th Street, Minnesota 

Street, and within Warm Water Cove Park would provide visually delineated paths of travel for 

5 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 1111d Area Plans Final EIR, p. 77. This document is available for review in Case File 
No. 2011.1381E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 
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pedestrians, cyclists as well as for motorists. No unique scenic resources would be adversely affected. 
111is would not result any additional or more severe aesthetics impacts than were identified in the FEIR. 

The proposed project would result in installation of additional lighting along pedestrian paths, nighttime 
lighting, and street lighting. Street lighting would operate in accordance with current City regulations 
and would not result in adverse light and glare effects, similar to those discussed in the FEIR. As a result, 
the proposed project's physical features would not affect a scenic vista, nor would it create new sources 
of substantial light or glare, or cast shadows. Therefore, the proposed project would have no significant 
impacts with respect to public views, scenic vistas, light, or glare. Thus, similar to the conclusions 
reached in the FETR, there would be no significant adverse impacts related to aesthetics and visual 
character resulting from the proposed project. 

Historic Architectural and Archeo/ogica/ Resources 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR found that implementation of areawide zoning controls would result in 

a significant, adverse environmental impact related to historical resources. Demolition or significant 
alteration of buildings that are identified as historical resources, potential resources, or age-eligible 
properties could be anticipated to occur as a result of development subsequent to implementation of the 
zoning and area plans. The FEIR indicates that such impacts could occur individually (to single 
buildings) as well as cumulatively (to known or potential historic districts). 

The DPRP does not propose the demolition or significant alteration of a historical resource such that the 
significance of the historical resource would be impaired. However, the proposed DPRP provides 
guidance for implementation of open space and streetscape improvement projects. Due to the 
programmatic nature of the proposed DPRP, it is not known at this time if future development would 
involve a request for demolition or significant alteration of a historic resource. Any development 
proposal undertaken in San Francisco is subject to review to determine whether the project would result 
in potential impacts to the environment, including historical resources. When an Environmental 
Evaluation Application is filed with the Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department 
for a project that would result in demolition or alteration of an individual historic architectural resource 
or a contributor to a historic district or conservation district, or would result in new construction within 
or immediately adjacent to such a district, Preservation staff will conduct an initial evaluation of the 
building and of the proposed project. Should staff determine that there is potential for the project to 
materially alter an individual resource or an important historic characteristic of the district, the project 
sponsor will be required to contract for preparation of an Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) by a 
qualified professional consultant who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification 
Standards in Historic Architecture, Architectural History, History, or Preservation Planning. If, through 
this process, a significant impact on a resource or a district is identified and concurred with by 
Preservation staff and the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), mitigation measures and alternatives 
will be required to avoid or reduce the impact on the resource or the district to a less-than-significant 
level, if feasible. Any new development, alterations, or additions to existing structures within the DPRP 
would be required to undergo a separate development review process and be subject to standards and 
guidelines created at that time. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant effect on 
historical resources. 

Implementation of the DPRP could include excavation or other construction methods that could disturb 
archeological resources. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that implementation of the Area 
Plan could result in significant impacts on archeological resources and identified three mitigation 
measures that would reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level. Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure J-1 applies to properties for which a final archeological 
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research design and treatment plan (ARDTP) is on file at the Northwest Information Center and the 
Planning Department an:d calls for the development of an addendum to the ARDTP that includes the 
development of an archeological testing program. Mitigation Measure J-2 applies to properties for which 
no archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which the archeological documentation is 
incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation of potential effects on archeological resources under 
CEQA and calls for the development of ARDTP or other appropriate action for the treatment of 
archeological resources. Mitigation Measure J-3, which applies to properties in the Mission Dolores 
Archeological District, requires that a specific archeological testing program be conducted by a qualified 
archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. Both J-1 
and J-2 are applicable for the DPRP. 

Any future projects that could entail new development, changes of use or new uses, or alterations to 
existing structures and streetscapes that adoption of the DPRP would facilitate are unknown at this time 
because no specific development projects are proposed and being analyzed at this time. Any 
development proposal undertaken in San Francisco is subject to review to determine whether the project 
would result in potential impacts to the environment, including archeological resources. Impacts to 
archeological resources can only· be understood once a specific project has been proposed because the 
effects are highly dependent on both the individual project site conditions and the characteristics of the 

proposed ground-disturbing activity. For any project involving any soils-disturbing or soils improving 
activities including excavation, utilities installation, grading, soils remediation, compaction/chemical 
grouting would be subject to Archeology Review (PAR) by the San Francisco Planning Deparhnent 
archeologist. Based on the PAR, the ERO shall determine if there is a potential for future individual 
projects to result in an effect to an archeological resource, including human remains, and, if so, what 
further actions are warranted to reduce the potential effect of the project on archeological resources to a 
less-than-significant level. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant 
archeological impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or 

necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those 
identified in the FEIR. 

Transportation 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not 
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, or construction traffic. The FEIR 
states that in general, the analyses of pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency access, and construction 
transportation impacts are specific to individual development projects, and that project-specific analyses 
would need to be conducted for future development projects under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans. 

The proposed project would include streetscape improvements throughout the plan area. As described in 
Table 1 of the project description (p. 6), streetscape changes would include installing new sidewalks, 
widening existing sidewalks in approximately 16 areas, 48 new corner bulb-outs, new crosswalks at 25 
intersections, 3 new raised mid-block crosswalks, new clnss III bicycle facilities6 on 24th Street between 
Illinois Street and Warm Water Cove Park and on 19th Street between Indiana Street and Minnesota 
Street, new class II sharrows7 on Minnesota Street between 19th Street and Mariposa Street, a pedestrian 

6 
Class III bicycle facilities are typically wide travel lanes shared by bikes and vehicles. They are commonly marked 
with sharrows and wayfinding signs to indicate shared use and the direction of travel. 

7 
Class II bicycle facilities with sharrows are typically bike lanes where a portion of the road is reserved for the 
preferential or the exclusive use of bicyclists and marked with sharrows. 
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boardwalk over the wetlands within Warm Water Cove Park, and a 10 foot reduction of the width of the 
street width on 24th Street from Michigan Street to Warm Water Cove Park. Other project features 
include enhancements at the following existing parks: Esprit Park, Tunnel Top Park, Warm Water Cove 
Park, Minnesota Grove Park, Woods Park, and Progress Park. 

Traffic and Vehicle Miles Traveled 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR included a level of service analysis at 40 study intersections within the 
plan area, eight within the Central Waterfront subarea. However, as discussed above under "Senate Bill 
743/' in response to state legislation that called for removing automobile delay from CEQA analysis, the 
Planning Commission adopted resolution 19579 replacing automobile delay with a vehicle miles 
travelled metric for analyzing transportation impacts of a project. Therefore, impacts and mitigation 
measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR associated with automobile delay are not discussed in 
this addendum. 

The proposed project is to provide a plan for future streetscape and open space improvements in the 
Central Waterfront/Dogpatch neighborhood, and would not include any land use changes. While the 
proposed would include new and enhanced public open spaces at Esprit Park, Tunnel Top Park, Warm 
Water Cove, Minnesota Grove, Woods Park, Progress Park, it is anticipated that these spaces would be 
used by people in the neighborhood, since they are local neighborhood parks rather than citywide or 
regional destinations. Thus, the proposed project would not result in nor enable an increase in vehicle 
trips. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant traffic impacts, substantial 
increases in the significance of previously identified traffic effects, or necessitate implementation of 
additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VlvIT) 

Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of t11e 
transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit development 

scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low-density development at 
great distance from other land uses, located in areas ·with poor access to non-private vehicular modes of 
travet generate more automobile travel compared to development located in urban areas, where a higher 
density, mix of land uses, and travel options other than private vehicles are available. 

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

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority uses the San Francisco Chained Activity Model 
Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles and taxis for different land use types. 
Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on observed behavior from the California Household 
Travel Survey 2010-2012, Census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county 
worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. SF-CHAMP uses a synthetic 
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population, which is a set of individual actors that represents the Bay Area's actual population, who 
make simulated travel decisions for a complete day. The transportation authority uses tour-based 
analysis for retail, office, residential, and other land uses, such as day care centers, which examines the 

entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the project. For retail uses, the 
transportation authority uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMf from individual trips to and from 
the project (as opposed to entire chain of trips). A trip-based approach, as opposed to a tour-based 
approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple 
locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each location would over-estimate VMT. s,9 

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional 
VMf. The State Office of Planning and Research's (OPR) Revised Proposal 011 Updates to the CEQA 
Guidelines 011 Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA ("proposed transportation impact guidelines") 
recommends screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of projects that would not 
result in significant impacts to VMT. If a project meets one of the three screening criteria provided (map
based screening, small projects, and proximihJ to transit stations), then it is presumed that VMT impacts 
would be less than significant for the project and a detailed VMf analysis is not required. Map-based 
screening is used to determine if a project site is located within a transportation analysis zone that 
exhibits low levels of VMT; small projects are projects that would generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips 
per day; and the proximity to transit stations criterion includes projects that are within a half mile of an 
existing major transit stop, have a floor area ratio of greater than or equal to 0.75, vehicle parking that is 
less than or equal to that required or allowed by the planning code without conditional use 
authorization, and are consistent with the applicable sustainable communities strategy. 

Induced Travel Demand 
A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially induce additional 
automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new 
mixed-flow lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. OPR's proposed transportation impact 
guidelines includes a list of transportation project types that would not likely lead to a substantial or 
measureable increase in VMT. If a project fits within the general types of projects (including 
combinations of types), then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant and a 
detailed VMT analysis is not required. 

The proposed project is not a transportation project. However, the project would include features that 
would alter the transportation network. These features include new bulb-outs, crosswalks, bicycle 
facilities, sidewalks, street trees, pedestrian/bicyclist pathways, and a reduction in the street width on 
24th Street from Michigan Street to Warm Water Cove Park. These features fit within the general types of 
projects that would not substantially induce automobile travel. 

8 
To state another way: a tour-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in the tour, for any tour 

with a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at tvvo retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on the way to work and a 
restaurant on the way back home, then both retail locations would be allotted the total tour Vl\IT. A trip-based approach allows us 
to apportion all retail-related Vl\IT to retail sites without double-counting. 

9 
San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, Appendix F, 

Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 
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Moreover, the proposed project does not include any land use development and would not enable or 
incentivize land use development. Thus, it is not anticipated to increase VMT in the plan area, and would 
not result in any new impacts or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different 
mitigation measures than those identified in the FEill.. 

Transit 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEill. anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could result 
in significant impacts on transit ridership, and identified seven transportation mitigation measures. Even 
with mitigation, however, it was anticipated that the significant adverse cumulative impacts on transit 
lines could not be reduced to a less than significant level. Thus, these impacts were found to be 
significant and unavoidable. 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in an incremental increase in the demand for 
public transit. The proposed project, which would include new bulb-outs, crosswalks, sidewalks, 
pedestrian/bicyclist pathways, and open space, is not anticipated to induce growth and generate new 
transit trips beyond those identified and analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. For these reasons, 
the proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be 

accommodated by adjacent tran~il capacity. 

Muni routes 8BX Bayshore B Express, 14X Mission Express, 22 Fillmore, and 48 Quintara/24th Street 
operate within the project area. The design of the proposed bulb-outs would be subject to review and 
approval by the SFMTA. SFMTA review would ensure the bulb-outs are designed to accommodate turns 

by Muni vehicles. Thus, the proposed new bulb-outs would not interfere with transit operations. Under 
the proposed project, the 24th Street would be reduced from to 33 feet to approximately 23 feet from east 
of Michigan Street to Warm Water Cove Park and class III bicycle facilities would be installed on 24th 
Street from Illinois Street to Warm Water Cove Park. As the proposed bike lane on 24th Street would not 
be located within an existing transit only lane and there are no transit routes along this portion of 24th 
Street, the proposed right-of-way reduction would not result in transit delays. Similarly, the proposed 
class II bicycle facilities on Minnesota Street between 19th Street and Mariposa Street and the proposed 

class III bicycle facilities on 19th Street between Indiana Street and Minnesota Street would not be located 
within an existing transit only lane and there are no transit routes along these portions of Mi1mesota 
Street and 19th Street. Thus, these bicycle facilities would not result in transit delay. 

Other project features include new crosswalks and sidewalks within the project area, as described above 
in the Project Description section. This includes widening the sidewalk on the north side of 24th Street 
between Illinois Street to Warm Water Cove Park, widening various sections of the existing sidewalks 

along the east and west sides of Minnesota Street between 19th Street and Cesar Chavez Street, widening 
various sections of Indiana Street from 22nd Street to Islais Creek, and modifications to existing 
sidewalks along the north and south sides of Cesar Chavez Street east of Michigan Street and the north 
and south sides of Marin Street between Indiana and Te1messee streets and east of Michigan Street. The 
22 Fillmore bus line runs through the location of the proposed new crosswalk at the intersection of 18th 
Street/Indiana Street and the 48 Quintara/241h Street route runs through the location of the proposed new 
crosswalks at the intersections of 22nd Street/Pennsylvania Street, and 25th Street/Pennsylvania Street. 
These new crosswalks would be installed at existing intersections and would not be signalized or stop 
controlled. There are no transit routes along the other streets where new cross walks are proposed. The 
SFMTA and San Francisco Public Works would review the proposed new sidewalks, widening of 
existing sidewalks and sidewalk modifications to ensure that the travel lanes on the streets adjacent to 
these sidewalks would be of an adequate width to provide access for vehicles, including transit buses. 
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For these reasons, the proposed new crosswalks, sidewalks, sidewalk widening, and other modifications 
would not result in transit delays. Thus, the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts 
on transit service levels beyond what was analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant transit impacts, substantial 
increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional 
or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR. 

Pedestrians 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not 
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians. The proposed project is not anticipated to induce 
growth that would generate pedestrian trips. The proposed project does not include any changes that 
would create overcrowding of neighboring sidewalks, create hazardous conditions for pedestrians or 
otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility. As noted in the FEIR (pp. 287), traffic calming measures, 
such as bulb-outs and ladder (i.e., stripped) crosswalks, would enhance pedestrian travel and safety. The 
proposed project would improve pedestrian facilities through 48 new corner bulb-outs, new striped 
crosswalks at 25 intersections, 3 new raised mid-block crosswalks, new sidewalks and widened 
sidewalks in 15 areas, and the pedestrian/bicyclist pathways proposed for Warm Water Cove. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not result in any new significant pedestrian impacts, substantial increases in 
the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or 
considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR. 

Bicycle 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not 

result in significant impacts related to bicycles. The proposed project is not anticipated to induce growth 
that would generate bicycle trips. The proposed project does not include any changes that would create 
hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility. Bicycle conditions 
would be improved by through the proposed traffic calming measures, the new class III bicycle facilities 
proposed for 24th Street between Illinois and Warm Water Cove Park, and the pedestrian/bicyclist 
pathways proposed for Warm Water Cove. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new 
significant bicycle impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or 
necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those 
identified in the FEIR. 

Construction 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not 
result in significant transportation-related construction impacts. Implementation of the proposed project 
would include construction of the streetscape elements (bulb-outs, crosswalks, sidewalks, bike facilities) 

and the public open spaces. Many of the proposed project's elements would be constructed as part of 
open space and streetscape improvements identified in the Central Waterfront Area Plan and Blue 
Greenway Planning and Design Guidelines. In addition, the FEIR anticipated construction in the Central 
Waterfront Area would result in additional traffic from truck movements to and from project sites, but 
that these effects would be temporary and intermittent, and impacts would be less than significant. Thus, 
the proposed project would not result in more construction activity than what was anticipated in the 
FEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant transportation-related 
construction impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or 
requirement for additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the 
FEIR. 
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Loading 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not 
result in significant impacts related to loading. The proposed project is not a land use development 
project, and is not anticipated to induce growth that would generate loading trips. The proposed project 
would alter existing sidewalk facilities and add 48 new curb bulb-outs. While the new bulb-outs would 
reduce the space available for loading activities, the potential reduction in loading space in the plan area 
is not anticipated to create potentially hazardous conditions affecting traffic, transit bicycles, or 
pedestrians or significant delays affecting transit. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any 
new significant loading impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, 
or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those 
identified in the FEIR. 

Parking 
San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment and 
therefore, does not consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by 
CEQA. Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical 
environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project's social impacts need not be treated as 
significant impacts on the environment. Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand 
varies from day to day, from day to night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking 
spaces (or lack thereof) is not a permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change 
their modes and patterns of travel. 

However, the potential secondary effects of parking availability are analyzed to determine whether a 
substantial deficit in parking caused by a project creates hazardous conditions affecting traffic, transit, 
bicycles, or pedestrians or significant delays affecting transit or render other modes of travel infeasible, 
depending on the project and its setting. The proposed project includes streetscape changes and new 
recreational facilities, and would not include any land use development or enable land use development. 
Thus, the proposed project would not increase parking demand in the area covered by the Dogpatch 
Public Realm Plan. The proposed streetscape changes could reduce the amount of on-street parking in 
the Dogpatch Public Realm Plan area the locations of the proposed changes. However, these changes 
would add or widen existing sidewalks, add new bulbouts, and add new bicycle facilities, thereby 
improving conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists. As discussed above, the proposed changes would be 
reviewed by the SFMTA prior to approval, ensuring the proposed project would not result significant 
transit delays. In addition, the proposed streetscape changes would not present traffic safety hazards or 
create new sources of substantial conflict with existing traffic. The number of travel lanes in the Dogpatch 
Public Realm Plan area would remain the same and any reduction in on-street parking would reduce 
traffic conflicts. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a substantial parking deficit that could 
create hazardous conditions or significant delays in travel 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant parking impacts, substantial 
increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional 
or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR. 

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not change or alter the Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR findings with respect to transportation and circulation impacts and would not 
require new mitigation measures. In addition, there are no changed circumstances or new information 
that would change the FEIR's impact findings with respect to the transportation and circulation network. 

Case No. 2015-001821ENV 
20 

Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 

Dogp11tch Public Realm P/1111 May 2, 2018 



Noise 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FElR noted that the existing ambient noise environment within the DPRP 
area is dominated by vehicular traffic on the U.S. 101 and I-280 freeways and traffic on local roadways. 
The FEIR concluded that compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police 
Code) and implementation of Eastern Neighborhoods FElR Mitigation Measure F-2 would reduce 
construction related noise impacts from any subsequent development projects to a less than significant 
level. 

Implementation of the DPRP would not result in substantial trip generation that could cause a noticeable 
increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity (typically, traffic has to double for there to be a 
noticeable increased in noise levels, which is not expected as part of this project). Any future construction 
that would occur with implementation of the proposed project would temporarily generate noise and 
possibly vibrations that could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. 
Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Given the similarity in 
construction noise expected under the proposed project, the construction noise impact conclusions 
reached for the FEIR would be substantially the same and implementation of the proposed project would 
not result in any new significant noise impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously 
identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation 
measures than those identified in the FElR. 

Air Quality 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from 
construction activities and impacts to sensitive land uses10 as a result of exposure to elevated levels of 
diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods 
FElR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce these air quality impacts to less-than
significant levels and stated that with implementation of identified mitigation measures, the Area Plan 
would be consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the applicable air quality plan at that time. 
All other air quality impacts were found to be less than significant. 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 addresses air quality impacts during construction, 
and FEIR Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 address proposed uses that would emit DPM and other 
TACs.11 

Construction Dust Control 
Eastern Neighborhoods FEJR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality requires individual 
projects involving construction activities to include dust control measures and to maintain and operate 
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. The San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors subsequently approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco 
Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 
176-08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance is to reduce the 
quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order 

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

11 The Eastern Neighborhoods FEJR also includes Mitigation Measure G-2, which has been superseded by Health Code Article 38, 
as discussed below, and is no longer applicable. 
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to protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, 
and to avoid orders to stop work by DBL 

Construction activities associated with individual future projects would result in construction dust, 
primarily from ground-disturbing activities. In compliance with the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance, the project sponsor and contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site 
would be required to control construction dust on the site through a combination of watering disturbed 
areas, covering stockpiled materials, street and sidewalk sweeping and other measures. For projects over 
one half-acre, such as some proposed open space improvements, the Dust Control Ordinance requires 
that the sponsoring agency submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of 
Public Health. The site-specific Dust Control Plan could require the project sponsor to implement 
additional dust control measures such as installation of dust curtains and windbreaks and to provide 
independent third-party inspections and monitoring, provide a public complaint hotline, and suspend 
construction during high wind conditions. 

The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that 
construction dust impacts would not be significant. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

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

would be subject to a significance determination based on the BAAQMD's quantitative thresholds for 
individual projects."12 The BAAQMD's CEQA Air Qualihj Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide 
screening criteria13 for determining whether a project's criteria air pollutant emissions would violate an 
air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, 
projects that meet the screening criteria do not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. 

Future individually proposed projects would be screened against the Air Quality Guidelines screening 
criteria; however, it is unlikely that any of the projects proposed under the DPRP would exceed these 
criteria, ·which, for a "city park" is 2,613 acres for operational criteria pollutants and 67 acres for 
construction criteria pollutants. All of the open spaces proposed for improvements are well within these 
sizes and linear street improvements would also not be expected to exceed these screening thresholds 
since, typically, they would disturb smaller footprints and are likely to be sequenced such that only a few 
proposed project would be under construction at any given time. 

Because criteria air pollutant emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project would 
meet the Air Quality Guidelines screening criteria, the DPRP would not have a significant impact related 
to criteria air pollutants. 

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

13 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011. See pp. 3-2 to 3-3. 
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Health Risk 
Since certification of the FEIR, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to 
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, amended 
December 8, 2014)(Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by 
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all 
urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone as defined in Article 38 are areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant 
sources, exceed health protective standards for cumulative PM2.s concentration, cumulative excess cancer 
risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. Projects within the Air 

Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project's activities 
would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas 
already adversely affected by poor air quality. 

A portion of the DPRP area is within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ). Because of this and 
because individual future projects would be sponsored by City agencies, any project construction within 
the APEZ would be subject to the Clean Construction Ordinance, which requires public projects to 
reduce emissions at construction sites in certain areas with high levels of background concentrations of 
air pollutants (APEZ). This would be achieved through requiring engines with higher emissions 
standards on construction equipment and would be expected to reduce DPM exhaust from construction 
equipment by 89 to 94 percent compared to uncontrolled construction equipment.14 Through the 
implementation of the requirements of the Clean Construction Ordinance, which supersedes FEIR 
Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality, contractors for publicly-funded construction projects 
can substantially reduce their emissions and the associated public health risk at construction sites. 

In addition, in 2012, Planning Department conducted environmental analysis of various improvements 
proposed to 6.1-acre Minnie and Lovie Ward playfields, including replacement of the existing grass turf 
with synthetic turf, installation of 12 60- to 80-foot tall light standards, replacement of the existing 
bleachers and fencing, and various other improvements.15 The renovation of the fields assumed 
excavation to a depth of approximately 1 foot below the existing ground surface (bgs) over the field area 
and approximately 10 feet bgs for the installation of the light standards (an area approximately 30 to 36 
inches in diameter per light standard). 

Air quality analysis conducted to estimate impacts from project construction found that renovations of 
the Minnie Lovie playfields would not result in significant air quality impacts, both with respect to 
criteria air pollutants or health risks (toxic air contaminants). The analysis was conservative in that it did 

not account for compliance with the Clean Construction Ordinance. Thus, it is likely that future 

14 

15 

PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emission standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and 0. Tier 0 off-road 
engines do not have PM emission standards, but the United States Environmental Protection Agency's Exhaust and Crankcase 
Emissions Factors jc>r Nonroad Engine Modeling- Compression Ignition has estimated Tier 0 engines between 50 hp and 100 hp to 
have a PM emission factor of 0.72 g/hp-hr and greater than 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.40 g/hp-hr. Therefore, 
requiring off-road equipment to have at least a Tier 2 engine would result in between a 25 percent and 63 percent reduction in 
PM emissions, as compared to off-road equipment with Tier 0 or Tier 1 engines. The 25 percent reduction comes from 
comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for Tier 2 (0.45 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 1 (0.60 
g/bhp-hr). The 63 percent reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines above 175 hp for 
Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp-lu-) and Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-hr). In addition to the Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level 3 VDECSs are required and 
would reduce PM by an additional 85 percent. Therefore, the mitigation measure would result in between an 89 percent (0.0675 
g/bhp-lu-) and 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp-hr) reduction in PM emissions, as compared to equipment with Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr) or 
Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp-hr). 
Plmrning Department, Minnie nnd Lovie Ward Play.fields Renovation, final Mitigated Negntive Declnratio11, February 8, 2012. 
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individual projects under the DPRP, which would be subject to the Clean Construction Ordinance, would 
likewise not result in construction-related air quality impacts. 

In addition, the proposed project would not conflict with the 2017 Clean Air Plan (which is the rnost 
recent regional air quality plan and supersedes the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategtj discussed in the FElR), 
because the DPRP would support the primary objectives of the plan by creating an environmental that is 
more amenable to bicyclists and pedestrians, thus reducing mobile-related air emissions. Moreover, the 

DPRP would also not hinder the implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not result in VMT that 
could exceed the plan's population growth; and would not cause localized CO impacts. 

Based on the above, the proposed project would not change or alter the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 
findings with respect to air quality impacts and would not require new mitigation measures. In addition, 
there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR's impact findings 
with respect to air quality. 

Shadow 
Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast 
additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park 
Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless 
that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped with 

taller buildings without triggering Section 295 of the Planning Code because certain parks are not subject 
to Section 295 of the Planning Code (i.e., under jurisdiction of departments other than the Recreation and 
Parks Department or privately owned). The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR could not conclude if the 
rezoning and community plans would result in less-than-significant shadow impacts because the 
feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of unknown proposals could not be 
determined at that time. Therefore, the FEIR determined shadow impacts to be significant and 
unavoidable. No mitigation measures were identified in the FEIR. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR found that adoption of new use districts, associated land use 
controls and implementation of the area plans could result in significant, adverse shadow impacts on the 
following parks and open spaces within Central Waterfront: Victoria Manalo Draves Park, South of 
Market Recreation Center/Eugene Friend Recreation Center, Alice Street Community Gardens, and South 
Park in East SoMa; KidPower Park, Franklin Square, Mission Playground, Alioto Mini-Park, 24th and 
York Mini Park and the James Rolph Playground in the Mission; Potrero del Sol Park and Jackson 
Playground in Showplace Square/Potrero Hill; and, Esprit Park, Warm Water Cove and Wood Yard 
Mini-Park in the Central Waterfront. 

The proposed project includes open space improvements in Esprit Park, Tunnel Top Park, Warm Water 

Cove Park, Minnesota Grove, Vvoods Yard Park, and Progress Park, and streetscape improvements 
throughout the Central Waterfront Plan Area. As stated on pg. 3 of this addendum, the proposed DPRP 
would involve replacing trees and landscaping, improving amenities and infrastructure, refining 
circulation paths, addressing drainage and irrigation concerns, treating stormwater runoff, improving 
nighttime lighting, and providing public art. Additionally, the proposed project would result in 
streetscape improvements including construction of sidewalks, curb bulb outs, marked crosswalks, 
raised midblock crossings, a bike route, sharrows, and a boardwalk. The proposed project would not 
include buildings construction. Implementation of the DPRP could lead to an incremental increase in 
shading of portions of nearby streets and sidewalks and private property at times, shadows upon streets 
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and sidewalks are expected to be minimal and not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas. 
Although the DPRP does not propose specific projects at this time, because of the potential for new 
shadow impacts associated with the proposed project, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

Any future development proposal over 40-feet in height would be subject to the Planning Department's 
requirement to prepare a shadow study to evaluate project-specific shading impacts to comply with 
Planning Code Section 295 and CEQA. In addition, future development or additions in the area 
surrounding Esprit Park, Warm Water Cove, and Wood Yard Park would also be subject to site-specific 
environmental analysis, and shadow effects could be limited through design of individual projects that 
takes into consideration shading effects on nearby parks. While open space and streetscape 
improvements pursuant to the implementation of the DPRP may result in a nominal increase in new 
shadow, the proposed project would not result in any new significant shadow impacts, substantial 
increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional 
or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR noted that implementation of any of the proposed project's rezoning 
options would encourage construction of new development within the project area. The fEIR found that 

there is a high potential to encounter hazardous materials during construction activities in many parts of 
the project area because of the presence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous and current land uses associated 
with the use of hazardous materials, and known or suspected hazardous materials cleanup cases. 
However, the FEIR found that existing regulations for facility closure, Underground Storage Tank (UST) 
closure, and investigation and cleanup of soil and groundwater would ensure implementation of 
measures to protect workers and the community from exposure to hazardous materials during 
construction. 

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

Given that the proposed project would not include buildings construction, and no structures would be 
demolished that contain hazardous materials and no construction activities are expected to involve 
hazardous materials, implementation of the DPRP would not result in a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. Due to the programmatic nature of the proposed DPRP, it is 
not known at this time if future development would involve disturbance of 50 cubic yards or more of 
soil. Future projects that may be implemented within the context of the DPRP would be required to 
comply with existing hazardous materials regulations. Therefore, the proposed project would not result 
in any new significant hazardous materials impacts, substantial increases in the significance of 
previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different 
mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR. 
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Less than Significant Environmental Effects 
The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR found that the implementation of area-wide zoning and associated 
Area Plans would not result any significant environmental impacts in the following areas: Population, 
Housing, Business Activity and Employment (Growth Inducement); Parks, Recreation and Open Space; 
Mineral and Agricultural Resources; Wind; Utilities and Public Services; Biology; Geology/Topography; 
Water; and Energy and Natural Resources. Each of these topics is analyzed and discussed in detail 
including, but not limited to, in the Final EIR (and Initial Study or "IS") Chapters: 4.D; 4.H; 4.M; 6.D; 7.A, 
B,-D (IS); 8.A-C (IS); 9.A, B (IS); 10.A-C (IS); 11.A-B (IS). Adoption of the proposed DPRP would not 
change these conclusions because there are no changed circumstances surrounding the proposed project 
that would cause significant environmental impacts to which the proposed project would contribute 
considerably, and no new information has become available that shows that the proposed project would 
cause significant environmental impacts. 

Effects That Can Be Avoided or Reduced to Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
The Final EIR found that the implementation of area-wide zoning and associated Area Plans would 
result in potentially significant environmental impacts that may be avoided with implementation of 
mitigation measures; adoption of the proposed DPRP would not alter these conclusions because there are 

no changed circumstances surrounding the proposed project that would cause significant environmental 
impacts to which the proposed project would contribute considerably, and no new mitigation measures 
would be necessary to reduce significant impacts . The Final EIR's mitigation measures, incorporated 
here by reference, may apply to future development projects within the DPRP as applicable, if project
specific review finds that such a project were to result in potentially significant environmental impacts.16 

The measures are summarized below. 
Measure F-2, Construction Noise: requires contractors to utilize noise attenuation measures during 
construction to minimize noise effects. Measures may include: temporary barriers around construction 
sites; noise control blankets; ongoing monitoring of noise attenuation measures through by taking noise 
measurements; and posting construction schedule, construction contact and complaint procedures for 
affected parties. 

Measure F-5, Siting of Noise Generating Uses: similar to above, this measure directs the Planning 
Deparhnent to require 24-hour exterior noise meter testing prior to any project-specific entitlement to 
ensure that the siting of potentially noisy land uses do not adversely affect nearby sensitive receptors. 

Measure J-1, Properties with Previous Studies: requires applicability of certain properties within the 
project area for which a final archeological research design and treatment plan (ARD/TP) is on file at the 
Northwest Information Center and the Planning Deparhnent. Any project resulting in soils-disturbance 
of 2.5 feet or greater below existing grade proposed within the AMM-A shall be required to submit to the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval an addendum to the respective ARD/TP 
prepared by a qualified archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban 
historical archeology. The addendum to the ARD/TP shall evaluate the potential effects of the project on 

CEQA-significant archeological resources with respect to the site- and project-specific information absent 
in the ARD/TP. 

16 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Planning Commission 
Motion No. 17659, adopted August 7, 2008. This document is available for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E at 
the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 
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Measure J-2, Properties ·with No Previous Studies: requires preparation of a Preliminary Archeological 
Sensitivity Study by an archeological consultant V\rith expertise in California prehistoric and urban 
historical archeology. The Sensitivity Study should: determine the historical uses of the project site based 
on any previous archeological documentation and Sanborn maps; determine types of arrheological 
resources/properties that may have been located mthin the project site and whether the archeological 
resources/property types would potentially be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources; determine if 19th or 20th century soils-disturbing activities may adversely affected the 
identified potential archeological resources; assess potential project effects in relation to the depth of any 
identified potential archeological resource; and include a conclusion assessing whether any CRHP
eligible archeological resources could be adversely affected by the proposed project and recommendation 
as to appropriate further action. 

CONCLUSJON 
Based on the foregoing, the Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the conclusions 
reached in the FEIR certified on August 7, 2008 remain valid, and that no supplemental environmental 
review is required for the proposed project. Implementation of the proposed DPRP would not cause new 
significant impacts not identified in the FEIR, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce 
significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the original 
project that would cause significant environmental impacts to which the proposed project would 
contribute considerably, and no new information has been put forward which shows that the proposed 
project would cause significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no supplemental environmental 
review is required beyond this addendum. 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirement5. 
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FIGURE 1. 
PROPOSED OPEN SPACE IMPROVEMENTS BY 
THE DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM PLAN 
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FIGURE 2. PROPOSED STREET IMPROVEMENTS BY THE DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM PLAN 
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FIGURE 3. TYPES OF STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED FOR DOGPATCH 
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April 30, 2018 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear President Rich Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission, 

Mark Farrell, Mayor 
Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager 

I am writing to express the support of the San Franeisco Recreation and Park Department for 
the Planning Department-led Central Waterfront'" Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. 

Staff members from our Capital and Planning Division as well as Operation Division were 
involved in supporting Planning Department staff in community outreach efforts. They 
participated in various Planning Department-convened open houses and provided feedback on 
various drafts of the Plan, particularly as relates to the renovation of Esprit Park. Our staff also 
co-led a comrnunity meeting in September 2017 with the Planning Departmentand the 
Dog patch & NW Potrero Hill Green Benefit District (GBD) to review the Public Realm Plan 
process and design, as well .as the transition of Esprit Park-specific community outreach and 
design to Rec and Park and the GBD, 

We appreciate the efforts of Planning Department staff to conduct broad and extensive 
community outreach and to work with a diversity of stakeholders to develop a well-supported 
design for Esprit Park. We are committed to upholding the spirit and intent of this design as we 
move forward. Thanks to funding from UCSF as well as IPIC and the partnership of the GBD, 
we are already moving forward with the Esprit Park project The GBD has convened an Esprit 
Community Advisory Group (ECAG), which had its inaugural meeting this weekend, with a tour 
of several park sites, Planning Department staff have been invited to attend monthly ECAG 
meetings as available /appropriate to supportthe project moving forward. 

Thank you in advance for approving the Central Waterfront-Dog patch Public Realm Plan and 
recommending for approval to the Board of Supervisors. 

Philip PJ.. Ginsburg 
Genera Manager 

cc: John Rahaim, Robin Abad, Melinda Stockmann, Stacy Bradley, Sarah Mad land 

Mclarenlodge in Gold'en Gate Park I 501 5tanyan Street I San Francinco, CA 94117 I PHONE: {415) 831-2700 I 1NEB: sfrecpark.Oll;J 



August 16, 2018 

Rich Hillis, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Support Central Waterfront-Dogpatch Public Realm Plan 

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission, 

I am writing to express support from the Port of San Francisco for the Central Waterfront-Dogpatch 
Public Realm Plan developed by your Citywide team, led by Robin Abad. 

The Public Realm Plan focuses on creating and improving the use of public space for the growing 
community in Dogpatch, and provides a framework that has been integrated and extended into the 
Port's planning and development efforts for Pier 70. Members of our Planning & Environment Division 
team have enjoyed a strong collaboration to support these coordinated efforts, and appreciated the 
opportunity to support the Planning Department's community process in Dogpatch. This enhanced the 
interagency coordination that continued through the work to define the Pier 70 zoning and design 
guidelines approved by the Planning and Port Commissions, including the complete streets and open 
space public realm elements within the Port's jurisdiction that will create new public access to San 
Franclsco Bay. 

We appredate the efforts of the Planning Department team to conduct broad and extensive community 
outreach and to work with a diversity of stakeholders to develop a well-supported vision for this 
neighborhood. 

We support the Planning Commission approval of the Central Waterfront- Dogpatch Public Realm Plan 
and your recommendation for approval of this Plan by the Board of Supervisors. 

Sincerely, 

Diane Oshima 
Deputy Director, Planning & Environment 

Cc: John Rahaim, Robin Abad, David 
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Figure 5-81. Public Polling For Open Space Priorities Corridors (Map) 
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The Public Realm 
T!lcPulJiic l<colm is me for civic 

of t!l.c: n.oti...vork.of stre:cts~ p.9rk:~.1 
open spcKes, ancl UH:: 

as sJcle.\1vaik::, 
facmtreS. 

of 

f:::::st\n1ntes ·for tl~ose conceprs· ~ tc} t1<:Yttci(ir1forrn 
resource 

The Central Waterfront - Dogpa'l:ch 
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OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES FROM THE 2008 CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
PERTAINING TO THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT· DOGPATCHPUBLIC REALM PLAN 

Provide public parks and open 
spaces that meet the. needs of 
residents, workers and visitors. 

Create .a network of green 
streets that connects open 
spaces and improves the 
walkability, aesthetics, and 
ecological sustainability of the 
neighborhood. 

streetst' or green connector 
streets. 

street trees anCI 
str-eet 
extent feaslble. 

Enrrnnce the 

sites or elsevv11ere 

Crook 

Pursue cicquisition or conversion 
of t11e Tubt)S 

to 

street 

sncl 
reue.Btional tr;;iils ;;incl 

The open space system 
should both beautify the 
neighborhood and strengthen 
the environment. 



COMMUN[TY ENGAGEMENT OVERVIEW 

The W;:iterfront - Public Realm Plan is 
the r·esu!t of a ciose collaiJorntlon l)etv1een 
cies. ancl community 
mernbers. n1e San Francisco Plann1n9 

in partnersf1ip Wit!! U1e Son 

n1e materials at each public 
a summary of mc feedlJack rcceived.are 

P. .. 

COMMUNITY 
GROUP OUTREACH 

FIGURE Vi~. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT OVERVIEvV 

and 
in 

Potrero 
Boosters 

WORKSHOP 



NEIGHBORHOOD GROUP MEETINGS 

\NORKSHOP 28 

Potrero 
Boosters 

FOCUS GROUP ME-f~T1NGS 

PORT 
COMMISSION 

space. 

VVORKSHOP3 

to integration orn1e 
work and vislon into 

vlsion for the Dogpatc1's 

and inst1tut1ons 

WORKSHOP4 

>> No1"tl1vvest-Potrero 1·--Jill Greem 
Benefit District 

'" and Paws for Gree,n Space 
'' H1e Friencls of Esprit Park 
>> Tunnel Top Park $t~erinq 
» University of Cnilfomia, San FrmKisco 

Fri•2nds of Potrero Hm Nursery Schoo! 
>> The Alt Schoo! 

'" La Scuola 

Pottcro Potrcro 
l3ccstr;:t:r. 

Gr\.""?on Ecm<:fi~ Gm~n Sp,:<cr;~ 

Dist~ict 



In m:lciition to 

COMMUNITY.PRIORITIZATION 

STREET CORRIDORS 

connc~ctidn between 
residential with some patches 

of industrial frontages. connecting three 
neigl1bo1-i-1ood-serving Park. 
vVoocls Yarc! ancl Esprit Park; Biso to 22nd 
Street. tho. neigt1!Jort1ood's 
c!a\"fif'CCL 

comm er-

2. Minnesota Street South 

Street and Cesar 
retail. and rcsii:ien

tia! uses wit11 complex topography. 

3. 24th Street 

c:astern 11alfof H1ls street is n designatecl 
Green Connection to WBh:r Cove. 

FIGURE1·3. PROJECTS SELECTED FOR CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 

Tt1e three selecteci corridors represent typica! 

sites. 



A. EspritPark .. The 

of H1e Pian Area's rnost dense resi-

B. Tunnel Top Park. This is a new open space 
the Tunner 

fJiocc of Caltrciin 

roiJtc· ttlat connects 
8f1CI tl!0 

vvnterfronL 

C. Warm Water Cove. !\ site witl1 
!ncrcc!H:dc vicvv·s1 for years U1is has been the 

<;:cccssit)fc slmrciinc open spocc 
in tlw CcntnJ! WErtcrfront. /\ volu nt0e1· group 
of H?Sic}enls 1-1as stev1ltffcied 

the site for years, nncl u-1e Port of SF hns a 
vision to 

souU1cast os 

F!GURE1·4. PRIORITIZATION PROCESS 

NEIGHBOR LAND 
WEB .s u RVEYS ········~·····~-····-*"'.C''"'·••••W•*"'""' J 

PUBLIC 
WORKSHOP#1 

WES 
SURVEY 

Specific Projects Defined 
and Constructed by the 
'Implementing Agencies' 

Pull lie \Norks. MTA .. 

Preliminary Analysis: 

Lancf Ust:s, 
{:if)lfC!~jale.tJ Oo+:~f) SP':1Cf;S" 

(:ondlt~ons 

Dr::ve!oprr1(~nt P\p,r::Hne. & 
Dt:1·1si!y PtoJectfons 

Recommendations 
for Concept Design 
Development 

Prellmina ry Cost Estimates 
& funding Analysis: 

Coon.Jini.ltion vvith ExisUnu 
Prc}ecls 

Public Realm Plan 
Recommendations for 
Implementation 
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PUBLIC REALM VISION AND DESIGN POLICIES 

Hie> Public .Re111m Plan Vision Map 
cstnbns11cs B 
n2alrn fnvestmc·nts 1n the Central Waterfront 

conn·scted 
streets. 

current and 

neeci to·be 
0 rolx1st net'work of safe. gre·2n 

connections mo 
1n the northern <'>A•'"'""''

P!an Areil, vvhere rc:siclentlal anc! 
lancl uses.are most The largest 
open spaces are shore-

m0king east-west streets - especiaily 
those provldlnQ 

trmt 18tll 

significance as connectors to 
large waterfront open spaces, New clevelop
ments east of !Jlinois create new north-soult\ 
streets, such BS ttlat connect the 
Pier 70 ancl Potrero Power 

streets such as 
pmvide enhanced 

nort11-south connections to a residential ancl 
open space cluster in souU1ern Dogpatch. 



ctrnmctcrist1cs of tllo 
industriu! post. 

Str-zx:ts shoulcl bo cornpicte in ali 
senses of links in tho street 

slioulci l:io area::; with now 
residential anci commercial 

trian and 
connections to acl]i:JC>2nt neig\-it)oriloocl's, nevv 

instltiJ-
tions 

indusuial ancl maritime 
f PJCil\tles east of Street 

Over years, <1numbcr of informal Centro I Waterfront str0ets and open spaces 
arlci 6Pe.n spaces. \l\lercy created (GS1c!onts 

meet tocal rccrcotlonal needs. Tl1is conec block. H11s 
ossets, croatcci from uncJcr" steeped in mnritime 

~-""''''".-- the of rna.nufac~ur1ngt 

of its restc!cnts. of local crofts anci ""'''"', .• ,,,.,,,..,,.., 

As mo 10 
now rcsiclents ancl vvorkers, informal open 

solut1onsfound 
tous!y throughout tile materii'Jls 

in tl1E<Jul:increa1msl1ou1c11ilso 
bcrrmv from inciustrial forms 

reusecl to seive new needs. 





HISTORICAL CONTEXT 1 

f1as a ricl1 

from"' cattle ranch to m0ritime commerce. 
parts of Dogpatch once depenclecl 

As maritime 
inclustnes grew prosperous, portions t11e 
L;aywere filled in to 0ccommoclato lnclustrial 

Originally callect "Potrero Nuevo," the 
for cattle 

gunpowclorprocluctlon ancJ rope manufac
ture (TulJbs Cord0ge) 

& 
Santa Fe RailroacJs fillocl ln the area's tielal 
fi.0ts. Tl10 Atchison, & Santa Fe 

locate:cl on lncliana wl1at 
is now the Caltrnln's Point 
rerm11necl a hUl) foe tail\oad 
into the 20th century. 



c1ue to U1e area's cleep water access. 

As the of heavy inclustry wancc1 
across ti1.e United Stotes, 
encecl significont decreases in 

!n addition to a c1ecline in population nnci 

in the 1980s, nc:v; development snc! Tntorest 
arose in Dogpatcn due to tile 
number of small creative firms anrJ <:11'tists 
1ookln<.;1 for spacs·s r0nts in San 
Francisco. Tllis migration 
into the: region. resulting in an c..vnC>nc11r,n of 

firms msicients. 



')<:: 

HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Ti1e Dogpatch is 
knovm as a mlxecl incJustriai 2ncl residential 

Dogpatcr·1 contsins arct1i-

su1vivecl the1906 

the Central \IVaterfront Historic 
in years 2000 ancl 2001 

Union Iron \Norks National Register Historic 
Distr'ict Nominatron prepared in 
swveys loci to t11e icJenUfr:atlon of a Pier 
70 Nntionul 
the Article 10 
Historic District. as shown in 

Tt1ls PUl)!iC Realm Plan inciucles' ctrc:.Dt<:-r'::Of'\ 

and 

historic dlstnct 

Dogpatch HistoricDistrict 
The rnost clistinctive resic!entin! enclave on 

Tennessee nncl Minnesota Streets servecl as 
the of the Dogpatcl1 neighl)orl1oocl 
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:..'fi 

Historic District under 1\rtlc!ts 10 of. tl1e 

Cocif'. oft!w Muses in t111s 
oreo were bu lit .arouncl Uletum oftlie 
ancl aro typically one;. or stnxtures. 

Union Iron Works Historic District 
The most event in the incrustrioi 

of Hie area was the est<:1biis11ment 
t:1c Union iron in 1883 at 

tiie site of wi1ot is now Pier70. UIVV soon orev1 
1nto orie of Son ,Fronclsco1·s 

one! bi:~cernc;.a 

mills nt Pier 70 

5r"2 to tJe part of U1e 
encl most 1ntoct histor1c 

l·!istorlc District -oriel nc!cJed it to t11e Nntional 

of Places on :20''!3. 

Historic Resource Under CEQA 
The Cnllforn1a Environmental Ounl!ty Act 

(CEO.A) and tt1e Guidelines for 
CEQA {St0te CEO/\ 

clet01rninecl in the Califomia 

resource," as defined intho CEQA Statutes 

anci are Blso incfudocL 

1niil be issuecl a ,-,-.,",-11> 

n0tio11 by the city according tothe foilowln9 
criteria in of three 

Category C - Determinecl Not 
ib Be Historical· Resources or F°'ro pertles 

Has No 
U1e Property !s ;;i Historical 

Resource. 

are:o. Dqvelopment of 

the sponsor woulct 
aclverse 

"histoflcai resource." 
to 



FORM 

built environ merit in Dogpotch consUtut0s 
the visuol oncl 
of t!le urbcn fatJric 
to the v;;aterfront in the east. The size of mu ell 

in souttlem Do~ipotcll and on 
ciomlnatec:L Lorge warel1ouses and surface 
in those Frn:rns. is o cluster of 

{see 

2-7). of t1istoric cottages 
oroctc:cl to l1ousc· vvorkors at Pier 70. 

FIGURE2·7. 
GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS· THE FABRIC OF BUILDINGS AND LANDSCAPES 

HISTORIC 
DISTRICT 

NEW 
RESIDENTIAL 

PD.R + 
INDUSTRIAL 



TREE COVERAGE AND SIDEWALK .PLANTINGS 

Street trees are.one ortnc- rnost 
0lc:m0nts for a compl0t0 stre0t. Trees 

function as a 
activities 

Trees 

the' continuous tree canopies. Street tree 

rnu~··r'"'"" ls somev .. tt1ut 
are still opponurii-

Most or the reslc1eritial have 

Top 10Common Trees in Dogpatch 

Erisba0c Box London PlrJrr(.' Tr·oc 

resiclcntlal. 

planting 

mnke lmmecnate 
on the strGetscape. Wl•ere 

growing boxes 
could iJe an alt0rn<:itlve. 



::z 



USE 
BUILDING CONTROLS 

Zoning Changes in 2008 
lnclustnes ln u.0 Dogpntcl1 
be.en AS the city's economic 
for clecac!es tt1e incJustrial decune in tl1e 
1960s. Due to its inc1ustria I the majority 
of the WilS zonecJ for both 

FlGURE2·9. 
CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA ZONING MAP IN 2007 

11\storic resiclential·enciavcs 
and Mln11·2sota Streets. 

Hovvever; as the demand for industrial us02 

many parcelszonecl for 

ancJ 1ncJ ustnai uses, 

non-inclustrlai 
211. 

the to revisit tl1e a1'oa's zoning 
via the Central Waterfront Area Planning 

FIGURE 2·10. 

process. In 2008, Ds a result of the 
process, the no1iJ1ern Dogpatcl1 mea, gener-

norm of 22nd Street was rezoned as 
Urban Mixed-Use to nllow m.ore resiclt::ntial 
and commercial developments .. The area of 
Dogpatcr1 south of 22nd was preserved 
as the primary rtgflt industrial area ancl 
renamed as the Pr·ocluction, DistriLJution, 
Repair {PDR) District 2-10). the 

Pien 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA ZONfNG MAP IN 2015 



of Port iand renviineci M-2 to 
ongoing maritime 
modate U1e Port's Pier70 

ti10 

ViOrk. 

Land Use Change Post Central Waterfront 
Area Plan 
Since tile zoning d1ange in 2008, redevelop
ment projects 11ave emerged in the northern 
Dogpakh area. /\s !llustratecl in 

many parcels either chnngecl use, r:ne 
undergoing construction, or arc: 

FIGURE 2-11. 
LAND USE MAP IN 2007 

to a current deve:opment 

while t11e southern Dogpatc!'l 
m·e0 remaineci the PDR district several 
residential 

neecis and interests. 

FIGURE 2-12. 
LAND USE MAP tN 2016 



DEVELOPMENT PIPELINE FIGURE 2·1:S. 
CURRENT DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS' 

2015 ancl2025, the number of 

CT[)CUt 3,000 
in tliC next1(q5 years, i'lS Shr.:wvn in tile 

Potrcro PovJE.'r Plant site 

FIGURE 2·14. 
POPULATION GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

:woo 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 



!".'. 



DEMOGRAPHICS 3 

sl1ift in 11ouset1old 

anci open spaces lG 

FIGURE 2·16. Ill 
NEIGHBORHOOD DEMOGRAPHICS 

NUMBER OF REStDENTS 

+42% 

COLLEGE EDUCATED 

+21% 
(MAlESJ 

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD 
INCOME 

+47% 

+47% 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSETS 

par·ks, community institutions, 
local scilools, restaurants and retail As 
s11ownin 2··17 most 
<:rsse.ts.-are 

HOUSEHOLDS WITH 
CHILDREN 

6% 

+116'% 



FIGURE 2"17. 
DOGPATCH AMENITIES 



TRANSPORTATION 

STREET GRID 

extenc!s 
lt. 

f;rea irns a coorse network 
of streets aiKI \Nicic cater to 

uses. 

Tile network ln Dogpatct1 is not oniv 
coa rS(\ but also intermittent as rnustratec! 

2-·18y o fevv streets t1ave 
north-south or east-west 

connect!ons. A number of 

over passes also 2ffect 
tion. for the elevateci streets (educe 

~n one--V<.iff~l traffic 
lncliana Street !sla!s Creek 

ofthe Plan Area also 
limits connections to Bayview. Porto!o. and 
ot11er to me Soutl1, 

FIGURE 2-18. 
EXISTING STREET GRID WITHlN THE PLAN AREA 



BETTERSTREETS PLAN 
CLASSIFICATIONS 

The 2010 Better Stree:ts Pian is 8 

that establistiecJ a unified set of stan
mc,, <'t:Otirrn stn:;te. 

For ttie 

an 
BS cliff0rentconcl1tions merit 

markecl cross-

for e0ct1 streettype. 

till'.) Dogpatct1 PutJltc Ref:limP!an f:lrea, 

Better Strec:ts Plsn. Streets nortl1 of Tu!Jbs 

rvnxed-Use. Ti1ere are severcil 
Dogpatcll tint are 

FIGURE 2·19. 
BfTTER STREETSPLAN CLASSIFlCAT!ONS 



NEIGHBORHOOD-WIDE 
TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

streets vvherfthere 
were low volumes of users. Most rcsic!entral 

lndustrinl streets in 

Chavez Street functions as a semF-freeway. 

FIGURE 2·20. 
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (2008-2015) 



WALKING AND BIKING IN 
DOG PATCH 

In r·ecent years. tl1c· volume of 

and bike traffic. i•as increased mostly 
because of tt1e 111 the c!omim:rnt use of 
tl1e ar·22 frorn inclustrial to residenuar anci 
rctniL 

arc ·Jess car-ork;ntbCL 

Tlx:re is some bike in 

thnt exlst1h~J tllke facmties do not offer 
onougl1 nor clo intersection 

of 

FIGURE 2-21. 
BlCYCLE FAC!UTIES IN DOG PATCH 

CUI.SS I SIKC PATH 
QR htULT!A}S:E TRAiL 



FIGURE 2-22. 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES IN DOGPATCH 

network linecl with street trees greenery 
Willle its areas arc: fine-grained 

for 



INTERSECTION SAFETY 

tlian traffic volumes. 
Peclestrions can rnsualiy vvalk along an empty 

am trying to cross an inter

'"""'"·'-"'" spQecling.vehicles. 

anti 

ancl nccci not at .most of u1e 
int12rsections. Current intersection conditions 
crente groat for P·2Clestrians. 

a tevv intersections 
a 

2008 and 2012. Ho1l'ever, t!"iis colllsion 
mean tneso 

IJicycle volumes 
tr1e num!x?r· of collisions Jn the 

city; which 
users. 

of io·w vehicle volumes, 
intersections lack any 

FIGURE 2·23. 
INTERSECTION SAFETY 



TRANSIT 

Local and Regional Connectivity 

is servec! l1ott1 local ancJ 
transit The Mun! Metro T T!1ird 

Str-t=~.et line tt<e Dogpatch to the 

aref1S to 
north; ancl the Bayview neighlJorhood to the 

and 
cross-town service, \vhile 

on 22nd Street offers 
to 1Jot11 Mission Bay in 

the norU<, ond to Sout11 Bay Silicon 

to me south. 

number of workers and 

SFrvlTA's Tl1e 

near ti1e 
TliiS will greatly improve 

access to c!ovvntovvn .lJy 

there is no irnmec!i0te 
cross-town lJUS service. mote 

of 

sorvlce on those routes or- a more clc~nse trns 
alf()(iJteCI to to 

demancl in the Central Waterfront 

Daily Boardings and Alightings 

Caltraln. The 22ncl Street Station ls one of me 

top 10 in me Caltrarn system that '""'UU'""' 
increase ln 

the 22nc! Street Station was 

routes in San 
routes se.rvice the Dogp0tch neighborhoocL 
The of3rc1 Street ancJ 2ott1 Street 

!n Dogpatch. in 

ss many as 714 nassen~1ers 
ot tt1is lntersectiort Proxlmity tott1e T Tl1ircJ 

Rail line msy 11avo contrmuteci to the 
hlg11 this location. 

Muni Rail. Street Rail stations in 
as t11e 





RAil & TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE 

l<!stotic frelgllt l"lul). After the 
Dogpatcl1's 
trnnsit 
bus ancl 

Wt:lle tl1e !1istoric rail llnc:s are no 

cornmercia! trucks. 

as 

the streets. 

trncks, 

In aciclition to me rail tracks. many streets i"irC' 
wit!; an Overh0ad Systern 

(OCS). overheacl electrlca~ cables whicl1 power 

J'.\ny to c.v••.::nnn 

strnctL;ce is costly as wei! as compl1c11tec! due 
to overlapping and issues. 

FIGURE .2·25. 
RAILAND TRANSJT INFRASTRUCTURE 





A PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN FOR THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT 

Tl·-r~s .PulJHC B vls~on fr)r .. .,",."""",,.,h 

The: frnmcwork inci1Jdes ci set of 

KEY PEDESTRIAN ROUTES 

Peclestrlnn 
the Pu!JIJc Realm Pian. ·routes: 

Corrnection to 

+ TranslP~ocles & 11 

nro 1)1'.)SGCi on current DIX.I :XO!OC!f'C1 

VV:::ifcrfront · vv-.1urrn .. 

'NOS astabiiS!1etJ by UH:: 

in '2008, anci this PulJHc Realm Pl;:m does nm 
any 



FIGURE 3·26. 
KEY PEDESTRIAN ROUTES IN 
CENTRAL WATERFRONT· DOGPATCH 

LhvJcr 
Consht j ii>rt 



Residential & Open Space Development 
Curcent ancl i11 t11e Central 
Wetet·front - Dogp0tc111s center;eci heavily noith of 22nc! 
wltt1 cluster 

were: 0lso forming 
a network not nor c6nnectM effectively 

For a more 
ancJ 

Community & Cultural Institutions 
E:><isting an cl emerging comm unity ancl culturn! 
Central WQterfront - Dogpatcl1 are a key part of t11e 
iclentity. These co11mercial areas, museums. and eclucationol 
institutions are .lJot11 local and 1-c:glona! clest!natlons. 
prociucUon and 

t!1ese destinations are 
more are becoming estflt1fr:::J 

Dogpatch. For a more cletailed mmatlve and map, see 



lntersec;tjons of Concern 
Troffic injuries have been documented at o num!)er of in 
t11e Central Vv'aterfront A numlJer of otller intersections !mve also been 
identifieci by members tile public or.ri,,, . .,,,,,m,::, 

process as to cross. 

of u·,ese lntmsections of Concern are routes connecting 
to to major future. open spaces, 

between trGnsrt nodes, or eml)edcleci .in Greas of .lncrensing develop~ 
ment For a more narrative and map, see 2-23. 



FIGURE 3-27. 
STREET IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED BY 
THE PUBLIC REALM PLAN 

Si::k1V.fr'.'dk ; 
P,')th nfTrav·s-1 ~rnpr1~~VS>frk'-'"oi-. 
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RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

Traffic calming -1-"\svolurnes 
t<>1m to 
forthe 

~ Bulb-outs-As pmt 



FIGURE 3·29. EXAMPLES OF STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED FOR DOGPATCH 

Intersection Traffic Calming 

8u!bout Un 1.D!rcctJon/ 

Intersection Control {Stop Sign{ Tmffic Siffnn!} 

For more !nformatron <rbout dt;Wkfc slrQct do-sf~F1 stnnrln;rds, 
gu1~clinc'JS·, r.md lmpL?..rn.;:mtDUon ;:;,trnt<;;gif.>:;;, 5N1 Srrn Ftnnci.s-::o
Bekr Stn::c·ts Flan i:lt ··NWVl.sfbct:crstn::"Cts.org 

Fer C03~ infonn.oHon rm.1xovcmcr;ts, p!'t:'(\SC- S\2>? 
Chr.ipt.;,:r 5: R~,wrrm1"r>dAtlons for !mr:-ilemr.·nt;1;t1on., 

Street Traffic Calming 

Bicycle Facilities 

Clf'JSS IV Cy<:letr;ick 

Pedestrian Facilities 

Stre:ot Lighting, 



j.'., 

MINNESOTA NORTH 

Design Context 
The t'-lorth cofficJor its 
character from incJustriol to resicJcntial es it 
gets closer to trie 22nc! 
cor-ricloc The area south of 19th Street has 
been t1istoricBl!y most of vvt1ich 
was erectecl between 1870and1930. 

Tl:e area north of 19th Street ls preciominantly 
incJustrial in cl1aracter !Jut ls slovvly trnns-

into a more mixecJ-use neigr1bort10ocJ. 
~"""·''ntr the on t!1e 

Str·~etand Minnesota Street 

"""p'""'1 of O:llifornia 
Building a 

industrial war0house, and two parcels 
to 18th Street are slated to become 

stuc!ent tiousing. 

TtK: Central Waterfront Area Plan mzonecl 
Mixeci Use from M-2 
so as to ailow for aclcliUonr,~I 

connected to streetscape ci1an9es as 
types of stre.et users. 

at 654 Minnesota Street ndcled planting ancl 



U1c sidewalk for "'""''""'C'"'•'H'c vvho 
v\fou!ci not !i-ove 
vvl10n it was a 

t11e new studc:nt 
Street wili introduce n mote 

sneerscooe to accom
modate new street users associatecl wlth 
residential use, whid1 woulcl mostly Include 

existing inclustrlsl businesses. 

.area """''"'~:t·:• 
for U1e 
22nd 

and 20U1 Streets:. current streets cire .designed 

for industrial commercial and 
transitvet1rcles, wlm the long curb cuts for 

the 
tnans 0ncl lacking 
traffic. 

from vel1icle 

evolves 
route, connecting 

key neighb6rt1ooc1 clestinatlons, 
Park, Park. 22nd St1·eet's 

Woods Yard 

nmjor community concern hes arisen over ::he 

issues of 
inck of intersection controls 

intc'IScctions elong 
stop controls, 

Tt1e rcsiclc~ntiai area betwecn 22rid ond 20th 

the s1clewn!fcs 
at nigllt .. Residents tiave E!XpressE:d concern, 
about dcirk sidewalks on Minnesota Street 

Uiroughout the i)f03. 



RESIDENTIAL, & COMMERCIAL: MINNESOTA NORTH 

BETWEEN MARIPOSA AND 19TH 

Minnesota ls 

will tJansltion to 0 mme mixecl-use ar·ea 
construction of 

sought input from UC ancJSFMTA on the 

stretc!1 of the street, new stn::et 
vc'f1icles 

FIGURE 3-31. 
CONCEPTUAL PLAN FOR MtNNESOTA STREET BETWEEN MARIPOSA AND i9TH 

Bike facilities: SFMTA is 

have an 
or galvanized metal 



FIGURE 3•3:2. SECTION A: MINNESOTA STREET. NORTH (1",,.20') 

volurncs. 
E){ISTING SECTION 

Pedestrian-scale.lighting: Nevv 

PROPOSED SECTION 

80' (ROVJ) 



New resiclentiai 

FIGURE 3-33. 

BETWEEN 19TH 
AND20TH 

ences lleavy foot 
traffic t1ecnuse of 

to t!K: area, and me need for tx:tter 
encl lJicycle faclllties continues to 

1nc1'easo. Wider sidewalks, safer crossinGJS, 
bu I bouts, gre:2ning. ancl othertrnffic calming 
measures be to improve 
safety and to promote v1alking and 

of 

Fr;;incisco RecreilHon and 
Park renovation project See Clvipter 4 

of this for Perk Jmprovements, 

CONCEPTUAL Pl.AN FOR MINNESOTA STREET BETWEEN 19TH AND 20TH 

» Planting 
» Bulb-outs 

Bike facilities 
" Peciestrian-scale 
>) & new public space 

2otll Streetovcrpess eilst of Minnesota 
(associated willl nev.i uL'cvL:iucui 



FIGURE 3·34, SECTION B:.MINNESOTA STREET, NORTH (1"0020') 

EXlST!NG SECTIOr.J 

SO'[ROW) 

PROPOSED SEC1101i 

80' (ROW) 



BETWEEN 20TH 
AND22ND 

This segment lies 
in tl1e t1eart of the 
Doi;;ipatch 
District with a 

of !1 istoric 

strips. P, 
ancl storm wntcr retention were reccmtly 
ac:icled to the soutlmast COri!()r of Minnesota 
Street and 22ncl Street 

FIGURE 3·35. 

While tl10 
wn!king experience, tl1e 

unsafe micl-15lock 
crossings. The~ Put)!iC RealmP!an rocommenc!s 
two rnidcb!Ock to creat'2 SffO 

crossing locations. Tr1e street slopes upvvard 
bc~tween 20th ancl 22nd Streets: mKI 

perpendicular packing impeclesvisibillty, Two 
micl-b!ock cross1Nalks Dre recommendecl 

flanking tl1e 

One oft!le 
UvL Scott Scl100L ott1cr crosswalk is recom
meJJCJ·2c! ne>:tto D new deVeloprnGrit sitE\ wrlidi 
p!ans to create a mid-block 

CONCEPTUAL ILLUSTRATION FOR MINNESOTA STREET BETWEEN 20TH ANO 22ND 

to Tennessee St1\?Gt Finni locations will 
more ciet0iled analysis by the SFMTA. 

Neigl1bors were 

Ra!sec! micl-blockcrossing 
Micl-block passage 
Planting 

" BuH)-outs 
Pedes trla n-sca le 

the 

'Slvired Street' design souu·, of 22nd Street 



FIGURE 3·36. SECTION C: MINNESOTA STREET, NORTH {1''c'20'} 

80'(ROW) 

bt.Hb-outs pr6jG~trng 
t»itnnnsDtn Street 

15' S' 

PROPOSED SECTION 

12' 18' 

80'{ROW) 

tivihg rdto:l d0sifin: 
spedal paving 

15' 



MINNESOTA SOUTH 

Design Context 
The Minnesota south corriclor char-
acter nortt1 nnd soutr1 of2S.th Stroet 

mix of uses in tt1e srea nortt< 

Street ~s n1or0 than tile: area south 

for 
converted to mixed-use residential, commer
cial and institutional uses. This mosaic of uses 
resulted in a non-col1esive strec-tscape. Only 
certain frontages, those that were 

as lrnvo sidewalks 
ancJ street trees. ar-i:: forced to 

tl1eir way lntc a traffic or parking lane 
as sicJewalks ar'e cHsccntlnuous snd 
!n U1c midclle of b!dck. 



O" l facilities exist 
the corridor souttl of 25u·1 Street Ti1e wick: 
street carcles !01.v volurnos of vohi
cies; ond therefore cloes not pocles-

and 
potholes, along v./ith a lack of s!clewalks and 

for it uncomfortable 
to waik or bike down the street 

Given th2tt11.is area serves a numtK:r of 
active industrial uses ancl that low volumes 

ama. creating a 
facrnues 

Hiis stretch of tl1e street may not l)C a 
"""n'"'"'""' quick interim interven-

tions, suci1 ns t11ose shown in an upcoming 
section focusing on Minnesota between 25th 

ond Cesar Chavez could 
serve 

section. 

FIGURE 3·37. 



INDUSTRIAL & MIXED USE: MINN,ESOTA SOUTH 

r"-Ain n.esota. a 

FIGURE 3-3:!L 

BETWEEN 23RD 
AND25TH 

T!1is short stretch of 
serves as a 

cultura! and social hub 
for Doqpatcll, wlth the 
Minnesota Street 

and Pt11!z 

for 
intersection of 24tl1 ancl 

wall for Minnesota Grove 

CONCEPTUAL ILLUSTRATION FOR MINNESOTA 
STREET BETWEEN 23RD AND 25TH 

Per.pend!culur 

on me 
eastto 1,vost create serious 
ists ;;incl pc.:::cJcstrians. 

Minnesota Street between 24tt1 25t!"i Streets 1s 
an street, meaning that the street 

28 feet 
c!ccu latlon. 

c.onitnr!'rCf2d ittodtr<g 
zo110s niong.·tn.e·-east ,;;t1rh 

>) SFMTA Parking Management Plan imple
mentation: 
and introcluce parking meters 
limits BS rccommenclccl l)y t!le 
Parking Manageme11t Plan. See 
c for recent '"""""''"'''"''' 

}) Continuous Sidewalk: A 15-foot 
siclewa!k ls recommendecl.to fiH !n tile 

Sp:eda! 
r,)$ 



Special intersection treatment: To 11cigiltcn FfGURE 3"39. SECTION D: M!NNBOTA STREET, SOUTH(l"-"20') 

n sense of surety. 
paving, traffic 

arc· recommended for the, 24lh 
Street and Str00t1nters0ction. 

of treatments. 
EX!STING SECTiON 

:i• Minnesota Grove extension: ivllnTiesota 
Grove 

24th 

initial stuclies. 

I bulboL't 
i a~c0s~lb!0 curb rnmps 
l 

PROPOSED SECTIOM 

mln.15' 

(ROW) 



;J 

FIGURE 3;40. 

BETWEEN 25TH 
AND CESAR 
CHAVEZ 

At-grade buffered pedestrian paths 
{interim solution): 

CONCEPTUAL ILLUSTRATION FOR MINNESOTA STREET BETWEEN2STH AND CESAR CHAV.EZ 

Street between 16th 17th Streets. mes<: 
require fur·u1c::r ,A,DA 

Planting/sidewalk gardens: lnc~ustf'ifll 

as B for 



FIGURE 3·42. 
BUFFERED PEDESTRIAN PATH 
ON CAROLINA STREET AT 16TH 
STREET 

FJGURE 3·43. 
!NTERIMPt.ODESTR!AN PATH ON 
TENNESEE STREET AT 23RD 
STREET 

FIG.URE 3·41. SECTION E: MINNESOTA STREET; SOUTH (1*=20') 

80'(ROWJ 

80' 



24TH STREET 

Design Context 
Stteet is tire: only west-east 

con noction in Dog patch that acrnss 
a!I ttie way to 
Cove Pmk. Pier 70 parks. and Po!rero Po1:ve1· 

site parks will provide occc:ss to Uio 
sllore, 24U1 Street wil! continue to t)e t!1e main 
access to \IVarm Water Cove. 

24tl1 Street ls in San Frnncisco's 
fonnai t)icycle network. Tl1esidewalk is 

west of 3rcl Street. 

perpendicular porking up to the property 
line and disrupting o s.3fe peclestrian 
of travel. Tt1ere Is lanclscaping nor· 
trees to provicle s11ock:~ or visual interest for 
pedestnons. At night, !Bek of 00destnran 

is tr1e last stretct1 of Green ConnectiOn //6. 



Tl1e Green Connections 11etwork, adoptecl in 
2014, to improve bike anc! pedestrian 

to green open 
the northern sicle of 24th Street provicles 

a continuous for pedestrians to VVarrn 
Water Cove Park, blank lack 
of eyes on.the: street, ancl a narrow sic!ewaik 

by of cars 
to the side\Na!k foster an 

1jnco111fbrtab!o envi1·onment The 
southern sicie of the street tJorclers Sheecly's 

incJustrial facaciE:, w!1icl1 is punctuatecJ with 
loacling doors ancl fences. 

area is to remain as an lndus-
tria I cor0 for the city, so it is nc:w 
cJevelopment would reconstruct sick::waiks or 
streetscape in the near future. For incl us trial 

24th Street, some clesign 
on greatly U1e pec!estrian 

realm while preserving inciustrial 



INDUSTRIAL: 24TH STREET 

r 
i 

on a very 

FIGURE 3·4S. 

BETWEEN 
MINNESOTA AND 
ILLINOIS 

Ti1e segment of 
24tt1 Street lJetvveen 
Mlnnesota and 

Minnesota Grove encroaa1es into UH~ street. 
Tlie tl1c inter-

recJ·curbs Bt the strer:?t 
See 

interest and comfort to pcr:lestri<:lns v11nlking 
about t11e intersection fmm Grove to Water Cove. 

lmprovcments. 

and Illinois 
1nciustria Lin terms of 

pion retains 

CONCEPTUAL ILLUSTRATION FOR 24THST. BETVvEEN MINNESOTA AND ILUNOIS 

High·vtsl\illrty crosswdks 
at iiH of th>? iilforsection 



intersection for !Jetter visit)~lityy For 
SC0 

3-38 Jn t!1e Minnesota South Section 

FlGURE 3·46. SECTION F: 24TH STREET (1""'20'} 

EXISTING SECTION 

PROPG\SECJ SECT~ON 

10' 

66'{ROW) 



BETWEEN 
ILLINOIS AND 
WARM WATER 
COVE 

Green 
this strotcr1 should 

Ix~ improved to attract more 
and shou!cl consklemci as 

Water Cove 

if there arc· more 

FIGURE S-47. 

This is 

Ulis 
str,2tcl1 wHI c1vrnge in tl1e foreseeat)le futurc1• 

be 
acl1leved bystreetscape !n1provements. 

unclesln1ble activ!ty, any t1!dc!en spots 
shoulci 
diculsr 

The array of ps·rpen
tr1e no.rth sii:le 

CONCEPTUALILLUSTRAT10N FOR 24TH ST~ BETWEEN ILLINOlS .AND WARM WATER COVE 

recommencJs 
converting perpencllcul<:H pt:Hking to 
parking. 

,, Sidewalk widening and planting: 
the north slcle rc:locate 
"""''"nnn trees to 

the green connection toti1e· 
a "wicJe sidevvalk g;:1rden"typology 

describecl in ti'1e 2014 Snn Francisco 
Connections Toolkit. Plant street trees 
along. the Sneecly's 



Pedestrian-scale lighting: 
shou!cl accompany U1e sidewnlk 

widening 
for t11e noru1 

recornmE,ndecl 
to ensure me 

at 

Bulb-outs and crosswalks: Tl1e intersection 
to 

include bulb-outs and It 
safer for pec!estrians to cross. T11ese bulb-

FIGURE 3·4$; SECTION G: 24TH STREET {1"~20') 

EXiS7i~IG SECTION 

100'{ROW) 

100' (ROW) 



PASSAGES UNDERVIADUCTS 

Tix: 1-280 fr0c·way and Caltrnin 
between the Central Y..Jnterfront -

HHL Tl1e 
in 
structures .. oncl functional !Jut uncomfortabio peclestr'ian 

between nelghborhoods. 

Plan on prccedir1g 
at t!lese critical. crossings. Som0: 

nncl Caltrans. 



FIGURE 3·50. CONCEPTUAL RENDERING FROM THE22ND STREET GREENING MASTER PLAN 









DISTRICT· LEVEL 

opcn sp0co one! to s.0;ve t1ot!1 
ancL visitors, 

EXISTING AND FUTURE OPEN 
SPACE INVENTORY 

VViti-1 n tirnitecl Gn-1ount of 
for rscrcationni 

oponspsCG 

open spBC0 

resource. to tl10 corn.munltv~. 0lso funct101 

as a 

opc;n 
n::,,,·-rvn n"1.n ,.-, rel~·, fo•," c f Or r\'2'.Cl'Cil tlo n 31 

in Do9patcli. 



TABLE 4·1. PLANNED OR PROPOSED OPEN SPACES IN 1!2 MllE OF THE PLAN AREA 

8iuxorm1 Street P.ark 

Crane Cove Park 

Dog Park (20th Strl?iet) 0:10 

Dog Pmk (Mission Bay) 0-37 

. HOPE SF Potrero 

l.M. Scott Schoolyard 

Baseball Field & Ski.lt<? Par 2.B2 

Mf.ssion Ba\~ Commons (Pqrce:ls: 12 ~ 15} 6.99 PORT+ OCH 
.................................................................................. 

Mission Creek Parks sowl1 (Parcel 3) 2.31 

Mission Rock P<irks 

Mission Rock Squam 

'NccW SOMA Park' 

Pier 70 Parks & Open Space 

Pier 70 Irish Hfll 

Plaza (18111 and l11di<ina Streets) 

Potmro Power Plant site 

OPtN SPACE FEATURES KEY: 

10.0 

1.11 

1.0 

(~·'·~-'.! PORT l~ 

(Z'.-.• ··)1 REAL ESTATE ,>. 

PORT 

F'lGURE4·S1. 
EXISTING AND FUTURE OPEN sPACE lNVENTORYWrtHIN THE 
112 Milt RADIUS OF THE PLAN AREA 

Giants 
Prome:nude: 



_,.:-_,...,. __ .............. ____ .., 
~-------.,.,,....-, t 

I l .· c:---------- t rr-------"":.":.'::.-------1 1' 
·~ l t--'------1 I 

"'.'"'.--,....":"'--,.. 1 '-----
r=======~ I I[. ,,;, 

,--:...--:...1,.,~ ......... 
r.,.,...."'"'.'"·'.'"'·~-fr: 
:;~-;;===1 c:· ... 

/, 

Q,;ri!etW<!:bsiN 
£1.ament~ry 
School 

.BLUE GR£ENW:4Y 
:mirm:~.~lE\Wt.Jm(~ 



TABLE4·2. EXISTlNG OPEN SPACES IN 112 MILE OF THE PLAN AREA 

Arkansas Fr rendshlp Community Garden 0.2 RPD M!ssion Creek Parks (South} 11.{) PORT-i OCH 

A.qua Vista.Park 0.60 rorn Munl Woods Yard 0.'.30 rvnA 

AT&T Park 12.0 PORT Pennsylvania Garden 0.20 CALTRAIN 

8ayvie\t'f Ga1(-._:!Vvay 1-25 Pier 52 Boat Laurich 0.40 

Children's Park 1.12 Pier 94 Wetrar1<ls tSO 

China Basin Park 1:87 Palou & Phelps Park 2]() 

Daggett Plaza 1.00 Potrero H Ill Rec Certer 9.90 

DorJP<1tcl1 Arts Pia za 0.20 Progress Park 0:50 

Dogpatch Hisloric·Promenade OJ3 Selby& Palou Mini Park OA2 

Esprlt Park mo RPD SouUtBeac11 Park 2:/8 

H€ron':$ HE,;;id Park 23.8 PORT .Sout11Pmk 2.29 

Starr King Open Sp<1ce 2.72 

Tulare Park 0.30 

Tunnel Top Park o:r 
\Narm Water Cove 1.5 

Youngblood-Coleman Playground t1.tr 

Minnesot8 Grove 0.'10 

OPEN SPACEFEA!URES KEY 





ESPRIT PARK 

CONTEXT 

Park, a 'LS-acre sec!udecl open s1xJCe, is 
locnted in t11e cent!OI Dogpatcf1. 

o::ntcr" for 

The pmk is !Jorciered lncnana Street to U1e 
Minnesota Street to the.cast, 2ou-1 Street to tt1e 
south ancl 19th Street to tile norttt Tt•e 2om Street 

is one of t!1c east-:vv<:::st connections 
IJetweon the Potrero Hill one! Dogpatch 

Botr1 19th Street ancl 
wlmn t11cy macr1 the retaining walls of 

1-280, a block west of tho park. 

1Nest side of lndi&na Stroot to tt1e 
nort!1 and t!'1e two 
are unclor construction, vvhlch wHI house a siclowa!k 

area, Emel 2n arts plaza. on the east 
a re$lcJe.nticl .pro]ect: ls 

process. The t!1r·ee nevv 
cleve!opments together wil I provicle over 

units. An administrntive office builcllng 

for UCSF is !oCBtecl across 19th Street from tile 

FIGURE 4·52. GSPRIT PARK CONTEXT MAPS 



ESPRIT PARK DESIGN 
DEVELOPMENT 

.for a 
r·enovaUon of Esprit Pork os prnt of the Publ1c 
Realm Pla11 required ex.tensive research into 
t11e historical of the Park: For a 

K!CKOFF.& PROJEi;T 
PRlORITiZATION 

FIGURE 4-53. 

of the 

to 
ncads encl mole! its vision for tt1c 

ESPRIT PARK: COMMUNfTY ENGAGEMENT AND CONCEPTUAL DESIGN DEVELOPMENT 

refer to sectJon outiines. U1c procC<ss of H1c 
0ng0gern0nt ln 

and how t!lo conversations witn 
of tM future 



FIGURE 4-54. ESPRIT PARK DESIGN PROPOSAL: AERIAL RENDERlNG 



DESIGN PROPOSAL 

Design and Programming Theme 

Reconfigure me lawnoren tei increase tr"e 
squore footage of space, 

FIGURE 4cSS; MEADOW AREA COMPARlSON 

:Slt0WiCl0 

system. 

!)etter arnenit1c:s r.rncl 

Refine c1rcuiatron ancl access to ;:1llow 

entrances on t!le eastern encl w0:st2rn 

ot!ler 
to cleline;:;te functional an?BS.. 



FIGURE 4·56. ESPRIT PARK CONCEPT DESIGN 



PotchtifJ!·Bcnchcs & Pfcnk; Tnbks 

Chrldr6n's / Untvcrsa! P~uy Arco,., ~0tvrol Play Elcnicnts 

[~·.·· ..... . ~ 
FIGURE 4·57. ESPRIT PARK: SECTION A·A 

FIGURE 4·.58. ESPRIT PARK: SECTION 8-8 



FIGURE 4·59. ESPRIT PARK PERSPECTIVE, FROM THE CORNER OF MINNESOTA AND 20TH STREETS 



Schematic: Design Details 

pork entrances at 12ocl1 
comer and rn1clblockentrances on the eastern 
ancJ The mid-block entrance 
on boH1 the lncliana sicie ancJ tt·1e Minnesota 
sicle 'Nil! the current use. Tbe 
rnicl-block ontrance on Minnesota will tie 

l1t 
Tr1e corner entrance will 
and c·;"'""'"" elements 

e:nongst existing ancl treCos to 
create tl1e fee! of 

circulation 

accentuate 
elements .. Seconclary circulation paths vvrn 
have 

!\dcl corner bulb-outs on Minnesota Street's 

nortti and soutl1 comers to "'""'.'""" 
tlon snfety Bncl to the 
realm near the pmk entrances. No r)ulb-outis 

on tl1e western ns l)ike lanes 
an2 onticipated along Indiana Street. 

Deslgn one of the entrances to permit vehicle 

access for rnaintenance 



p 



;::· 

>l Restore original cleslgn, 
including canopy and uncierstory to tlle 
extent neccssmy to revivetl>e 
looK Specimens 1miy 1nclucle flowering 
bushes - such as rhododendrons and 

» Replace lavvri witr1 a grass type will 
\Niti1stanci 11e0vy use. 

Relvibilitate trees in poor 
t11e Giant Sequoia. Creat0 

future tree especialiy in 
3 -5 :Gi?nt sequoia 

.FIGURE 4-60. 
ESPRlTPARK PERSPECTIVE, IN DIANA AND 20TH 
STREETS LOOKING TO\.VARDS MINNESOTA AND 
19TH STREETS 

FIGURE4·61. 
ESPRIT PARK PERSPECTIVE WITH PARCOURSE, 
MIDWAY ALONG IND!ANA STREET LOOKING 
SOUTHEAST 2.0TH STREET 



stations. 

Acle! boulders and other custom fixtur,es 
associatec! witl1 universal chifcJren's 
play area at Peninsula complementing 
t1-1e like Commercial 
cl1Hdren's play equipm·2nt is not 
recon1mended. 

l970s style parcourse 
ment wim now parcourse naturalistic ln 
form fnctm 

:; Lorntions vAl\ l)e detJ::rrnined 
sul)Sequent outreacl1. 





" As ll!ustratecl in tile schematic lightln,:;i 
(Flqure 4-62 ), acfdnional ligilting 

along the 
pedestrian patl1s. Consicler motion 
sensOl'ecJ ancl drrectlonal 
fc2atures for ciark skies, ancJ the protec-
tion of l)ircJs. 

FIGURE 4·62. SCHEMATIC LIGHTING PLAN FORESPRlTPARK 

UghtTyp~A UghtTypcB 





WARM WATER COVE PARK 

CONTEXT 

Wan11 \/·later 
lJy 

P8rk is a acre park 

SF Po1t end fnclucles an easement 

of tt1e. cove sits o!cl 
the Western Sugar Refincty 

that rernaTned \n operation until ttv2 
1950s. The v,;mehouscs are r1()W 

ancJ cnstnhutlon companies. West 
is s1·1ccdy Drnyaoe Company's 

,.."'""'"~ lot for incJustrial an cl 
trucks. 

Tl1e area soun1 of the: is used 
vvith plans for irnprovements to 

Pier· cargo Sf Port's 
calls for utilizing this area 
byappro>:.irrwtely 2.:: 

acres to tt1e;south to 25th Street 

FIGURE 4-62. V!/ARMWATER COVE CONTEXT MAP 



FIGURE 4·64 .. WARM VvATER COVE DESIGN PROPOSAL: AERIAL \!JEW 



FIGURE 4-65. \l\IARM WATER COVE SCHEMATIC DESIGN 

\ 
t 

.(!)·NTS 



DESIGN PROPOSAL 

Design and Programming Theme 
:> Expand tt1e l)y approximateiy2.5 acr0s 

to th(~ south to include new vegetation, 
;;;rtanc! 

enhancecl safety features, as envisionecl in 
the SF Port's Blue Green .Gu1c1el1nes 

x- Provide access to U1e 

» Crention of acla ptiVC' bn,rfcr·c;nA tt1at main-
tnins essential access cliffc~rent sea 
level rise sc:enarios 

nnd st1or(;iine 
and tlG!:)itats 

>) Regrade .anu improve 

w!1ere feasible. Des'gn ancJ locate night 
aci.tay from s2nsitlve habitat areas. 

with an emphasis on 
passive rGcreation. sucr1 as lawn, terracecl 

Anc! drumlin mounds. 

,, Provide a flexible space and outdoor 
seating areas U1at coulcJ be used for 

FJGURE 4-66. WARM WATER COVE PERSPECTIVES 



Schematic Design Details 

circulation 

to water's eclge 
Pottwvays should 

remain open to enhance vlevvs of and 
1N0t1ancls. 

Explore wnys to o peclestrian ancl 
to the north to connect to 

tlleformor Potrero Power Plant sMroline 
accoss. 

>> F)rovide a lJoardwoik ove·r created weUanos 
for continuous circulation 
1Nh0re 

PJaza:s 
Create entry plazas at 24t!l and 25U1 
Street(ossumlng 25U1 Street extension) 

Entry plazas provicle a vvelcom1ng into 
views of the bay whHe 





Potentiaf park features anci putJlic art 
ideas inchJCle pier posts, art pRvilion. 

coast live oak woodlands. 

» Flve habitat typologies hnve been 
cleveloped fm Warm W0ter Cove: 
Bioswale. Gabion!Lawn, Wildlife 

Meaclow. and Muclflat!Salt 





,, Focus bn restructuring the shorelines 
to create an irnprovecl vvaterfront as 
well as to en!1ance wlldflfe habitats. 

Twu edge typoiogles are 
si1own: Storie edge and Steppecl 
ec!ge .. Locate these typologies l::1asecl 
on existing topograp!1y, wildlife 
hnbitats, ancl secJiment conditions. A 
N0turnlizod Ecige is thougt1 
not feasible' at Warm Water Cove due 
to 





TUNNEL TOP PARK 

CONTEXT 

Par·k is a 05-acre open space 
atop Caltrain's sut)-grncfe that 

is locatPcl on the soutr1west corner· of t!1e 
Avenue/25th Street lnterse:ctiorL 

to tile north \vl1ere 

rises towards 
the crest of Potrero f-ll!L The e:astern eclgc; of 
th0 site is borcierec! by "'"'m'""" 
wl1ile tile southern end of tlm site opens onto 

and 

Street serves as a majorfeeder 
for 1-280, comprised of 4 travel lanes anci 2 

lanes. Much of Pennsylvan1o Street 
nefH 1-280 on- and off~ramps Is a 
sidevvalk. 25tt1Street is a transit cornc!or 
seN.lcecl by Muni f/48. Tho park's northern 

is a l)us stop. 

The uses ore 
except tor t!1e tilock in north\vest corne:r 
wl1ere residential lJuHciings are clomlnant. 
Cnltrain's raHroacl tracks me 
sout!1o2rn of park. FIGURE4·68. TUNNEL TOP PARK CONTEXT MAP 



FIGURE 4·69. TUNNEL TOP PARK DESIGN PROPOSAL: AERIAL RENDERING 



FIG URE 4·70. TUNNEL TOP PARK SCHEMATtC DESIGN 



Si9n2ture i.\rc P~th;Ada..4.cccssib!e 

PW1;~t;ri.g Buff~r/8Io5•Nn1t 

DESIGN PROPOSAL 

Design ariclProgramming Theme 

fGcmties 

,; Diviclc the 

spaces. 

eatE:: functlonat areas 

natlvG antJ 

F6r.0U1cr stuclles. see EL 

Design Principles 

)\. 

of t1~ave! t!1At frames the 

the 

at t11e 
:25th 

at tl1e 

of Pennsylva1la ancl 25H1 
A i)Ulbout projecting into 

is recommendecJ to 

The entry to tl1e multl-use plaza can b.::: 
o mid-block bUlboutto 



/\L 

Integrate a 
design to promote a family"frlendly environ
ment. Carefully locate play slides using 

Consider a vertical element, sucl1 as steel 
vine to provl·de shade and shield 

a 
for t!1e park: 

Place a multi-use at the center' of tt1e 
park so tr1at functions as a focal point that 

accessecl from ell functional 
aress. 

Locate overlook ans·as on the 
of the park to takf: adva no2 of the expan
sl\,1e vistas. 

Provicle sufficient L':'uffer i)etwee·:i the func
Uonal areas anci the street wlU1 liiDll traffic 

Place a srnall performanc0 stage on tl16 
westecn edge oftt1e park to use the 
exposecl serpentine r1ills\de ;;is a backdrop~ 





! t< 





WOODS YARD 

CONTEXT 

\A/oods P0rk ~s n 

on 22ncl Street. contn!nlr\g a playgrounCl 
Woocls Yarcl Park is the 

of local nelght)ors 

constructecl ln 2014. 

nfter the of 
ls novv \Vorking tovvards a 

vision fm Woods 
community sees g1·e3t 

DESIGN PROPOSAL 

Design and Programming Theme 
FHeaswitn 

program. 

ProVicle 

Pl0cemore nncl l.x=:rn::hes., 





MINNESOTA GROVE 

CONTEXT DESIGN PROPOSAL 

is n OAcocro 'str00t Design and Programming Theme 
of a stn?tch of 

lJetween .24t!1 ancJ 
Streets. 

Minnesota Grove 

G8D serves as d rnolntenance 
stewmcl for th.e 

to 

related 
j,' of U10 

southern c0rries over the similar 
t11eme r:mcl fee! from the 
Grove. 

Prov1cle 



\.; 



NORTH DOGPATCH 

CONTEXT 

" These street-level spaces are positioned beneath overpasses 
at 18th Street, off Indiana Street ancl 20th Street off Minnesota. 

Currently used for informal car parking or enclosecl and rented 
out as storage facilities, tl1ese spaces are typically dark ancJ 
bligt1tecL 

Integrating these spaces into Dogpatc!1's streotscape anc! open 
space network woulcl involve converting tt1em into beautiful. 
publicly accessible plazas wltl1 programming ancl activation. 

Conversion of tnese places lnto open spaces. with tt1e intro
cluction of new amenities, will requir·e coordination between 
Caltrans. San Francisco Public Works, and orner local agencies, 

PROGRAMMING IDEAS 

Passive Recreation, informal event spaces 

Art ancl installations 

Planting, ancl 



SOUTH DOGPATCH 

CONTEXT 

This series of interconnected spaces: 
surround the !c280 ramps ln soutl1ern 
Dog patch, between 23rd Street to the 
north, 25th Street to tl1e south, Pennsylvania 

Street to the west, and Indiana to the east. 

A small portion of this area was converted 
into a small palk-with a dog run and exer
cise equipment - in 2010. 

The street-level parcels are owned by 
Caltrans. Other exnmples througt1out 
San Francisco (picturecl) demonstrate the 
potential of these lancls for active or passive 
recr:eational uses. 

PROGRAMMING IDEAS 

>> Run 

r\clu!t Fitness I Exercise Equipment 

}) Active RecreaUon Facilities {Basketball. 
Volleybnll. Tennis, Soccer or Junior Soccer) 

Sknte 

BMX 







PUBLIC REALM IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES & STRATEGIES 

ratrng on the Public Realm Plan. 

A NETWORK OF COMPLETE STREETS 

A. Prioritize pedestrian safety and comfort along key walking routes 
Al. lnclucffng ADA 

A2. 

A3~ 

A4. 

B. Encourage Multi,ModalTransportatlon 
infrastructure to serve m.:~ 

alleys 
where new cleveloprnent presents trie opportunity 

rnbdes 

84. Maintain ilccess for commercial ancJ rnclusirial land uses 

C. Maximize Greening Opportunities 
C1. Fill 

C2. 



A DIVERSITY OF HIGH-QUALITY OPEN SPACES 

A. Distribute open spaces equitably throughout the plan area 
At Prioritize sites for improvernentancf 

to res1clential lancl uses 
ti1at me closest 

B. Balance needs of local residents with those of othervisitors 
Bt Coordinate to ensure, that site uses fit1Nitt1in 

larger open space network and 

82. Reflect the 

C. Maximize ecological and habitatfunctio.ns of open spaces 
Bl use nntive 

82. Shoreline sites shoulcJ 150 

EXPRESS UNIQUE HISTORY AND CHARACTER 

A. Encourage the use of materials and forms that refer to 
industrial and maritime heritage 

B. Develop street designs that are appropriate for areas of 
differing land uses 

C. Continue developing a variety of open space types including 
plazas, street parks, pocket parks, and repurposing of under
freeway parcels 

D Partner with local organizations on stewa rdshlp, .ma intemmce, 
and activation programming iii the Public Realm 

E Support the adaptive reuse of historic buildings assodated 
with past institutional uses for community-serving purposes 

F Encourage incorporating historic interpretive elements, such 
as signs and plaques, in public and private projects 



JURISDICTIONS 

The Central \fl/aterfront is comprised of 50vc:n:il 

ancl 

streets from 19tl< Strcetto islals 
of San San 

Agenci0s must continue 
to ensure seamless pcdestrton 

t1·1e interior of the ne1g1·1 borhoocl to the 
Bay w0terfronL 

area!' os 
open space 

by SanFmncisco 
Recreation & Parks. the Port San Fr·ancisco. San 

CALTRANS ancl CaHrain. 

open spaces wor·k together to provide the facilities 

FIGURE 5-73; 
JURISDICTIONS-



!P!G 

p!,i.fl 

GENERAL CITY BUDGET & CAPITAL PLANNING TIMEUNE 

In orcier to pmvicle feeclt.Jsck cJu annual cyc!e at points 
vvl1en in put is t;y tile City. pmticipa r1ts itlthe Pu bile Realm 
Plan process requestecl Information rogarcHng the Clty's budget ancl 

Tile below Ume!ine sl1ows U1e sequence of actions taken oy different 
entities sw::h as the· Community AcMsory Committees {CACs),tl10 

Commltte<: (IPIC), and tile Capital 

$.:ubm\t nciclb.:·1cJ:· 1::1~:icts:li~J-df_i0t PfOf,,C•fJ1..:'ltlons; frqn 

n.:~p .. IC'$tS 

FIGURE 5·74. 
TYPICAL. CAPJTAt PLANNING TfME.UNE 

Committee in provlcJfng in put to the u~e City anci 



IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES 
FOR COM.PLETE .STREETS 

routes whE~1<2 the Deaesum is 
below City stnnclarcL 

Sic!ewaiks 

meetings Wrth 

Mel suivc:ys, Bncl 
upon list of 

priorities in Do~.ipatch. 
t111s ilst to tt1e Eastern 
and other 

priorities. 



FIGURE 5·75. 
IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES FOR COMPLETE STREETS 

~cnp:e:. l~ifiH and ~treet~\':b)p~, int~rsectiotl.improi,/e
ments,::Minr:w·sot~ Grev~ upgrades (ADA compli:ancei fJghtirig, 
extens!qn southward} 

'Cost estimate: N$5.5M 

'Cost eztimot&: "$2.SM 

ancl bu I bouts v1hB-re neede<1 and 

Scope: infiH sidewalk;; 

"Cost es.timote: '"$675K 

Scope: pedestrian li9htin9, inHll street trees. intm understory 
plantirigs, bulhout5 where needed and feasible. 



COMPLETE STREETS 
PUBLIC POLLING 

times 
engagement 

for 
to streets. Ti1e first poll wns 
on!ine in the fall of 

exercise at Hie first pub Ile 
ln ·winter 2016. Another online pol! 

was ac1minister.;:;d in winter of 2017 afh::r· 

Tt1e llicihest-scoring are associated 
wiUl proximity to residential uses; for 

0ncl both segments of Minnesota. 
rs also 

two~thirds of its nw scoring 
East-Wost Streets correlCJtb witti connections 

2om. and 25,ui Streets. 

FIGURE 5-76. 
PUBLIC PRIORITY POLUNG FOR NORTH'SOUTH CORRIDORS (GRAPH) 

MINNESOTA.STREET, NORTH 

FIGURE 5·77. 
PUBLIC PRIORITY POLLING FORNORTH'.SOUTH CORRIDORS (MAP) 



FIGURE 5.7g, 
PUBLIC POLLING FOR EAST-'NEST PRIORITYCORRJDORS.(GRAPHl 

26THSTREET 

(}THt:.R (rUl.AH{f:; MARIN). 

FIGURE 5•79. 
PUBLIC POLLING FOR EASHVEST PR!OR!TYCORRIDORS (MAP) 



COMPLETE STREET IMPROVE· 
MENT COST ESTIMATES 

Tt1e PubFc Realm Plan soiiC:itcc! 
locations for Complete 

(see Fi~JU re 3-27 

vvllHe also 
from past Clty-lecJ 

2017 costs: assume a 517{, 

a 

escalation increase for every year nfter 2017. 
of 

~·! PLACEMAKING 

Decorative Crosswalks 

nnd .m.o~f;dst~:Y,. D-1£'•::-c.1r0t~vi;;. Cf1.)SS~ 
v,r:::!~ks c;Jn visO rdnJorc~ !.mitiU1J 
nelghb-i;irhood :::;hmr1c.t1;;1', 

Undergrounding of 
Overhead Utilities 
Overhead otiHtfes can be burkd 
urrdcrgr'oum:L Costs for th~s typ-::
of intervcnticn ffidst bt? rnlscd by 
coll·c<:trvc:y by pr~pctty o\."<,~('1crs 

ihe stre.-t.Hs V..'hcrie this 
l'nfrnstrw::turr:::is buded. 

Residen~ia!, 

ConwncrCL1L. Mrxcd 

Street Paving .. Stamped 
Asphalt 
Sti:impocl risphUH Is Z1 sp6dcd tr00t-: 

p~iu-crncd tb:<bfl'.:.~ !n 
the ro;or.l\va'/ .. 1:)0r><>.1'<tliilr.i or concH-

lncot·f:u)roto co!o(to i:::mphu:sh>:t fl 

Y.::?nse (if p!act\ 

Residential, 
Co~W"'(:;Ctcbt ~1lXt'.':d 

Shared Street 

p~·desiriar~s rnix in 
foWvVChfd-c<"spccd corH.:\ltlo!~S, 

Rosrck~ntfu!. 

ComrncrclGt tvH::<0-d 

Street Paving ·Textured 
Concrete 

n spcdt:t tr::.:-it
nlrJn\ crer'!ctln-g ptrHt-rnr;}<l t-ex1w~ 
1n the n:i.~tdV1;'ny; Dcpcnr._fo1{! on 
cct1dnlcns~ the h.::·xtur~d CO!KH?-tt: 
o.n1 incorporctc (r.1t0g~nl i:olo:· nnd 
sCor0d p.nttems to emphnsfzc 
Sons.¢.{)f p!rrtc.~ 

Re:;;idenUil~i 

CotnmrJ·rcfri\, Mixed 

Public V·iOrks 



Corner Daylighting 

SFMTA 

Painted Safety Zones 
p;.,fntcd rcfug0s IJ.t sti:'eet corne~·s 
shortrJns <:rosslilg disttir"!cc.-s ft:ir 
f.'.H'.':cl0st:fons:. These- c;}n he tmple
mcntcd rn pbc-c of co.n::;::H· bl~H::iou::s 
for n lo·1{er cct<;;t 

Cornrnc-rdaf,.Mixe~~ 

SFMTA 

4-Way Stop Sign 

A!l~~A'ny storJ: signs dfsc~t~rnge 
motorist sp1;::ndl.n91.as:\vd1 Bs. 

provide forsafor opportu:. 
dtf.cs-fbr Dcdcs:r;nns. 

SFfvflA 

4-WayTraffic Signal 

Residenti.al, 
Commcrdnii f!l'ifxudi ln<lusfriDl 

Sf'.MTA 

Class II Bicycle Lane 
bk:ydc Innes dcffrnit a i::kwr 

for cyclists. reducing cyd~st
m&torist COnf~lcb tincl provfdlng.,1 
sense- vf spf0ty thM cnco.urngcr. 
bicycle ridership: 

Bkyc:le Corral 

Resl<lemfaf. 
Comrnerd~tl, rv~ixe-d 

SF.'wTA 

Class Ill Bicycle Route 

HShmrO\.'v"' nH1rldngs sif1nal thnt the 
route Is shrrrcd by boftri:nrs hiid 
bfcydes.: Thi? n·u1rk~ngs. n!so help 
.cyc!fst5 navi_gnte: ~he Cit.~(s b!cyclc 
nt:·tvvo~ic 

SFMTA 

Bicycle Share Station 

SrMT.A 

Class IV Cycletrack 

cydfsts. 

RcsldenUHt 
C:onmv..:-rcL:i~; Mixed 

$300 



Complete Sidewalks 
(where missing) 
Sici1['.~\-\fr"l!ks shqukI us1~ stnn<lf"H'd 
scorc:d coi-·iCtek p~~vfr){J·ot 
minlmw~;:.ln 

pev!ng mtw 
cornrnir:rdd, cm0rtH:inir1l, on<l Othei· 
spcdnl stn.:cts -Or so:~ri~\ s-trcct:s. 

At-Grade Pedestrian 
Path 

:orsidentk1l· cl-c.Veloprncn,t is not 
untfdpntbd. 

~ndustrial 

$ 

Sidewalk Plantings & 
lnflll Street Trees 

R0s;dcntki.\ 
Ccirttm<:>rdn!; Mixad 

Fribncl•.-:-; of the UrbtJn For'r::st Dnd/or 
Frontfr;g Propc-•ty 0\rvnc:r 

Pedestrian Lighting 
(on sidewalks) 
P('sdos!rinn-·s.cn{c nightttm-c iight}ng 

shpd~ oh the sfdcwnrk; Ds oppcscd 
to gen£-.fft! ro.r1clv.i.try HghHng v1hkh 
s~ts hi~h 8bt:Nc th; ~·o.ndwtty, T.hc· 
choke of gght fb:iurc· cttn a!so 
ri2f.nforcc ndghbo-fho-od·dinr·m:<::tct: 

ReskJc-ntiaL 
Cor~~rncrc.ioL Mix.ed 

$100,.000 

Pub!f.:; Viorks 

Mid-Block Bulb-Outs 

~n fH'ii~~; on t?ith01.sidC> f:Jf tho 
s~rcet. they om Ct1lll1 trnf1k hi 

d-own. 

CornrncrdnI, Mi:xE>d 

Pubtk Viorks 

Corner Bulb·Outs 

Corner bul!;-outs t<xtcnd lhc 
s~dewnlk into Hie- int0mectkm to 
short't'n crqs.sing dfstancus and 
provfd0 

di-st4nccs, sf t:N'f. turnfng 
nnd vfsuril!y rn:mow the roridwf1'y. 

Resh1~ritft1L 

Commcrcfr.:ii, Mlxqd, lndtr:>kfol 

$85-90.000 

Marked Crosswalks, 
standard at grade 
(where missing) 

rnotodsts.. 

RBslclenllol. 
COrnrncircini, M~xc-ct, fru;;lusMni 

<>y:;::.$5,GOO 
bt<nsot'.tfon 

or $24,000 pc'' 

Raised Crosswalks 

Raisz:d <:rcssV,tnH.;;s 
the rcn:.::lwny to thnt 
fordng vchfdt:·s to sh>v;,r bqforn 
pflssing over the <:ross'Nalk and 

nc>rl!"'~trimo pnth 

6"0SSV>..'fllks can b;;::; locD~>.1d nt 
~nte;'scdfons or mid block .. 

Resi.r.k~ntta!, 
Comrnc-rd0!, t,1W;<O<} 

Pub!k: 'Norks 

Standard Street 
Repaving 

·srnfoc~ to ..:::cn0-ct ·ifrry' drnin~ng 
IE.sues, 

~\'<'.::,·c-r:: Rcsido-nl:inl~

Comrner~:lni, Mixed, (ndustrl<::1I 

.$150 per t1:;n <.~r $2 par 
SquureFoot 

PubHc Wcrks; SF Port 

Roadway Lighting 



OPEN SPACE & PARKS 
PUBLIC POLLING 

OPENS SPACES & PARKS 

onnne in tho fall of 2015, foliovt2c! clos0ly by 
a real-time exercise nt the first public 

in winter 2016. Another onl1ne 
was 0clministerecl in the~ winter of 2017 after a 
series of focus g:oup 
st0kel1olcle1· groups 

results are sl10V./n in tile 

in 
te·rms of 
proxirnate to a mnjority of residential lanci 
uses in tl1c' Contra! Waterfront: t11c olclc,stand 

area. 
sites were 0ssociatod 

Cove. Grove, 
ancl Muni V1/oods 'fine! 

'Mini-Park'). /\s residentlai and .~ . ...,m.~v,.n-·•"' 

cont\nueto 
the wat0rfront and to Hie 

soutl1west of the Pl;,rn Area (HOPE SF ancl 
other open spaces 
near tl1ose areas \Nill see more use end nee cl 
for 

.· FIGURE'5-80. 
PUBLICPOLLING FOR OPEN SPACE PRIORITIES (GRAPH) 

LM, SCOTT SCHOOLYARD 

PROGRESS PARK:EXSlT!i'-H?i; TlflAREP/iPl~) 

FIGURE 5-81. 
PUBUCPOLLING FOR OPEN SPAC!:PRIORITIES CORRlDORS (MAP) 



OPEN SPACE & PARKS: COST ESTIMATES & IMPROVEMENTS 

Esprit Park 

$5.otvl from tJCSF 'Cush1orifnf.( funds. mld St7M fn 
Ehsiem Nt::i~:;hr,wrhood Devefoprno-nt !t~11p.nct F(!es 

Minnesota Grove and Extension 

Pnrttin!ly funded 

Warm Water Cove Park 
$10.0M 

Port of San FrandtctJ 

Woods Yard Mini-Park 

no funding ki0ntffied cit ~his time 

Tunnel Top Park 

Under-Viaduct Open Spates 



The Appendix chapter is available for download at: 
http;// sf-planning.org/ central-waterfront-dogpatch-public-realm-plan 
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Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai 
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

October 18, 2018 

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim and Safai 

Our Board of Directors has asked that I write to urge the Land Use Committee's adoption of 
the Central Waterfront and Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. 

In the middle of the City's building booms at Mission Bay and the Eastern Waterfront lies 
Dogpatch, a historic neighborhood that has made significant contributions to our City for over 
a century and a half. We are experiencing unique and complex challenges brought on by the 
conflict between a widespread lack of basic infrastructure and the pervasive building boom 
and its projected quadrupling of our population. 

We are grateful for the attention and funding that the formal assessments of the Public Realm 
Plan can bring to Dogpatch and the Eastern Waterfront, especially related to a number of top 
priorities, including: 

Workable connections to and interfaces with. Mission Bay, Pier 70, the Potrero Power 
Station and the other growing neighborhoods that surround us 

Sufficient recreation and greenspace to service and help integrate our growing population 

Remedial work on missing infrastructure, especially a pedestrian master plan 

Plans for the retention and support of our PDR businesses 

We appreciate the Planning Department's willingness to work with us on the crafting of the 
Public Realm Plan. We hope that the Board of Supervisors and City departments will support 
the plan and the remediation and improvement it recommends. 

ulie Christensen, Executive Director 
Dogpatch & NW Potrero Hill Green Benefit District 

cc: Board of Supervisors: Supervisor Malia Cohen, Supervisor Vallie Brown, Supervisor Sandra 
Lee Fewer, Supervisor Rafael Mandel man, Supervisor Aaron Peskin, Supervisor Hillary Ronen, 
Supervisor Catherine Stefani, Supervisor Norman Yee 
Planning Department: John Rahaim, Robin Abad Ocubillo, Sueng Yen Hong 

Dogpatch & NW Potrero Hill Green Benefit District 

1459 18th Street #369 I San Francisco, CA 94107 



Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai 
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

October22nd,2018 

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim and Safai -

180849 
Received via Email 
10/26/18 

The Dogpatch Neighborhood Association (DNA) urges the Land Use Committee's adoption of the Central 
Waterfront I Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. 

In the middle of the City's building booms along the SF Southeastern Waterfront lies Dogpatch, a historic 
neighborhood that has made significant contributions to our City for over a century and a half. Dogpatch 
and adjacent neighborhoods are experiencing unique and complex challenges brought on by the conflict 
between a widespread lack of basic infrastructure confronted by the pervasive building boom and its 
projected quadrupling of our population. 

The DNA board is grateful for the attention and funding opportunities that the formal assessments of 
the Public Realm Plan can bring to Dogpatch, especially related to a number of top priorities, including: 

• Workable connections to and interfaces with Mission Bay, Pier 70, our Dogpatch Power Station and 
the other growing neighborhoods that surround us 

• Sufficient recreation and greenspace areas to service and help integrate our growing population 

• Remedial work on missing streetscape infrastructure, especially a pedestrian master plan promised 
by SF Planning 

• Plans for the retention and support of our PDR businesses. 

DNA board appreciate the Planning Department's willingness to work with the neighborhood on drafting 
of the Public Realm Plan. We hope the SF Board of Supervisors and City departments will support the 
plan, the remediation and improvement it recommends. 

Best Regards 

Dogpatch Neighborhood Association Board members 
Bruce Kin Huie, Jared Doumani, Scott Kline, Susan Eslick and Vanessa Aquino 

cc: Board of Supervisors: Board President Supervisor Malia Cohen, Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer, 
Supervisor Catherine Stefani, Supervisor Aaron Peskin, Supervisor Vallie Brown. Supervisor Norman Yee, 
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, Supervisor Hillary Ronen 
Planning Department: John Rahaim, Robin Abad Ocubillo, Sueng Yen Hong 

1459 181
h Street • #227 • San Francisco • California 94107 



Member, Board of Supervisors 

District 4 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

KATY TANG 

October 25, 2018 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Supervisor Katy Tang 
Chairperson 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

City and County of San Francisco 
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Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Land Use and Transportation Committee, I hate d~tp.ed 
the following matter are of an urgent nature and request they be considered by the full Bom1d on 
Tuesday, October 30, 2018, as Committee Reports: 

181014 Urging Support of State Water Board Proposed Updates to the 2006 
Bay-Delta Plan 

Resolution urging support of State Water Board proposed updates to the 2006 Bay-Delta 
Plan. 

180849 General Plan Amendment - Central Waterfront - Dogpatch Public 
Realm Plan 

Ordinance amending various elements of the General Plan and amending the Central 
Waterfront Area Plan within the General Plan to address and incorporate the Central 
Waterfront - Dogpatch Public Realm Plan; affirming the Planning Commission's findings 
under the.California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making 
findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, 
Section 340. 

These matters will be heard in the Land Use and Transportation Committee at a Regular Meeting on 
Monday, October 29, 2018, at 1:30 p.m. 

sportation Committee 

City Hall · 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 · San'Francisco, California 94102-4689 
(415)554-7460 • TDD!TTY (415) 554-5227 · E-mail: Katy.Tang@sfgov.org · www.sfbos.org/Tang 



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 proposal and said public hearing will be held 
as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: October 29, 2018 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

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

Subject: File No. 180849. Ordinance amending various elements of the General 
Plan and amending the Central Waterfront Area Plan within the General 
Plan to address and incorporate the Central Waterfront - Dogpatch 
Public Realm Plan; affirming the Planning Commission's findings under 
the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency 
with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, 
and welfare under Planning Code, Section 340. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this matter 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 this 
matter, 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 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, October 26, 2018. 

\ 1¥ Angela Calvi Io, Clerk of the Board 

DATED/PUBLISHED/POSTED: October 19, 2018 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

August 30, 2018 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Honorable Supervisor Cohen 
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 2015-001821GP A: 
Amending the San Francisco General Plan and the Central Waterfront Area 
Plan within the General Plan 
Board File No. TBD 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval 

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Cohen, 

On August 23, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public hearings at 
regularly scheduled meetings to consider the proposed Ordinance, introduced by the Planning 
Department that would amend the San Francisco General Plan and the Central Waterfront Area 
Plan within the General Plan. At the hearing the Planning Commission recommended approval 
without modification. 

The environmental effects of the proposed project have been adequately analyzed pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") in the Final Environmental Impact Report 
("FEIR") previously prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans project. 

The General Plan amendments must be acted on within 90 days of receipt by the Clerk of the 
Board. 

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. The redline version 
along with two (2) copies will be delivered to the Clerk's office following the transmittal. If you 
have any questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Aaron D. Starr 
Manage of Legislative Affairs 

wvvw.sfplanning.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Transmital Materials 

cc: 
John Malamut, Deputy City Attorney 
Iowq.yna Pena, Aide to Supervisor Cohen 
Sophia Kittler, Aide to Supervisor Cohen 
Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Board 

Attachments: 
Planning Commission Resolution 
Plarming Department Executive Summary 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CASE NO. 2015-001821GPA 
Amendments to the San Francisco General Plan and 

the Central Watetiront Area Plan within ·The General Plan 

2 



Central Waterfront Area Plan 

Add a Section 9 to the Central Waterfront Area Plan titled “Public Realm 
Implementation”:

PUBLIC REALM IMPLEMENTATION.

The Planning Department, in partnership with San Francisco Public Works, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, the 
Port of San Francisco, and the Recreation and Parks Department, led a robust public process from September 2015 to November 2017 
engaging numerous community stakeholders to develop the Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm Plan.  The Public Realm Plan 
developed specific recommendations for implementing Built Form, Transportation, Streets, and Open Space Objectives and Policies of 
the Central Waterfront Area Plan.  The 2018 Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm Plan serves as the guiding framework for the 
investment of complete streets, parks and open spaces within the Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm Plan Area.  This Public 
Realm Plan, which may be amended from time to time at the discretion of the Planning Commission, is incorporated herein by reference.

Objective 9.1 DESIGN AND IMPLEMENT COMPLETE STREETS AND OPEN SPACE IMPROVEMENTS CONSISTENT WITH THE 
CENTRAL WATERFRONT – DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM PLAN.

Policy 9.1.1 Encourage new development in the Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm plan area to implement complete 
streets improvements recommended in the 2018 Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm Plan, pending necessary review and 
approvals of the pertinent City agencies.

Policy 9.1.2 The City shall seek to implement the 2018 Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm Plan to the maximum extent 
feasible, both through its oversight and permitting of privately sponsored street improvements, as well as City-sponsored 
improvements.

INITIATION HEARING |  28 JUNE 2018D O G P A T C H

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
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* Mission Bay street grid under construction. 
   Estimated completion date is 2013.
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Eastern Neighborhoods
Pedestrian / Bicycle / Traffic Calming Improvements
Adopted December 2008

Improved pedestrian 
connections

Areas for improved 
pedestrian connections

Planned bicycle 
improvements

Proposed Mission Creek 
Bikeway

Proposed Street or Area 
for Traffic Calming 

SHOWPLACE SQUARE/POTRERO HILL

MISSING SIDEWALKS:  Missing segments of sidewalks along streets 
(Utah, Henry Adams, Rhode Island, De Haro and Berry Streets) should 
be constructed as new development occurs and funding allows. 

16TH STREET:  Pedestrian connections between Showplace Square 
and Potrero Hill should be established with appropriate treatments such 
as high-visibility crosswalks, curb bulbouts and countdown signals at 
signalized intersections.  

SHOWPLACE SQUARE & MISSION BAY CONNECTIONS:  
Pedestrian connections should be established between the two 
neighborhoods with appropriate treatments such as pedestrian 
countdown signals, high visibility crosswalks, and/or curb bulbouts.

BICYCLE NETWORK:  Planned bicycle improvements on Townsend 
Street and Potrero Avenue should be implemented contingent on 
environmental clearance of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

TRAFFIC CALMING:  The SFMTA’s Livable Streets program should 
implement recommendations from the neighborhood traffic calming 
project in Potrero Hill (2007/8). 

BIKEWAY PROJECT:  Proposals for the Mission Creek Bikeway 
should be evaluated for feasibility, specifically issues surrounding cost and 
implementation. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT

STREET GRID:  New rights-of-way and extensions to the street grid 
should be explored as part of planning processes for Port and private 
properties to allow greater access to the waterfront and increased 
connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists.

TRANSIT STATION ACCESS:  Care should be taken to improve 
the pedestrian environment around the 22nd Street Caltrain and Third 
Street Light Rail stations.

BICYCLE NETWORK:  Planned bicycle improvements on Indiana and 
Illinois Streets Street and Potrero Avenue should be implemented 
contingent on environmental clearance of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.

BAY TRAIL & BLUE-GREENWAY:  Opportunities for Bay Trail 
signage and waterfront trail alignment should be explored.  The proposal 
for the Blue-Greenway should be further examined, specifically issues 
surrounding feasibility and implementation.  

MISSION 

TRANSIT STATION ACCESS:  Care 
should be taken to improve the pedestrian 
environment around the 16th and 24th 
Streets BART Stations.  

BICYCLE NETWORK: Planned bicycle 
improvements on Cesar Chavez and 26th 
Streets should be implemented contingent 
on environmental clearance of the San 
Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

TRAFFIC CALMING:  Traffic calming 
opportunities should be explored for 
streets like Guerrero Street and South Van 
Ness Avenue.

CESAR CHAVEZ:  Pedestrian 
improvements should be explored as part 
of an upcoming planning process for the 
redesign of Cesar Chavez Street led by the 
Planning Department.

BIKEWAY PROJECT:  The Mission 
Creek Bikeway proposal should be 
evaluated for feasibility, specifically issues 
surrounding cost and implementation.

EAST SOMA

2ND/3RD/4TH STREETS:  Pedestrian 
amenities and safety improvements such as 
curb bulbs, streetscape plans and landscaping 
should be explored for these major 
pedestrian and transit corridors.  

MID-BLOCK CROSSINGS:  Prominent 
mid-block crossings should be considered for 
SoMa’s long blocks.

MISSING SIDEWALKS: Missing segments 
of sidewalks along streets such as Townsend 
and Ritch should be constructed as new 
development occurs and funding allows. 

BICYCLE NETWORK:  Planned bicycle 
improvements on 2nd, 5th and Townsend 
Streets should be implemented contingent on 
environmental clearance of the San Francisco 
Bicycle Plan. 

CENTRAL  WATERFRONT - 
DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM PLAN:   
The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed 
more detail for Complete Streets and 
Open Space implementation in this Plan 
Area.  Please refer to that Public Realm 
Plan for more specific recommendations 
for implementation.

Central Waterfront Area Plan 
MAP 4. Pedestrian / Bicycle /Traffic Calming Improvements
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* Mission Bay street grid under construction. 
   Estimated completion date is 2013.
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Eastern Neighborhoods
Pedestrian / Bicycle / Traffic Calming Improvements
Adopted December 2008

Improved pedestrian 
connections

Areas for improved 
pedestrian connections

Planned bicycle 
improvements

Proposed Mission Creek 
Bikeway

Proposed Street or Area 
for Traffic Calming 

SHOWPLACE SQUARE/POTRERO HILL

MISSING SIDEWALKS:  Missing segments of sidewalks along streets 
(Utah, Henry Adams, Rhode Island, De Haro and Berry Streets) should 
be constructed as new development occurs and funding allows. 

16TH STREET:  Pedestrian connections between Showplace Square 
and Potrero Hill should be established with appropriate treatments such 
as high-visibility crosswalks, curb bulbouts and countdown signals at 
signalized intersections.  

SHOWPLACE SQUARE & MISSION BAY CONNECTIONS:  
Pedestrian connections should be established between the two 
neighborhoods with appropriate treatments such as pedestrian 
countdown signals, high visibility crosswalks, and/or curb bulbouts.

BICYCLE NETWORK:  Planned bicycle improvements on Townsend 
Street and Potrero Avenue should be implemented contingent on 
environmental clearance of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

TRAFFIC CALMING:  The SFMTA’s Livable Streets program should 
implement recommendations from the neighborhood traffic calming 
project in Potrero Hill (2007/8). 

BIKEWAY PROJECT:  Proposals for the Mission Creek Bikeway 
should be evaluated for feasibility, specifically issues surrounding cost and 
implementation. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT

STREET GRID:  New rights-of-way and extensions to the street grid 
should be explored as part of planning processes for Port and private 
properties to allow greater access to the waterfront and increased 
connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists.

TRANSIT STATION ACCESS:  Care should be taken to improve 
the pedestrian environment around the 22nd Street Caltrain and Third 
Street Light Rail stations.

BICYCLE NETWORK:  Planned bicycle improvements on Indiana and 
Illinois Streets Street and Potrero Avenue should be implemented 
contingent on environmental clearance of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.

BAY TRAIL & BLUE-GREENWAY:  Opportunities for Bay Trail 
signage and waterfront trail alignment should be explored.  The proposal 
for the Blue-Greenway should be further examined, specifically issues 
surrounding feasibility and implementation.  

MISSION 

TRANSIT STATION ACCESS:  Care 
should be taken to improve the pedestrian 
environment around the 16th and 24th 
Streets BART Stations.  

BICYCLE NETWORK: Planned bicycle 
improvements on Cesar Chavez and 26th 
Streets should be implemented contingent 
on environmental clearance of the San 
Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

TRAFFIC CALMING:  Traffic calming 
opportunities should be explored for 
streets like Guerrero Street and South Van 
Ness Avenue.

CESAR CHAVEZ:  Pedestrian 
improvements should be explored as part 
of an upcoming planning process for the 
redesign of Cesar Chavez Street led by the 
Planning Department.

BIKEWAY PROJECT:  The Mission 
Creek Bikeway proposal should be 
evaluated for feasibility, specifically issues 
surrounding cost and implementation.

EAST SOMA

2ND/3RD/4TH STREETS:  Pedestrian 
amenities and safety improvements such as 
curb bulbs, streetscape plans and landscaping 
should be explored for these major 
pedestrian and transit corridors.  

MID-BLOCK CROSSINGS:  Prominent 
mid-block crossings should be considered for 
SoMa’s long blocks.

MISSING SIDEWALKS: Missing segments 
of sidewalks along streets such as Townsend 
and Ritch should be constructed as new 
development occurs and funding allows. 

BICYCLE NETWORK:  Planned bicycle 
improvements on 2nd, 5th and Townsend 
Streets should be implemented contingent on 
environmental clearance of the San Francisco 
Bicycle Plan. 

CENTRAL  WATERFRONT - 
DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM PLAN:   
The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed 
more detail for Complete Streets and 
Open Space implementation in this Plan 
Area.  Please refer to that Public Realm 
Plan for more specific recommendations 
for implementation.
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* Mission Bay street grid under construction. 
   Estimated completion date is 2013.
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Eastern Neighborhoods
Pedestrian / Bicycle / Traffic Calming Improvements
Adopted December 2008

Improved pedestrian 
connections

Areas for improved 
pedestrian connections

Planned bicycle 
improvements

Proposed Mission Creek 
Bikeway

Proposed Street or Area 
for Traffic Calming 

SHOWPLACE SQUARE/POTRERO HILL

MISSING SIDEWALKS:  Missing segments of sidewalks along streets 
(Utah, Henry Adams, Rhode Island, De Haro and Berry Streets) should 
be constructed as new development occurs and funding allows. 

16TH STREET:  Pedestrian connections between Showplace Square 
and Potrero Hill should be established with appropriate treatments such 
as high-visibility crosswalks, curb bulbouts and countdown signals at 
signalized intersections.  

SHOWPLACE SQUARE & MISSION BAY CONNECTIONS:  
Pedestrian connections should be established between the two 
neighborhoods with appropriate treatments such as pedestrian 
countdown signals, high visibility crosswalks, and/or curb bulbouts.

BICYCLE NETWORK:  Planned bicycle improvements on Townsend 
Street and Potrero Avenue should be implemented contingent on 
environmental clearance of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

TRAFFIC CALMING:  The SFMTA’s Livable Streets program should 
implement recommendations from the neighborhood traffic calming 
project in Potrero Hill (2007/8). 

BIKEWAY PROJECT:  Proposals for the Mission Creek Bikeway 
should be evaluated for feasibility, specifically issues surrounding cost and 
implementation. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT

STREET GRID:  New rights-of-way and extensions to the street grid 
should be explored as part of planning processes for Port and private 
properties to allow greater access to the waterfront and increased 
connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists.

TRANSIT STATION ACCESS:  Care should be taken to improve 
the pedestrian environment around the 22nd Street Caltrain and Third 
Street Light Rail stations.

BICYCLE NETWORK:  Planned bicycle improvements on Indiana and 
Illinois Streets Street and Potrero Avenue should be implemented 
contingent on environmental clearance of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.

BAY TRAIL & BLUE-GREENWAY:  Opportunities for Bay Trail 
signage and waterfront trail alignment should be explored.  The proposal 
for the Blue-Greenway should be further examined, specifically issues 
surrounding feasibility and implementation.  

MISSION 

TRANSIT STATION ACCESS:  Care 
should be taken to improve the pedestrian 
environment around the 16th and 24th 
Streets BART Stations.  

BICYCLE NETWORK: Planned bicycle 
improvements on Cesar Chavez and 26th 
Streets should be implemented contingent 
on environmental clearance of the San 
Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

TRAFFIC CALMING:  Traffic calming 
opportunities should be explored for 
streets like Guerrero Street and South Van 
Ness Avenue.

CESAR CHAVEZ:  Pedestrian 
improvements should be explored as part 
of an upcoming planning process for the 
redesign of Cesar Chavez Street led by the 
Planning Department.

BIKEWAY PROJECT:  The Mission 
Creek Bikeway proposal should be 
evaluated for feasibility, specifically issues 
surrounding cost and implementation.

EAST SOMA

2ND/3RD/4TH STREETS:  Pedestrian 
amenities and safety improvements such as 
curb bulbs, streetscape plans and landscaping 
should be explored for these major 
pedestrian and transit corridors.  

MID-BLOCK CROSSINGS:  Prominent 
mid-block crossings should be considered for 
SoMa’s long blocks.

MISSING SIDEWALKS: Missing segments 
of sidewalks along streets such as Townsend 
and Ritch should be constructed as new 
development occurs and funding allows. 

BICYCLE NETWORK:  Planned bicycle 
improvements on 2nd, 5th and Townsend 
Streets should be implemented contingent on 
environmental clearance of the San Francisco 
Bicycle Plan. 

CENTRAL  WATERFRONT - 
DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM PLAN:   
The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed 
more detail for Complete Streets and 
Open Space implementation in this Plan 
Area.  Please refer to that Public Realm 
Plan for more specific recommendations 
for implementation.

amendments
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* Mission Bay street grid under construction. 
   Estimated completion date is 2013.

LIVING STREETS

As shown above, alleyways could be converted to “living streets,” 

where traffic is calmed and paving and landscaping are designed to 

reflect what is envisioned as the pedestrian primacy of these streets.  

The Planning Department is currently working with the 

Redevelopment Agency and the Department of Public Works on 

three streets in the East SoMa: Minna, Natoma, and Russ Streets.  

These streets will set the standard for additional living streets to be 
designed throughout all the Plan areas. 
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CENTRAL  WATERFRONT - DOGPATCH PUBLIC 
REALM PLAN:   The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed more 
detail for Complete Streets and Open Space implementation in 
this Plan Area.  Please refer to that Public Realm Plan for more 
specific recommendations for implementation.

* Mission Bay street grid under construction. 
   Estimated completion date is 2013.

LIVING STREETS

As shown above, alleyways could be converted to “living streets,” 

where traffic is calmed and paving and landscaping are designed to 

reflect what is envisioned as the pedestrian primacy of these streets.  

The Planning Department is currently working with the 

Redevelopment Agency and the Department of Public Works on 

three streets in the East SoMa: Minna, Natoma, and Russ Streets.  

These streets will set the standard for additional living streets to be 

designed throughout all the Plan areas. 
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CENTRAL  WATERFRONT - DOGPATCH PUBLIC 
REALM PLAN:   The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed more 
detail for Complete Streets and Open Space implementation in 
this Plan Area.  Please refer to that Public Realm Plan for more 
specific recommendations for implementation.

* Mission Bay street grid under construction. 
   Estimated completion date is 2013.

LIVING STREETS

As shown above, alleyways could be converted to “living streets,” 

where traffic is calmed and paving and landscaping are designed to 

reflect what is envisioned as the pedestrian primacy of these streets.  

The Planning Department is currently working with the 

Redevelopment Agency and the Department of Public Works on 

three streets in the East SoMa: Minna, Natoma, and Russ Streets.  

These streets will set the standard for additional living streets to be 

designed throughout all the Plan areas. 
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CENTRAL  WATERFRONT - DOGPATCH PUBLIC 
REALM PLAN:   The 2018 Public Realm Plan developed more 
detail for Complete Streets and Open Space implementation in 
this Plan Area.  Please refer to that Public Realm Plan for more 
specific recommendations for implementation.

Central Waterfront Area Plan 
MAP 5. Streets and Open Space Concept amendments
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Recreation & Open Space Element
MAP 1. Existing Open Space

• add the public realm plan boundary
• add footnote:

The map is to be used for reference purposes 
only. For parcel specific details, please refer 
to adopted area plans. The 2018 Central 
Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm Plan 
conducted an updated inventory of parks and 
open spaces within a quarter mile of the Central 
Waterfront Plan Area. 
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Recreation & Open Space Element
MAP 3. Existing and Proposed Open Space 

• add the public realm plan boundary
• add footnote:

The map is to be used for reference purposes 
only. For parcel specific details, please refer to 
adopted area plans. The 2018 Central Waterfront 
– Dogpatch Public Realm Plan conducted an 
updated inventory of parks and open spaces 
within a quarter mile of the Central Waterfront 
Plan Area. 
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Urban Design Element
MAP 2:  Plan for Street Landscaping 
and Lighting

• add the public realm plan boundary
• add footnote:

CENTRAL WATERFRONT -DOGPATCH 
PUBLIC REALM PLAN:  The 2018 Public Realm 
Plan developed concept designs for Complete 
Streets and Open Spaces in this Public Realm 
Plan Area. Please refer to that Public Realm 
Plan for more specific recommendations for 
implementation. 
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MAP APPROVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
The notation below in italics represents a recent amendment to the General Plan that has been approved by the Board 
of Supervisors after this map was originally adopted.  The change will be added to the map during the next map update.

 Delete the shaded areas within the Mission Bay area and add a boundary around the Mission Bay area with a line 
that leads to a reference that states "See Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans."

 Add a boundary area around the Hunters Point Shipyard area with a line that leads to a reference that states 
“See Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan and Hunters Point Shipyard Area Plan.”

 Add a boundary area around Candlestick Point with a line that leads to a reference that states “See Candlestick 
Point SubArea Plan and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan.”



Transportation Element:  
Map 11:  Citywide Pedestrian Network

• add the public realm plan boundary
• add footnote:

CENTRAL WATERFRONT -DOGPATCH 
PUBLIC REALM PLAN:  The 2018 Public Realm 
Plan developed concept designs for Complete 
Streets and Open Spaces in this Public Realm 
Plan Area. Please refer to that Public Realm 
Plan for more specific recommendations for 
implementation. 
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MAP APPROVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
The notation below in italics represents a recent amendment to the General Plan that has been approved by 
the Board of Supervisors after this map was originally adopted.  The change will be added to the map 
during the next map update.

 Add a boundary area around the Hunters Point Shipyard area with a line that leads to a reference that 
states “See Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan and Hunters Point Shipyard Area Plan”

 Designate Folsom St between Embarcadero and Essex St and Second St in its entirety as part of the 
Citywide Pedestrian Network

 Revise map to show proposed SF Bay Trail running from Candlestick Point SRA through Hunters Point 
Shipyard, then to Third Street and north if this is only depicting Third Street MUNI Metro light rail

 Add a boundary area around Candlestick Point with a line that leads to a reference that states “See 
Candlestick Point SubArea Plan and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan”

  Add a boundary area around Executive Park with a line that leads to a reference that states “See 
Executive Park Subarea Plan”

See 
Candlestick Point SubArea Plan and 

Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan

See
Hunters Point Shipyard  
Redevelopment Plan

and Hunters Point 
Shipyard Area Plan

See
Executive Park 
SubArea Plan



Transportation Element:  
Map 12:  Neighborhood Pedestrian 
Streets

• add the public realm plan boundary
• add footnote:

CENTRAL WATERFRONT -DOGPATCH 
PUBLIC REALM PLAN:  The 2018 Public Realm 
Plan developed concept designs for Complete 
Streets and Open Spaces in this Public Realm 
Plan Area. Please refer to that Public Realm 
Plan for more specific recommendations for 
implementation. 
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MAP APPROVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
The notation below in italics represents a recent amendment to the General Plan that has been approved by the Board of Supervisors 
after this map was originally adopted.  The change will be added to the map during the next map update.

 Amend the area for Mission Bay to reflect the street grid and pedestrian network of  the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay 
South Redevelopment Plans and Design for Development documents.  Add the boundary of the Mission Bay area with a line to 
text that states “See Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans”

 Add a boundary area around the Hunters Point Shipyard area with a line that leads to a reference that states “See Hunters Point 
Redevelopment Plan and Hunters Point Shipyard Area Plan”

 Designate Folsom Street Between Embarcadero and Essex Street as a “Neighborhood Commercial Street”

 Designate Beale, Main, and Spear Streets as “Neighborhood Network Connection Streets” between Market and Folsom 

 Add a boundary area around Candlestick Point with a line that leads to a reference that states “See Candlestick Point SubArea 
Plan and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan”

  Add a boundary area around Executive Park with a line that leads to a reference that states “See Executive Park Subarea Plan”

See 
Candlestick Point SubArea Plan and 

Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan

See
Hunters Point Shipyard  
Redevelopment Plan

and Hunters Point 
Shipyard Area Plan

See
Executive Park 
SubArea Plan



Transportation Element:  
Map 13:  Recommended Near-Term & 
Long-Term Improvements

• add the public realm plan boundary
• add footnote:

CENTRAL WATERFRONT -DOGPATCH 
PUBLIC REALM PLAN:  The 2018 Public Realm 
Plan developed concept designs for Complete 
Streets and Open Spaces in this Public Realm 
Plan Area. Please refer to that Public Realm 
Plan for more specific recommendations for 
implementation. 
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