FILE NO: 181027

Petitions and Communications received from October 15, 2018, through October 22,
2018, for reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be
ordered filed by the Clerk on October 30, 2018.

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is
subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco
Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information will not be redacted.

From the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, submitting an Annual Report for
FY2017-18. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1)

From Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing, submitting an Annual Report on
Evictions from Subsidized Housing for FY2017-2018. Copy: Each Supetrvisor. (2)

From the Department of Recreation and Park, pursuant to Resolution No. 157-99,
submitting the FY2018-2019, 15t quarter Lead Poisoning Prevention report. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (3)

From the Planning Department, submitting Notice of Public Hearing and availability of a draft
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed project at 10 South Van ness Avenue. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (4)

From the Planning Department, submitting a request for the Final Environmental Impact Report
for the 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project. Copy: Each Supervisor. (5)

From the Department of Elections, regarding the recruitment of Poll Workers for the November
6, 2018 election. Copy: Each Supervisor. (6)

From the Planning Department, submitting Notice of Availability of and Intent to Adopt a
Mitigated Negative Declaration for a proposed project on Seawall Lots 323 and 324 — Hotel and
Theater Project. Copy: Each Supervisor. (7)

From Spencer Hudson of Indivisible SF, regarding a proposed amendment to the Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance. File No. 180911. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8)

From Michael Janis, General Manager of the SF Market Source for Fresh Produce, regarding
the proposed Refuse Separation Compliance legislation. File No. 180646. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (9)

From Yasushi Ito, regarding the memorial for Comfort Women. Copy: Each Supervisor. (10)

From Rosie Martin, regarding issues around Lafayette Park. Copy: Each Supervisor. (11)

From Becky Davis, Chair of the San Francisco Sierra Club, regarding the proposed transit-only
lanes. File No. 180876. Copy: Each Supervisor. (12)



From Richard Toshiyuki Drury, of Lozeau Drury, LLP, regarding the Central SoMa Plan and
Environmental Impact Report for the Central SoMa Plan. Copy: Each Supervisor. (13)

From the San Francisco Public Utilities Water Power Sewer Service, pursuant to Administrative
Code, Chapter 11, Article V, Section 11.44(b), submitting a report regarding NRG Energy
Center San Francisco LLC's compliance with all provisions of Administrative Code, Chapter 11
and the NRG Franchise. Copy: Each Supervisor. (14)
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October 10,2018
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Board of Supervisors, Room 244
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  Rent Board Annual Report 2017-18
Dear Ms. Calvillo:

and Arbitration Board

Please find attached the department’s annual report for FY2017-18.

Please call me at 252-4628 if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

ULH A Gl

Robert A. Collins, Executive Director
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board

encl.

cc:
Mayor London N. Breed
Supervisor Malia Cohen
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Katy Tang
Supervisor Jane Kim
Supervisor Norman Yee
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Vallie Brown
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
Library Documents Dept.
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SAN FRANCISCO RENT BOARD

The following pages reflect the filings and activities at the Rent Board for the past fiscal year ending June 30, 2018. Overall, the
number of petitions filed with the Board increased by 5% from 1,792 in FY16-17 to 1,879 in FY17-18. Total tenant petitions
decreased by 8%, from 1,047 in FY16-17 to 964 in FY17-18. Total landlord petitions increased by 23%, from 745 in FY16-17 to 916
in FY17-18, including a 104% increase in utility passthrough petitions/worksheets from 100 in FY16-17 to 204 in FY17-18.
Operating and Maintenance Petitions increased 30% from 77 in FY16-17 to 100 in FY17-18, while Capital Improvement Petitions
increased 14% from 429 in FY16-17 to 490 in FY17-18.

Total eviction notices filed with the Board decreased by 8% from 1,798 in FY16-17 to 1,655 in FY17-18, while the number of tenant
reports of alleged wrongful eviction decreased by 4% from 397 in FY16-17 to 381 in FY17-18. The number of units withdrawn from
the rental market under the Ellis Act increased 7% from 260 in FY16-17 to 278 units in FY17-18. The number of pre-buyout
declarations filed increased 7% from 872 in FY16-17 to 936 in FY17-18 and buyout agreements increased by 6% from 337 in
FY16-17 to 356 in FY17-18. Highlights of some of the tables are as follows (percentages as compared to last fiscal year):

+104% Utility Passthrough Petitions/Worksheets
+30% Operating and Maintenance Petitions
+14% Capital Improvement Petitions
+7% Pre-Buyout Disclosures
+6% Buyout Agreements
+5% Tenant Appeals

-4% Reports of Alleged Wrongful Eviction
-8% Eviction Notices
-8% Total Tenant Petitions

-18% Landlord Appeals

-21% Subtenant Petitions

-46% Costa-Hawkins Petitions

Our services last year also included the following:
27,436 calls handled by the counseling staff [no change]
11,882 front counter visitors were served [-2%]
1,008,481 web site page views [+2%)]

This report can also be obtained on our website at www.sfrb.org under “Statistics.” October 10, 2018

San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017 - 2018



RENT BOARD ANNUAL REPORT -« FY 2017-2018
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Rent Board Monthly Statistical Summary < 2017-2018

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Totals
Tenant Petitions 4 63 71 56 62 56 75 79 69 75 82 75 9 854
Tenant Summary Petitions Pet 3 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 1 1 13
Subtenant Petitions Pet 9 9 7 2 6 6 9 3 5 5 7 7 75
Tenant ADR Requests Pet 2 1 1 0 2 3 0 4 4 1 3 1 22
TOTAL TENANT PETITIONS &/ 82 65 64 64 84 89 77 85 91 86 100 964
Capital Improvement Petitions Xy 35 41 45 52 30 23 25 29 61 51 63 35 490
iy 229 288 323 440 179 153 166 475 657 428 796 282 4,416
Operating & Maintenance Petitions Pet 6 2 4 11 1 19 27 9 4 10 6 1 100
Ny 54 24 42 88 1 272 318 138 21 104 11 10 1,083
Comparable Rent Petitions Pet 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 7
Units 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 7
Costa-Hawkins Petitions Pet 2 5 3 1 0 1 1 2 2 1 3 4 25
Units 2 5 3 1 0 1 1 2 2 1 3 4 25
1.21 Tenant In Occupancy Petitions Pet 2 9 1 3 3 1 4 2 1 1 2 1 30
Units 2 9 1 3 3 2 4 2 1 1 2 1 31
Utility Passthrough Petitions Pet [ICT 0 0 2 0 4 7 0 1 0 0 0 48
Iy 270 0 0 190 0 25 36 0 1 0 0 0 522
Utility Passthrough Worksheets =y 92 0 0 8 0 16 36 0 4 0 0 0 156
Iy 621 0 0 635 0 107 125 0 9 0 0 0 1,497
Extension of Time Petitions Pet 1 1 0 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 0 2 14
Units 1 2 0 2 1 2 4 2 2 5 0 2 23

Landlord “Other” Petitions Pet 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 3 11
Units 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 3 11
Landlord ADR Requests Pet 2 3 2 5 0 4 5 2 6 0 2 3 34
Units 3 3 2 7 0 6 7 2 8 0 2 5 45
TOTAL LANDLORD PETITIONS RS 62 56 84 37 72 107 46 81 67 78 49 915
TOTAL ALL PETITIONS AKX 144 121 148 101 156 196 123 166 158 164 149 1,879
Landlord Appeals App 7 7 6 3 8 1 8 4 3 6 4 5 62
Units 7 7 45 3 8 1 8 4 3 8 5 5 104
Tenant Appeals App 3 5 3 3 6 4 5 3 5 5 1 3 46
TOTAL APPEALS 12 9 6 14 5 13 7 8 1 5 8 108
Ellis Eviction Filings (Landlord) Pet 3 16 10 5 6 6 11 10 11 5 8 7 98
Iy 10 45 30 17 14 14 43 27 32 9 20 17 278

Wrongful Eviction Reports (Tenant) rpt JES]0] 24 28 33 32 28 34 32 31 36 32 41 381
Eviction Notices Notices RS} 146 110 125 99 113 158 151 156 153 180 146 1,655
OMI Rescissions Rescission 0 1 6 0 1 0 0 3 6 2 3 7 29
Pre-Buyout Declarations Declaration [INCY 91 78 79 82 37 112 48 87 73 82 86 936
Buyout Agreements Agreement [V} 35 22 30 34 29 24 18 24 38 37 41 356
GRAND TOTAL 1L 469 384 426 369 374 548 392 489 476 511 485 5,442
¥ 2/ San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 1



Rent Board 10-Year Statistical Summary ¢ Total Filings (Detail)

Fiscal Year

Tenant Petitions

Tenant Summary Petitions
Subtenant Petitions
Tenant ADR Requests

Pet
Pet
Pet
Pet

TOTAL TENANT PETITIONS

Capital Improvement Petitions
Operating & Maintenance Petitions
Comparable Rent Petitions
Costa-Hawkins Petitions

1.21 Tenant In Occupancy Petitions
Utility Passthrough Petitions

Utility Passthrough Worksheets
Extension of Time Petitions
Landlord “Other” Petitions

Landlord ADR Requests

Pet
Units
Pet
Units
Pet
Units
Pet
Units
Pet
Units
Pet
Units
Pet
Units
Pet
Units
Pet
Units
Pet
Units

TOTAL LANDLORD PETITIONS
TOTAL ALL PETITIONS

Landlord Appeals

Tenant Appeals

App
Units

App

TOTAL APPEALS

Ellis Eviction Filings (Landlord)

Wrongful Eviction Reports (Tenant)
Eviction Notices

OMI Rescissions
Pre-Buyout Declarations
Buyout Agreements

Pet
Units
Rpt

Notice
Rescissions
Declaration

Agreement

GRAND TOTAL

= San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board

08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18
720 648 676 791 773 959 1,260 791 919 854
51 30 31 34 42 28 19 21 13 13
1 12 18 67 61 92 87 115 95 75
24 30 32 48 30 48 45 21 20 22
796 720 757 940 906 1,127 1,411 948 1,047 964
199 134 145 214 285 328 343 421 429 490
1,650 629 852 1,421 1,747 2,174 2,348 3,286 2,785 4,416
27 12 20 25 46 40 45 73 77 100
197 131 113 171 313 375 510 905 784 1,083
7 10 11 10 11 7 8 9 4 7
7 10 11 13 11 7 8 9 5 7
35 23 37 40 45 49 50 51 46 25
35 23 38 40 45 49 50 55 47 25
30 18 19 38 44 40 45 36 36 30
30 18 19 38 44 40 45 37 36 31
341 76 8 34 21 23 49 67 21 48
2,642 1,891 372 255 115 155 306 834 145 522
46 171 46 48 95 60 96 233 79 156
971 651 126 475 1,092 384 491 1,830 518 1,497
6 6 7 7 11 13 13 17 7 14
17 13 9 26 59 26 30 31 10 23
9 9 11 8 23 22 29 60 21 11
11 11 11 10 30 34 31 81 63 11
22 33 29 25 35 33 35 27 25 34
22 33 29 25 6 45 42 38 30 45
722 492 333 449 616 615 713 994 745 915
1,518 1,212 1,090 1,389 1,522 1,742 2,124 1,942 1,792 1,879
67 43 49 47 55 44 60 75 76 62
141 44 55 47 77 67 106 95 85 104
153 126 66 62 73 152 89 95 44 46
220 169 115 109 128 196 149 170 120 108
36 34 24 42 57 76 63 68 95 98
165 108 72 121 192 304 191 273 260 278
488 452 491 570 497 471 559 484 397 381
1,315 1,372 1,328 1,421 1,934 2,064 2,194 2,304 1,798 1,655
0 0 0 0 0 3 6 29 14 29
0 0 0 0 0 0 156 809 872 936
0 0 0 0 0 0 38 301 337 356
3,577 3,239 3,048 3,531 4,138 4,552 5,289 6,107 5,425 5,442

Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 2




Rent Board 30-Year Statistical Summary ¢ Total Filings (Overview)

Fiscal Year |88-89|89-90|90-91]91-92|92-9393-94 |94-95|95-96 |96-97 |97-98 |98-99 |99-00 [00-01 | 01-02 | 02-03 | 03-04 | 04-05 | 05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 | 08-09 | 09-10 [ 10-11 | 11-12 13-14|14-15
Filings 3,467 3,171 3,020 2,657 2,409 2,421 3,019 2,987 4,596 5,605 5,507 5,900 5,334 4,234 3,629 3,423 3,289 3,519 3,707 3,897 3,577 3,239 3,048 3,531 4,138 4,552 5,289 6,107 5,425 5,442
7000
7000
6500
6500
6000
6000
5500
5500
5000
5000
4500
4500
4000
4000
0
{2}
£
ic 3500 3500
]
L
3000
3000
2500
2500
2000
2000
1500
1500
1000
1000
500
500
' 0
0 S B
0 o
Fiscal Year

San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 3




Tenant Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year |88-89 |89-90 |90-91|91-92(92-93 |93-94|94-95 |95.96 |96-97 |97-98 |98-99 [99-00 |00-01 | 01-02 |02-03 | 03-04 | 04-05 07-0808-09[09-10 [10-11 [11-12|12-13 | 13-14 | 14-15
Petitions 884 859 859 729 766 701 833 620 825 967 791 867 913 894 806 614 579 656 621 625 720 648 676 791 773 959 1,260 791 919 854
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Tenant Petitions by Zip Code ¢ Fiscal Year 2017-2018

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140 145 150 155 160 165 170 175

Zip Code & Neighborhood

gA,\r_z,A' 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140 145 150 155 160 165 170 175
Number of Petitions Filed
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Tenant Summary Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 |97-98 (98-99 |99-00 | 00-01 (01-02 | 02-03 (03-04 | 04-05 | 05-06 |06-07 |07-08 (08-09 |09-10 (10-11 |11-12|12-13 [13-14 |14-15
Petitions 104 99 94 71 73 90 103 126 191 177 | 207 222 152 85 43 60 42 40 64 45 51 30 31 34 42 28 19 21 13 13

| San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 6



Subtenant Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year |88-89 (89-90|90-91 (91-92|92-93 |93-94 (94-95 |95-96 (96-97 |97-98 |98-99 |99-00 | 00-01 (01-02 | 02-03 (03-04 | 04-05 |05-06 (06-07 |07-08 (08-09 |09-10 (10-11 |11-12|12-13 (13-14 |14-15 (15-16 |16-17 [17-18
Petitions

Subtenant Petitions were first accepted in August 2001.

San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 + Page 7




Tenant ADR Requests ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 09-10|10-11 (1112 13-14 (14-15
Petitions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 31 34 18 31 24 30 32 48 30 48 45 21 20 22

ADR (Alternative Dispute Resolution) Requests

were first accepted in October 2003.

@ San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 8
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Landlord Capital Improvement Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 88-89 |89-90 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 |97-98 (98-99 |99-00 | 00-01 (01-02 | 02-03 (03-04 | 04-05 | 05-06 |06-07 |07-08 (08-09 |09-10 (10-11 |11-12|12-13 [13-14 |14-15
Petitions 227 145 175 117 161 147 159 157 267 311 453 485 357 433 248 198 166 164 187 196 199 134 145 214 285 328 343 421 429 490
Units 1,945 753 1,900 915 1,315 3,341 1,172 988 1,509 1,473 3,392 3,845 3,184 4,592 1,543 1,691 908 707 1,043 1,025 1,650 629 852 1,421 1,747 2,174 2,348 3,286 2,785 4,416

| San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 9



Landlord Capital Improvement Petitions by Zip Code * Fiscal Year 2017-2018

2\
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Landlord Operating & Maintenance Petitions * 30-Year Trend
91-92 |192-93 | 93-94 (94-95 | 95-96 (96-97

Fiscal Year 97-98 |98-99 (99-00 | 00-01 |01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05
Petitions 31 39 49 30 23 23 38 31 57 51

Units 153 182 286 133 152 55 125 145 341 189

05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15
58 110 91 45 26 68 31 24 32 34 27 12

333 3,439 3,160 233 198 1,791 119 177 228 168 197

15-16 16-17 | 17-18
20 25 46 40 45 73 77 100
131 113 171 313 375 510 905 784 1,083

Data includes Comparable Rent Petitions as well as

Operating & Maintenance Petitions from July 1983
through April 1995.

@ San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 11
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Landlord Comparable Rent Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend
05-06 |06-07 |07-08 (08-09

12-13 (13-14 (14-15

09-10 |10-11 (11-12
8 9 4 7

97-98 |98-99 (99-00 | 00-01 | 01-02 | 02-03 | 03-04 | 04-05
3 7 10 1" 10 1 7

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97
Petitions 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 46 20 48 23 1" 22 14 14 1 4 6 6
Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 53 26 74 27 20 24 15 19 11 4 6 6 3 7 10 11 13 1 7 8 9 5 7

Comparable Rent Petitions were not separately tracked
prior to May 1995; they were previously included in

Annual Reports as Landlord O&M / Comps Petitions.

Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 12
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Landlord Costa-Hawkins Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 | 97-98 (98-99 |99-00 (00-01 | 01-02 05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 09-10|10-11 (11-12 |12-13 | 13-14 (14-15
Petitions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 19 25 43 31 42 35 23 37 40 45 49 50 51 46 25
Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 19 25 43 31 42 35 23 38 40 45 49 50 55 47 25

Costa-Hawkins Petitions were not separately tracked

prior to February 2002.

@ San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 13
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Landlord 1.21 Tenant in Occupancy Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year |88-89|89-90(90-91|91-92(92-93 |93-94 (94-95 |95-96 (96-97 |97-98 |98-99 |99-00 (00-01 |01-02 |02-03 | 03-04 | 04-05 | 05-06 |06-07 |07-08 | 08-09 [09-10 |10-11 |11-12|12-13 [13-14 | 14-15
Petitions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93 45 35 43 65 57 29 30 18 19 38 44 40 45 36 36 30
Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93 45 35 43 65 57 32 30 18 19 38 44 40 45 37 36 31

1.21 Tenant in Occupancy Petitions were first accepted

in June 2001.

@ San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 14
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Landlord Utility Passthrough Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 | 97-98 (98-99 |99-00 (00-01 | 01-02 05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 09-10|10-11 (11-12 |12-13 | 13-14 (14-15
Petitions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 228 406 494 341 76 8 34 21 23 49 67 21 48
Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 478 4,746 4,703 5,665 2,642 1,891 372 255 115 155 306 834 145 522

Utility Passthrough Petitions were first accepted in

November 2004.

@ San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 15
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Landlord Utility Passthrough Worksheets ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94 94-95 95-96 96-97 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18
Petitions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46 171 46 48 95 60 96 233 79 156
Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 971 651 126 475 1,092 384 491 1,830 518 1,497

Utility Passthrough Worksheets were first accepted in

January 2009.

@ San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 16
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Landlord Extension Of Time Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 | 97-98 (98-99 |99-00 (00-01 | 01-02 05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 09-10|10-11 (11-12 |12-13 | 13-14 (14-15
Petitions 5 1 5 5 1 3 7 2 7 1 9 8 22 21 13 1 15 18 6 11 6 6 7 7 1 13 13 17 7 14
Units 53 1 14 5 1 7 67 2 16 19 20 21 43 32 16 39 21 33 14 23 17 13 9 26 59 26 30 31 10 23

Extension of Time Petitions were first accepted in

April 1987.

| San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 17



Landlord “Other” Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 | 97-98 (98-99 |99-00 (00-01 | 01-02 05-06 | 06-07 | 07-08 09-10|10-11 (11-12 |12-13 | 13-14 (14-15
Petitions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 6 6 1 11 9 9 1" 8 23 22 29 60 21 1"
Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 12 35 1 95 1 1 1 10 30 34 31 81 63 11

Statistics for Landlord “Other” Petitions were first recorded in FY 2003-2004, but
were inadvertently omitted from the Annual Report until FY 2012-2013. Landlord
“Other” Petitions may include: requests for determination of
exemption/jurisdiction; requests for determination of tenant’s lawful rent; requests
for determination of tenant’s protected status for purposes of owner/relative move-

in evictions; applications for exemption due to substantial rehabilitation; requests
for approval of Residential Hotel Visitor Policy; Hardship Adjustment Request for
Ellis Act Relocation Payments; Rent Differential Recalculation Request for Ellis
Act Relocation Payments; Request for Rescission of Owner Move-In Eviction
Notice (until April 2014); Request for Rescission of Ellis Act Eviction Notice; or
“other” landlord claim.

San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Annual Statistical Report 2017-2018 « Page 18



Landlord ADR Petitions ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year |88-89|89-90(90-91|91-92(92-93 |93-94 (94-95 |95-96 (96-97 |97-98 |98-99 |99-00 (00-01 |01-02 |02-03 | 03-04 | 04-05 | 05-06 |06-07 |07-08 | 08-09 [09-10 |10-11 |11-12|12-13 [13-14 | 14-15
Petitions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 21 18 16 19 22 33 29 25 35 33 35 27 25 34
Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 21 18 16 19 22 33 29 25 6 45 42 38 30 45

ADR (Alternative Dispute Resolution) Requests were

first accepted in October 2003.
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Landlord Appeals ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year |88-89|89-90(90-91|91-92(92-93 |93-94 (94-95 |95-96 (96-97 |97-98 |98-99 |99-00 (00-01 |01-02 |02-03 | 03-04 | 04-05 | 05-06 |06-07 |07-08 | 08-09 [09-10 |10-11 |11-12|12-13 [13-14 | 14-15
Appeals 133 | 106 98 71 71 82 68 61 71 57 74 89 68 54 69 75 72 45 44 55 67 43 49 47 55 44 60 75 76 62
Units 263 237 164 121 121 313 147 109 191 148 133 144 232 82 234 107 784 81 375 241 141 44 55 47 77 67 106 95 85 104
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Tenant Appeals * 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94 94-95 95-96 96-97 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18
Appeals 222 157 102 154 110 122 411 100 124 251 97 147 169 149 314 126 179 80 175 78 153 126 66 62 73 152 89 95 44 46

Ty
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Landlord Ellis Act Filings * 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 (95-96 |96-97 (97-98 |98-99 (99-00 | 00-01 (01-02 | 02-03 09-10|10-11 [11-12
Petitions 5 1 3 2 1 3 6 7 6 18 116 208 110 62 70 107 | 131 100 89 92 36 34 24 42 57 76 63 68 95 98
Units 93 1 25 10 1 20 85 27 10 61 291 879 281 188 233 352 480 454 330 393 165 108 72 121 192 304 191 273 260 278

Ellis Act Filings were first accepted in July 1986.
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Landlord Ellis Act Filings by Zip Code * Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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Tenant Wrongful Eviction Reports ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 | 97-98 (98-99 |99-00 |00-01 | 01-02 09-10|10-11 (1112
Reports 319 292 255 229 229 285 302 483 737 878 949 991 895 583 453 408 357 445 466 531 488 452 491 570 497 471 559 @ 484 397 381
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Tenant Wrongful Eviction Reports by Zip Code « Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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Eviction Notices ¢ 30-Year Trend

91-92 192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 8 (98-99 |99-00 |00-01 |01-02 09-10|10-11 (1112
Notices 1,537 1,472 1,380 1,249 974 965 1,068 1,354 2,291 2,836 2,730 2,762 2,535 1,788 1,486 1,599 1,554 1,536 1,475 1,600 1,315 1,372 1,328 1,421 1,934 2,064 2,194 2,304 1,798 1,655

Eviction Notices were first accepted in March 1987.
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Eviction Notices by Just Cause Reason ¢ 30-Year Trend

88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94 94-95 95-96 96-97 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03
Non-payment of Rent 175 107 123 137 96 101 133 125 132 142 143 150 111 109 89
Habitual Late Payment of Rent 53 98 88 60 72 50 40 49 85 100 101 93 86 57 65
Breach of Lease Agreement 90 204 183 158 136 133 104 172 290 327 344 327 398 329 236
Nuisance 207 231 227 205 215 159 204 236 247 258 247 278 256 283 247
lllegal Use of Unit 6 16 9 11 11 15 9 53 16 17 24 32 27 41 18
Failure to Sign Lease Renewal 21 18 17 114 3 0 0 0 0 2 4 6 2 2 1
Denial of Access to Unit 11 8 12 13 8 5 11 1 0 18 12 14 9 6 9
Unappproved Subtenant 28 74 96 40 34 12 25 34 67 90 168 84 30 4 13
Owner/Relative Move-In 564 545 469 356 293 344 361 481 1,075 1,410 1,200 937 991 594 422
Condo Conversion 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 6 5 5 7
Demolition 4 14 13 13 12 12 33 36 53 77 39 43 84 88 94
Capital Improvement 149 47 30 30 10 33 8 18 53 44 24 80 58 47 64
Substantial Rehabilitation 114 16 13 13 1 4 7 10 38 35 26 14 7 8 2
Ellis Act Withdrawal 18 3 4 4 0 0 0 0 3 12 206 440 274 83 115
Roommate Living in Same Unit 15 24 38 38 10 20 30 49 71 119 104 146 130 94 73
Lead Remediation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Other 82 67 57 57 73 77 104 103 160 194 90 110 69 37 31
Development Agreement
Good Samaritan Tenancy Ends

1,537 1,472 1,380 1,249 974 965 1,069 1,368 2,291 2,846 2,732 2,761 2,538 1,787 1,486

03-04 04 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18
Non-payment of Rent 114 86 103 99 98 129 85 106 73 74 116 130 119 119 75
Habitual Late Payment of Rent 62 49 60 72 88 88 60 42 59 70 78 72 125 80 48
Breach of Lease Agreement 274 246 271 294 424 376 457 428 536 510 646 736 555 427 385
Nuisance 285 274 310 310 317 279 308 261 277 350 359 406 360 348 331
lllegal Use of Unit 25 21 49 39 39 31 40 21 29 53 52 90 95 85 34
Failure to Sign Lease Renewal 0 0 0 1 9 4 1 4 7 1 1 6 2 7 5
Denial of Access to Unit 4 5 11 15 20 14 31 19 20 14 8 24 12 23 18
Unappproved Subtenant 1 15 19 24 13 18 19 15 22 21 14 25 22 29 27
Owner/Relative Move-In 364 288 248 210 161 143 127 139 136 234 307 393 413 348 274
Condo Conversion 3 7 1 4 2 3 2 3 6 10 13 8 20 3 4
Demolition 73 66 48 47 39 29 24 37 42 62 112 60 43 5 1
Capital Improvement 69 70 83 58 56 24 21 27 39 36 34 36 298 70 191
Substantial Rehabilitation 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 0
Ellis Act Withdrawal 228 330 248 210 265 99 69 40 81 144 215 121 146 149 188
Roommate Living in Same Unit 57 49 39 42 19 30 30 32 32 40 55 40 53 66 31
Lead Remediation 0 7 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Other 30 40 41 49 48 45 88 47 62 66 54 46 40 32 19
Development Agreement 106 0 232 0 1 1 0 23
Good Samaritan Tenancy Ends 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 0

1,599 1,554 1,536 1,475 1,600 1,315 1,372 1,328 1,421 1,934 2,064 2,194 2,304 1,798 1,655
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Eviction Notices by Just Cause Reason ¢ Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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OMI (Owner Move-In) Eviction Notices  30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 192-93 (93-94 [ 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 | 97-98 (98-99 |99-00 | 00-01 [ 01-02 05-06 (06-07 (07-08 09-10 (10-11 |11-12
Notices 564 545 469 356 293 344 361 481 1,074 1,410 1,200 937 991 594 422 364 288 248 210 159 143 127 139 136 234 307 389 413 348 274

Eviction Notices were first accepted in March 1987.
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OMI (Owner Move-In) Eviction Notices by Zip Code ¢ 30-Year Trend

88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94 94-95 95-96 96-97 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03
Civic Center 7 7 23 27 18 21 12 3 1
South of Market 13 12 40 42 27 22 19 11
Downtown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Embarcadero Errors in zip code data reported for FY 13-14, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Potrero 14-15 and 15-16 have now been corrected. 9 18 26 40 33 25 27 14 9
Chinatown Total number of OMI notices per year remains 4 3 1 8 4 12 7 3 1
Tenderloin unchanged. 17 31 55 42 31 38 37 19 5
Mission 37 72 158 217 166 133 125 70 67
Financial District 0 0 4 1 1 2 1 0 0
Ingleside 18 33 58 86 94 77 122 49 41
Eureka Valley 46 61 103 103 98 55 59 52 29
Western Addition 29 35 66 57 39 42 31 22 15
Parkside 15 8 38 50 62 60 51 21 22
Haight-Ashbury 26 39 100 156 109 54 41 28 31
Inner Richmond 23 25 96 101 61 61 77 62 34
Outer Richmond 28 21 56 97 69 65 58 40 24
Sunset 23 35 72 103 133 91 118 89 45
Marina 25 29 48 84 49 23 23 17 11
Bayview 1 2 9 11 43 31 33 20 17
West Portal 2 1 11 28 12 10 12 2 9
Diamond Heights 10 15 36 58 44 35 35 22 20
Lake Merced 2 4 7 19 13 15 13 6 3
North Beach 20 23 35 38 51 27 40 4 12
Portola 6 7 22 42 43 38 50 40 16
361 481 1,074 1,410 1,200 937 991 594 422
09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18
Civic Center 2 0 1 1 1 1 4 2 5 6 0 2
South of Market 1 6 3 2 2 3 4 2 4 5 3 6
Downtown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Embarcadero 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Potrero 4 1 6 3 5 5 9 9 12 5 9 6
Chinatown 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Tenderloin 9 5 7 6 0 4 7 14 12 6 4 2
Mission 40 23 14 19 27 21 38 38 52 54 43 25
Financial District 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1
Ingleside 6 12 12 8 12 8 10 29 55 50 62 50
Eureka Valley 20 14 9 7 15 10 13 19 32 16 22 9
Western Addition 8 7 9 3 6 6 10 13 11 18 7 9
Parkside 12 5 2 7 4 9 13 29 24 25 23 19
Haight-Ashbury 11 13 13 19 9 15 17 22 20 26 12 12
Inner Richmond 15 12 18 6 6 3 27 32 26 31 19 25
Outer Richmond 16 9 18 7 8 10 12 21 27 27 34 23
Sunset 24 19 11 14 9 10 20 27 32 40 41 26
Marina 11 10 5 8 4 9 14 6 11 14 9 11
Bayview 0 2 3 3 5 4 4 4 4 19 18 14
West Portal 3 5 3 2 2 2 8 2 7 7 1 3
Diamond Heights 8 7 6 6 9 7 5 12 16 13 4 10
Lake Merced 1 4 0 0 0 1 6 3 6 5 6 1
North Beach 10 1 3 4 7 5 8 7 13 12 8 5
Portola 3 2 0 2 6 3 5 16 19 31 23 15
210 159 143 127 139 136 234 307 389 413 348 274
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OMI (Owner Move-In) Rescission Requests ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 | 97-98 (98-99 |99-00 |00-01 | 01-02 13-14 (14-15

Recissions

Requests for Rescission of Owner Move-In Eviction Notices
were not separately tracked prior to April 2014; they were
previously included in Annual Reports as Landlord “Other”
Petitions.
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Pre-Buyout Declarations ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94 94-95 95-96 96-97 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05|05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 | 17-18
Declarations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 156 = 809 872 936

Pre-Buyout Declarations were first accepted in March 2015.
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Pre-Buyout Declarations by Zip Code < Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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Buyout Agreements ¢ 30-Year Trend

Fiscal Year 91-92 |192-93 (93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 (96-97 | 97-98 (98-99 |99-00 |00-01 | 01-02
Agreements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 301 337 356

Buyout Agreements were first accepted in March 2015.
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Buyout Agreements by Zip Code * Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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BOS-11

)\ DEPARTMENT OF
) HOMELESSNESS AND
/  SUPPORTIVE HOUSING

October 1,2018

Mayor London N. Breed

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett P1.

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Annual Report on Evictions from Subsidized Housing for Fiscal Year 2017-18.
Dear Mayor Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors,

Attached is the report required by Article XIV, the Tenant Eviction Annual Reports Ordinance.
The report documents evictions from the subsidized housing programs that were funded by the
Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing for the past fiscal year from July 1, 2017
through June 30, 2018.

The report documents the number of unlawful detainer filings, evictions filed, and
evictions completed within the City's permanent supportive housing portfolio. Below is a
basic overview of our findings for FY 2017-18. More detail can be found in the attached

report.
% of
# of Unlawful Households
PSH Sites Households Detainer Filings | # of Evictions Evicted
HSH 133 10,067 432 214 2.13%
Sincerely,

Yo
o

JeffK ositsky
Director
Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing

415.252.3232
http://hsh.sfgov.org




Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing
Reporting/Fiscal Year: 7/1/2017 - 6/30/2018

TENANTS and HOUSEHOLDS

NUMBER of WRITTEN NOTICES lIssued and the REASONS FOR EACH

NUMBER of UNLAWFUL DETAINER ACTIONS filed and the REASONS FOR EACH

NUMBER of EVICTIONS (writ of possession stage or court-issued eviction) and the REASONS FOR EACH

Number of tenants (adults | Number of households who . . . . Number Of. w_ritten Notices of Number_ Ui uni_o!ue I . .
_ only) who lived in the lived in the housing facility Total number of households Nu_ml:_>er of written Notices of Nur_nb_er of written Notlc_es of Eviction for a Total number of households Nu_mber of Unlawful quber_o_f Unlawful Detainer Filings for a Total number of households | Number of evictions for non- | Number of evictions for lease Number of unique evictions for a
Site Name . - - . . . who were issued one or more | Eviction for non-payment of | Eviction for lease violations | COMBINATION of non- |who were issued one or more | Detainer Filings for non- Detainer Filings for lease COMBINATION of non- . o COMBINATION of non-payment
housing facility at any time at any time during this . . - . - o evicted payment of rent only violations only N
during this period period written Notices of Eviction rent only only payment pf re_nt and lease Unlawful Detainer Filings payment of rent only violations only payment pf re_nt and lease of rent and lease violations
violations violations
10th & Mission (HSH-44) - 1390 Mission Street 70 44 36 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1100 Ocean Avenue (HSH-29) - 1100 Ocean Avenue 22 22 7 0 16 17 2 0 2 3 3 0 1 1
1180 4th Street (HSH-50) - 1180 4th Street 74 50 12 11 0 1 12 11 0 1 0 0 0 0
149 Mason Street (HSH/DAH-55) - 149 Mason Street 55 55 5 4 3 2 4 3 2 1 1 0 0 1
5th Street Apartments (HSH-19) - 374 5th Street 22 22 37 46 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
864 Ellis (HSH-25) - 864 Ellis Street 28 24 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
990 Polk Street (HSH/DAH-50) - 990 Polk Street 157 118 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Alder Hotel (HSH-116) - 175 6th Street 130 113 15 10 5 0 9 5 5 0 9 4 4 1
All Star Hotel (HSH-86) - 2791 16th Street 106 101 68 84 0 0 12 5 7 0 6 1 5 0
Allen Hotel (HSH-63) - 1693 Market Street 67 67 5 1 4 0 13 1 7 5 5 1 4 0
Altamont Hotel (HSH-88) - 3048 16th Street 88 88 15 4 11 0 10 0 10 0 4 0 4 0
Ambassador Hotel (HSH/DAH-9) - 55 Mason Street 160 160 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Ambassador Hotel (HSH-50) - 55 Mason Street 160 160 5 3 2 0 5 3 2 0 4 2 2 0
Apollo Hotel (HSH-80) - 422 Valencia Street 80 80 13 5 8 0 13 5 8 0 6 3 3 0
Aranda Hotel (HSH-110) - 64 Turk Street 121 120 3 1 2 0 13 2 10 1 5 1 4 0
Arlington Residence (HSH/DAH-153) - 480 Ellis Street 149 149 8 11 6 1 9 3 6 1 3 0 2 1
Armstrong Place Senior Housing (HSH/DAH-23) - 5600 Third Street 159 119 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arnett Watson Apartments (HSH-47) - 650 Eddy Street 118 90 14 13 1 0 1 0 1 0 5 5 0 0
Auburn (HSH-78) - 481 Minna St 64 62 5 3 1 1 3 0 8 0 5 2 3 0
Baldwin Hotel (HSH-185) - 74 6th Street 217 211 134 169 0 0 8 2 6 0 5 2 3 0
Bayanihan House (HSH/DAH-9) - 88 Sixth Street 10 10 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bayanihan House (HSH-38) - 88 6th Street 43 43 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bayview Commons (HSH-30) - 4445 Third Street 57 30 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bayview Hill Gardens (HSH-72) - 1075 Le Conte Avenue 81 72 30 26 4 0 3 3 0 0 2 2 0 0
Bernal Gateway (HSH-54) - 3101 Mission Street 121 54 10 15 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bishop Swing Community House (HSH-134) - 275 10th Street 151 130 150 126 24 0 13 2 11 0 9 2 7 0
Boyd Hotel (HSH-82) - 41 Jones Street 87 85 58 79 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Broadway/Sansome (HSH-75) - 255 Broadway Street 62 39 3 2 1 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0
Cadillac Hotel (HSH-90) - 380 Eddy Street 150 150 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
CalDrake Hotel (HSH-51) - 1541 California Street 51 50 18 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cambridge Hotel (HSH-60) - 473 Ellis Street 66 66 5 5 0 0 4 4 1 0 2 1 1 0
Camelot Hotel (HSH/DAH-55) - 124 Turk Street 57 57 4 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Canon Barcus Community House (HSH-48) - 670 Natoma Street 176 47 3 1 1 3 3 1 1 3 0 0 0 0
Canon Kip Community House (HSH-103) - 705 Natoma Street 74 74 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Catholic Charities - Scattered Sites (HSH-34) 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Civic Center Hotel - Permanent Tenants Only (HSH) - 20 12th Street 42 35 6 6 0 1 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 0
Civic Center Residence (HSH/DAH-75) - 44 McAllister Street 85 85 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
Civic Center Residence (HSH-25) - 44 McAllister Street 30 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Coronado Hotel (HSH-65) - 373 Ellis Street 98 97 8 9 2 0 6 4 2 0 4 4 0 0
Coronet Senior Housing (HSH/DAH-25) - 3575 Geary Street 230 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Crosby Hotel (HSH-124) - 516 O'Farrell Street 151 119 27 12 13 3 27 12 15 0 12 9 3 0
Crown Hotel (HSH-50) - 928 Valencia Street 51 50 17 17 0 0 3 2 1 0 2 2 0 0
Curran House (HSH-10) - 145 Taylor Street 132 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dalt Hotel (HSH/DAH-10) - 34 Turk Street 205 205 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
Dolores Hotel/Casa Quezada (HSH/DAH-52) - 35 Woodward Street 56 56 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dr. Davis Senior Community (HSH/DAH-23) - 1751 Carroll Avenue 121 120 9 3 6 1 4 1 3 1 0 0 0 0
Dudley Apartments (HSH/DAH-15) - 172 6th Street 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dudley Apartments (HSH-75) - 172 6th Street 70 70 53 53 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Eddy Street Apartments (HSH/DAH-15) - 425 Eddy Street 17 15 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Edgeworth Hotel (HSH-43) - 770 O'Farrell Street 47 46 18 18 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
Edith Witt Senior Community (HSH/DAH-27) - 66 9th Street 28 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Edward Il (HSH-24) - 3155 Scott Street 36 36 22 23 5 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0
El Dorado Hotel (HSH-10) - 150 9th Street 11 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Elk Hotel (HSH-88) - 670 Eddy Street 101 99 47 54 0 0 4 3 1 0 4 4 0 0
Elm Hotel (HSH-85) - 364 Eddy Street 99 78 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 2 1 0
Empress Hotel (HSH/DAH-89) - 144 Eddy Street 102 102 5 2 3 0 2 0 2 0 2 1 1 0
Essex Hotel (HSH-84) - 684 Ellis Street 89 89 12 2 10 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Fairfax Hotel (HSH-17) - 420 Eddy Street 24 24 6 3 3 0 6 3 3 0 4 3 1 0
Folsom/Dore Apartments (HSH/DAH-20) - 75 Dore Street 130 98 7 3 4 0 4 0 4 0 1 0 1 0
Folsom/Dore Apartments (HSH-20) - 75 Dore Alley 20 20 6 4 2 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
Franciscan Towers - Scattered Sites (HSH-35) - 36 32 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Glide Community House (HSH-22) - 333 Taylor Street 63 51 41 38 2 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 1
Graystone Hotel (HSH-74) - 66 Geary Street 78 78 35 39 0 0 4 4 0 0 1 1 0 0
Hamlin Hotel (HSH-75) - 385 Eddy Street 75 75 75 63 11 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Hartland Hotel (HSH-137) - 909 Geary Street 156 153 46 62 0 0 12 11 1 0 5 4 1 0
Hazel Betsey Community (HSH-9) - 3554 17th Street 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Henry Hotel (HSH-121) - 106 6th Street 141 113 12 9 3 0 8 7 1 0 9 7 2 0
Hillsdale Hotel (HSH-84) - 51 6th Street 85 72 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
Hope House - Scattered Sites (HSH-95) 87 87 11 9 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hotel Isabel (HSH/DAH-4) - 1095 Mission Street 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hotel Isabel (HSH-68) - 1095 Mission Street 78 78 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hotel LeNain (HSH/DAH-86) - 730 Eddy Street 91 91 13 5 8 0 5 0 5 0 1 0 1 0
Iroquois Hotel (HSH-74) - 835 O'Farrell Street 82 77 30 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Island Bay Homes (HSH-111) - Treasure Island 328 102 126 126 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jefferson Hotel (HSH-111) - 440 Eddy Street 133 132 73 90 0 0 10 7 3 0 2 2 0 0
John Burton Advocates for Youth Housing (HSH-25) - 800 Presidio Ave 25 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Juan Pifarre Apartments (HSH-4) - 3101 21st Street 6 4 2 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0
Kelly Cullen Community (HSH/DAH-172) - 220 Golden Gate Avenue 195 195 7 2 5 0 5 0 5 0 1 0 1 0
Knox Hotel (HSH/DAH-16) - 241 6th Street 17 17 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Hotel (HSH-18) - 241 6th Street 21 21 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lyric Hotel (HSH-58) - 140 Jones Street 58 58 6 3 4 1 5 0 4 0 4 0 4 0
Mary Elizabeth Inn (HSH-58) - 1040 Bush Street 82 82 42 40 2 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
Mary Helen Rogers Senior Community (HSH/DAH-20) - 701 Golden Gate Avenue 21 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mayfair Hotel (HSH-54) - 626 Polk Street 55 53 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
McAllister Hotel (HSH-80) - 270 McAllister Street 97 80 21 13 7 1 10 4 5 1 4 2 2 0
Mentone Hotel (HSH-71) - 387 Ellis Street 79 66 3 1 1 1 4 1 3 0 1 1 0 0
MHSA Scattered Sites - Cambridge Hotel (HSH/DAH-9) - 473 Ellis Street 9 9 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MHSA Scattered Sites - San Cristina (HSH/DAH-8) - 1000 Market Street 14 14 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Midori Hotel (HSH-10) - 240 Hyde Street 10 10 8 7 3 1 4 2 3 1 3 2 2 1
Minna Lee Hotel (HSH-50)- 149 6th Steet 18 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mission Creek Senior Community (HSH/DAH-51) - 225 Berry Street 59 58 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Mission Hotel (HSH-248) - 520 S Van Ness Avenue 286 281 144 175 0 0 13 12 1 0 7 3 4 0
Mission Veterans Residence (HSH-32) - 2524 Mission Street 28 28 6 3 5 2 5 2 4 2 2 1 1 0
Monterey Blvd Apts - Scattered Sites (HSH-4) - 403 Monterey Blvd. 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mosaica (HSH/DAH-11) - 680 Florida Street 28 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mosaica (HSH-20) - 680 Florida Street 209 93 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
National (HSH-91) - 1138 Market Street 94 93 79 83 0 0 3 2 1 0 3 2 1 0
One Church Street Apartments (HSH-93) - 1 Church Street 172 91 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pacific Bay Inn (HSH/DAH-75) - 520 Jones Street 79 79 3 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Parkview Terrace Apartments (HSH/DAH-20) - 871 Turk Street 20 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pierre Hotel (HSH-87) - 540 Jones Street 112 105 36 45 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2 0 0




Plaza Apartments (HSH/DAH-106) - 988 Howard Street 157 152 7 4 2 1 5 1 3 1 2 0 2 0
Railton Place (HSH-40) - 242 Turk Street 41 41 1 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Raman Hotel (HSH-85) - 1011 Howard Street 104 98 24 32 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0
Rene Cazenave Apartments (HSH/DAH-120) - 25 Essex Street 123 123 6 1 6 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
Richardson Apartments (HSH/DAH-120) - 365 Fulton Street 128 128 7 1 6 0 1 1 0 0 4 3 1 0
Rita da Cascia (HSH-7) - 1652 Eddy Street 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ritz Hotel (HSH/DAH-2) - 216 Eddy Street 89 89 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Rose Hotel (HSH-67) - 125 6th Street 86 64 44 57 6 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Royan Hotel (HSH-69) - 405 Valencia Street 80 75 53 68 0 0 5 5 0 0 3 3 0 0
San Cristina Hotel (HSH-58) - 1000 Market Street 62 62 9 9 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Senator Hotel (HSH-89) - 519 Ellis Street 103 91 8 3 5 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seneca Hotel (HSH-204) - 34 6th Street 231 226 119 146 0 0 15 13 2 0 4 2 2 0
South Park Hotels (HSH-84) - 22 & 102 South Park Street 46 44 2 3 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Stanford Hotel (HSH-131) - 250 Kearny Street 145 136 9 5 3 1 8 4 3 1 8 4 3 1
Star Hotel (HSH/DAH-54) - 2176 Mission Street 60 60 1 0 1 0 5 0 5 0 1 0 1 0
TRA - Scattered Sites (HSH-20) 43 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Treasure Island - S-t-P (HSH-24) - Treasure Island 108 82 22 23 0 1 5 2 2 1 0 0 0 0
Treasure Island Phase 1 (HSH-29) - Treasure Island 0 0 4 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Treasure Island Phase 2 (HSH-35) - Treasure Island 70 36 69 69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Union Hotel (HSH-60) - 811 Geary Street 73 69 29 31 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Vera Haile Senior Community (HSH/DAH-18) - 121 Golden Gate Avenue 18 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Verona Hotel (HSH-65) - 317 Leavenworth Street 56 56 29 27 1 1 3 2 0 1 2 2 0 0
Veterans Academy (HSH-100) - 1029 & 1230 Girard Road 116 116 15 15 0 0 6 6 0 1 3 3 0 0
Veterans Commons (HSH-75) - 150 Otis Street 83 83 21 16 5 0 14 9 5 0 8 4 4 0
Vincent Hotel (HSH-103) - 459 Turk Street 122 119 62 74 0 0 9 4 8 0 5 3 2 0
West Hotel (HSH/DAH-40) - 141 Eddy Street 118 118 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
William Penn Hotel (HSH/DAH-10) - 160 Eddy Street 10 10 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
William Penn Hotel (HSH-27) - 160 Eddy Street 35 35 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Willie B. Kennedy Senior Housing (HSH/DAH-20) - 1251 Turk Street 146 101 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Windsor Hotel (HSH/DAH-91) - 238 Eddy Street 98 98 6 1 4 1 3 0 3 0 2 0 2 0
Winton (HSH-108) - 455 O'Farrell Street 111 110 126 154 0 0 7 5 2 0 5 3 2 0
Zygmunt Arendt House (HSH-47) - 850 Broderick Street 53 53 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 11519 10067 2434 2504 258 55 432 211 214 31 214 109 97 9
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2313 UCT |8 15.1 9: 20 fax runcice N ‘ London N. Breed, Mayor
@ PARKS | Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager

October 15, 2018

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, California 94102-4689

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

Please find attached the Recreation and Park Department’s report for the 1*quarter of FY18-19
in response to the requirements of Resolution 157-99 Lead Poisoning Prevention. To date, the
Department has completed assessment and clean-up at 189 sites since program inception in
1999.

Since the last report, a survey and clean up was completed at Seward Mini Park. Our next
planned site is Crags Court Community Garden. We also continue to assess water fixtures at our
sites and are currently revising our site prioritization list to ensure correct site information.

I hope that you and interested members of the public find that the Department’s performance
demonstrates our commitment to the health and well-being of the children we serve.

Thank you for your support of this important program. Please do not hesitate to contact me
with any questions, comments or suggestions you have.

incerely,
¢ \\AN\/
hilip A.|Ginsburg
General Manager

Attachments: 1. FY18-19Implementation Plan, 1 Quarter Status Report
2. Status Report for All Sites

Copy: H. Ahmad, DPH, Children's Environmental Health Promotion

McLaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park | 501 Stanyan Street | San Francisco, CA 94117 | PH: 415.831.2700 | FAX: 415.831.2096 | www.parks.sfgov.org

1810-169 bos cover g1 fy18-19



Attachment 1. Implementation Plan Status Report



City and County of San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program
FY2018-2019 Implementation Plan

1%t Quarter Status Report

Plan Item

Status

I. Hazard Identification and Control
a) Program Revision

b) Site Prioritization

c) Survey

d) Cleanup

e) Site Posting and Notification

f) Next site

Il. Facilities Operations and Maintenance

a) Periodic Inspection

b) Housekeeping

1810-170 status report g1 fy18-19

Guidelines will be updated as needed.

Prioritization is based on verified hazard reports (periodic
inspections), documented program use (departmental and
day care), estimated participant age, and presence of
playgrounds or schoolyards.

Sites are selected on a rolling basis; as one site is
completed, the next site on the list becomes active.

The prioritization is currently being updated for changes in
site information.

Seward Mini Park was completed.

Clean up was completed at Seward Mini Park. We also
continue to assess water fixtures at our sites.

Each site has been or will be posted in advance of clean-up
work so that staff and the public may be notified of the

work to be performed.

Crags Court Community Garden

Annual periodic facility inspections are completed by staff.
The completion rate for FY17-18 is not available yet and will
be reported next quarter.

Staff is reminded of this hazard and the steps to control it
through our Lead Safe Work Practice.

Page 1 of 2



City and County of San Francisco Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program
Recreation and Park Department FY2018-2019 Implementation Plan

c) Staff Training Under the Department’s Injury and lliness Prevention
Program, basic lead awareness training is recommended
every two years for appropriate staff (e.g. custodians,
gardeners, recreation staff, structural maintenance staff,
etc.).

1810-170 status report g1 fy18-19 Page 2 of 2
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San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Status Report for RPD Sites

Sites are listed in order in which they were prioritized for survey. Prioritization is done using an algorithm which takes into account attributes of a site that would
likely mean the presence of children from 0-12 years old (e.g. programming serving children, or the presence of a playground).
Sites are surveyed on a rolling basis. “Rolling" means that whenone site finishes, the next site on the list will begin. Current sites are listed at the top. Sites not
be completed in exact order of priority due to re-tests and other extenuating circumstances.
Re-tests of previous sites are completed every 10 surveys to ensure that past work has sustained an acceptable level of protection. T
ALL SITES
Priority Property Name Location Completed Notes Retest
180 |Noe-Beaver Community Garden |Noe/Beaver . - 1 ~ I
181 |Brewster-Rutledge Community
Garden o R
182 _|Crags Court CommunityGarden |8 Crags - ‘
183 |Lake Merced Park Skyline/Lake Merced Includes Harding Park, Flemming
Golf, Boat House and other sites.
Note that the Sandy Tatum clubhouse
and maintenance facilities were built in
2004 and should be excluded from the
L o survey.
184 | Edgehill Mountain Edgehill/Kensington
I ] _ Way _ L
185 _|Everson-Digby Lots 61 Everson ] - b
186 |Fairmount Park Fairmont/Miguel I
187 {15th Avenue Steps Kirkham/15thAvenue . |
188 |Geneva Avenue Strip Geneva/Delano Includes Geneva Community Garden
189 |Grand View Park (includes Moraga/14th Avenue
_|Grand View Open Space) | - o
190  |Hawk Hill 14th Avenue/Rivera T B -
| 191 |Interior Green Belt ________|Sutro Forest )
192 Japantown Peace Plaza Post/Buchanan/Geary - 1
193 |Jefferson Square Eddy/Gough - - 1
194 |Joseph Conrad Mini Park Columbus/Beach - ' |
194  |Kite Hill —1Yukon/19th -
196 Lakeview-Ashton Mini Park Lakeview/Ashton -
197 _|Maritime Plaza ____|Battery/Clay B
198  |Mt. Davidson Park Myra Way R
199 |Mt.Olympus Upper Terrace |
200 |Mullen-Peralta Mini Park Mullen/Peralta Mini o
B  |Park ' S R N
201 |O'Shaughnessey Hollow O'Shaughnessy Blvd. | o
202 |Park Presidio Boulevard Park Presidio Blvd. o -
203 |Rock Outcropping Ortega/14th Avenue R i
204 |South End Rowing-Dolphin Club |Aquatic Park Land is leased
205 |[Saturn StreetSteps ~~ |Saturn/Ord )
206 |Duncan-Castro Open Space Diamond Heights
207 |Twin Peaks Twin Peaks Blvd. B
208 |Fillmore-Turk Mini Park Fillmore/Turk no CPA but table seating area
209 |Esprit Park ____|Minnesota Street
210 |29th Street-Diamond Open 1701 Diamond/29th
Space o . R
211 |Berkeley Way Open Space 200 Berkeley Way - ]
212 |Diamond-Farnum Open Space  |Diamond/Farnum I
213  |Joost-Baden Mini Park _|Joost/N of Baden N
214 _ Balboa Natural Area Great Highway/Balboa R
215 |Fay Park Chestnut and no CPA but is the space rented out?
- Leavenworth  +
216 |Guv Place Mini Park Guy Place
053-002 10f6



San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Property Name Location Completed Notes Retest
217 |Portola Open Space |
218 |Roosevelt-HenrySteps | L o
219 |Sunnyside Conservatory Monterey & Baden no CPA but is the conservatory rented
| out?
220 [Topaz Open Space Monterey & Baden |
221 |Howard-Langton Mini Par Howard/Langton
222 |Bayview Hill Park LeConte Avenue
1 {Upper Noe Recreation Center Day/Sanchez 99-00
2 |Jackson Playground 17th/Carolina 99-00 04-05
3 Mission Recreation Center 745 Treat Street 99-00, 02-03 | Includes both the Harrison (Rec) and | 06-07
| | Treat St. (Art) sides.
4 Palega Recreation Center Felton/Holyoke =~ | 99-00 |
5 Eureka Valley Recreation Center |Collingwood/18th 99-00 )
6 |Glen Park Chenery/Elk 99-00, 00-01 Includes Silver Tree Day Camp
7 Joe DiMaggio North Beach Lombard/Mason 99-00
Playground (and Pool) - o
8 Crocker Amazon Playground Geneva/Moscow 99-00 Includes La Grande Community
777777 B o B __|Garden
77777 9 |George Christopher Playground |Diamond Hts/Duncan | 9900 |
~ 10 |Alice Chalmers Playground _ |Brunswick/Whittier 99-00 i
11 |Cayuga Playground ____ |Cayuga/Naglee - 99-00 | B -
12 [ Cabrillo Playground 38th/Cabrillo 99-00
13  |Herz Playground (and Coffman 99-00, 00-01
Pool) - - i
14 |MmsionPlayground  |19th&linda | 9900 | -
16 |Minnie & Lovie Ward Recreation |Capital 99-00
Center - Avenue Montana | o
16 Sunset Rec Center 28th Avenue/Lawton 99-00
17  |West Sunset Playground 39th Avenue/Ortega 99-00
18 |Excelsior Playground Russia/Madrid 99-00
19 |Helen Wills Playground Broadway/Larkin - 99-00 |
20 |J. P. Murphy Playground {1960 9th Avenue ~99-00
21 Argonne Playground __[18th/Geary 99-00
22 |Duboce Park (includes Harvey  |Duboce/Scott 99-00, 01-02
MikRC) o ]
23 !Golden Gate Park - Section 1 var Includes Panhandle, Tennis Courts,
Carrousel, Sharon Art, Conservatory,
Kezar and Lodge. Also CommUNITY
_7 3 Garden
24  |Junipero Serra Playground 300 Stonecrest Drive ' 99-00
25 |Merced Heights Playground Byxbee/Shields | 99-00
26 _|Miraloma Playground _|Omar/Sequoia Ways |  99-00
27 ]Silver Terrace Playground Silver Avenue/Bayshore 99-00
28 TEugene Friend Recreation Folsom/Harriet/6th 89-00
___|Center ,, _ _
29  |South Sunset Playground 40th Avenue/Vicente 99-00 |
30 | Potrero Hill Recreation Center _,22nd/Arkansas 99-00
31 |Rachambeau Playground 24th Avenue/l ake 00-01, 09-10
I Street N e
33 |Cow Hollow Playground Baker/Greenwich 00-01; 09-10
34 |West Portal Playground Ulloa/Lenox Way ~00-01
35 _Moscone Recreation Center Chestnut/Buchanan 00-01
36 |Midtown Terrace Playground Clarendon/Olympia 00-01
37 |Presidio Heights Playground  |Clay/Laurel 0001
38 |Tenderloin Children's Recreation |560/570 Ellis Street 00-01
) Center -
39 |Hamilton Rec Center |Geary/Steiner 00-01
053-002 20f6



San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Property Name Location Completed Notes Retest
41 Margaret S. Hayward Playground |Laguna, Turk 00-01
43 |St. Mary's Recreation Center kMurray St./JustinDr. 00-01 |Includes Allemany Farm community i
- - lgarden I
| 44 |Fulton Playground _|27th Avenue/Fulton 00-01 |~ o
45 |Bernal Heights Recreation Moultrie/Jarboe 00-01
) _ center 4 B
46  |Douglass Playground Upper/26th Douglass | 00-01 -
47  |Garfield Square 25th/Harrison _00-01 o )7
48 |Woh Hei Yuen Park 1213 Powell 00-01 - -
49  Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park Ellis/Taylor/Eddy/Jones 00-01
50 Gilman Playground |Gilman/Griffiths 4, 000t |} ]
51  |Grattan Playground o rﬂlStanyan/Alma ___00-01 o N
52 |Hayes Valley Playground ~ |Hayes/Buchanan 00-01 - ) B
53 |Youngblood Coleman Galvez/Mendell 00-01
Playground ¥77 L e -
55 |Angelo J. Rossi Playground (and |Arguello Blvd./Anza 00-01
Pool) 1 ) -
56 |Carl Larsen Park (and Sava 19th/Wawona 00-01
. [Pool) - - 1B B
57 |Sunnyside Playground Melrose/Edna 00-01
58 _ |Balboa Park (and Pool) Ocean/San Jose 00-01 Includes Matthew Boxer stadium o
59 |James Rolph Jr. Playground Potrero Ave./Army 00-01, 02-03
Street
60 _|Louis Sutter Playground ~ |University/Wayland . o001 | - |
61 Richmond Playground 18th Avenue/Lake 00-01
_ . |Street o
62 |Joseph Lee Recreation Center |Oakdale/Mendell 60001 | - I
63  |Betty Ann Ong Chinese Washington/Mason 00-01
- Recreation Center
64  |John McLaren Park Visitacion Valley 06-07 Include John King Community Garden | 05-06
65 |Mission Dolores Park ~ [18th/Dolores 06-07 - 05-06
66 |Bernal Heights Park Bernal Heights Blvd. 01-02 Y B
67 |Cayuga-Lamartine-Mini Park Cayuga/lL amartine 01-02, 09-10
68 |Willie Woo Woo Wong Sacramento/Waverly  {01-02, 09-10
Playground B o
70 [Jospeh L. Alioto Performing Arts |Grove/Larkin 01-02
| |Piazza - -
71 |Collis P. Huntington Park California/Taylor 01-02 - I
72 |South Park 64 South Park Avenue 01-02_ | o
73 |Alta Plaza Jackson/Steiner 01-02 | -
74  |Bay View Playground (and Pool) |3rd/Armstrong 01-02
75 |Chestnut-Kearny Open Space  |NW Chestnut/Kearny | 01-02 | N
76  |Raymond Kimbell Playground Pierce/Ellis B 01-02 B
77 Michelangelo Playground Greenwich/Jones 01-02 -
78 |Peixotto Playground Beaver/15th Street 01-02
80 |States Street Playground States St./Museum 01-02 1
Way
81 Adam Rogers Park ____|Jennings/Oakdale o002 4
82 [Alamo Square __ |Hayes/Steiner 01-02
83  ]Alioto Mini Park [20th/Capp I 01-02 -
053-002 30of6



San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Property Name Location Completed Notes Retest
84 |Beideman--O’Farrell Mini Park  |O’Farrell/Beideman 01-02
85 |Brooks Park 373 Ramsell 1 0102
86 |Buchanan Street Mall Buchanan betw Grove 01-02
& Turk
87 |Buena Vista Park Buena Vista/Haight 01-02
88 |Bush-Broderick Mini Park Bush/Broderick 01-02
89 |Cottage Row Mini Park Sutter/E. Fillmore 01-02 |
90 |Franklin Square 16th/Bryant 01-02
91 |Golden Gate Heights Park 12th Ave./Rockridge Dr. 01-02
92 |Hilltop Park La Salle/Whitney Yg. 01-02
Circle B
93 _ |Lafayette Park Washington/Laguna | 01-02 | )
94 |Julius Kahn Playground Jackson/Spruce 01-02
v@f Jose Coronado Playground 21st/Folsom 02-03
97 [Washington Square Filbert/Stockton 02-03
98  |McCoppin Square 24th Avenue/Taraval 02-03 | B
99  |Mountain Lake Park 12th Avenue/Lake Sreet 02-03
100 |Randolph-Bright Mini Park Randolph/Bright 02-03
101 |Visitacion Valley Greenway Campbell 02-03
Ave./E.Rutland
102 |Utah-18th Mini Park ___|Utah/18th Street _02-03 _
103 |Palou-Phelps Park Palou at Phelps 02-03
104 |Coleridge Mini Park Coleridge/Esmeralda 02-03
105 |Lincoln Park (includes Golf 34th Avenue/Clement 02-03
Course) B
106 |Little Hollywood Park Lathrop-Tocoloma 02-03
107 McKinley Square 20th/Vermont 02-03
109 |Noe Valley Courts 24th/Douglass 02-03
110 {Parkside Square 26th Avenue/Vicente 02-03
111 |Portsmouth Square Kearny/Washington 02-03
112 |Potrero del Sol Park Potrero/Army 02-03
113  |Potrero Hill Mini Park Connecticut/22nd Street 02-03
114 |Precita Park Precita/Folsom 02-03
115 |Sgt. John Macaulay Park _|Larkin/O'Farrell 02-03
116 |Sigmund Stern Recreation Grove | 19th Avenue/Sloat Blvd. 04-05
117 |24th Street-York Mini Park 24th/York/Bryant | 02-03
118 |Camp Mather Mather, Tuolomne 04-05
I County
119 |Hyde-Vallejo Mini Park Hyde/Vallejo 02-03
120 Juri Commons San Jose/Guerrero/25th 05-06
121 Kelloch-Velasco Mini Park Kelloch/Velasco 02-03
122 |Koshland Park Page/Buchanan 02-03
123 |Head-Brotherhood Mini Park Head/Brotherwood Way 0203
124 |Walter Haas Playground Addison/Farnum/Beaco 02-03
n
125 |Holly Park Holly Circle ~02-03
126 | Page-Laguna Mini Park Page/Laguna 04-05
127 |Golden Gate-Steiner Mini Park  |Golden Gate/Steiner
128 |Tank Hill Clarendon/Twin Peaks 04-05
129 |Rolph Nicol Playground Eucalyptus Dr./25th 04-05
Avenue
130 iGolden Gate Park - Section 2 var Includes Big Rec, Bandstand, Bowling
| Green and Nursery
053-002 40f6



San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Property Name Location Completed Notes Retest
~ 131 |Golden Gate Park - Section 3 var  |Includes County Fair Building
132 Washington-Hyde Mini Park Washington/Hyde 04-05 - N
133 |RidgetopPlaza ~~~  Whitney Young Circle 05-06 o - - ]
134 |Golden Gate Park- Section 4 var ,
135 |[Golden Gate Park - Section 5 var Includes Polo Field, Senior Center,
o ) __|Angler's Lodge, Stables
136 |Sharp Park (includes Golf Pacifica, San Mateo Co. 06-07
Course) B )
137 | Golden Gate Park - Section 6 o var Includes Beach Chalet, Golf Course
139 | Stow Lake Boathouse Golden Gate Park 06-07, 11-12 I
140 | Golden Gate Park - Section 7 L var
143 |AllynePark ~~ |Gough/Green 06-07 -
144 |DuPont Courts _130th Ave./Clement 07-08 |
146 |Lower Great Highway Sloat to Pt. Lobos 07-08 )
148 | Yacht Harbor & Marina Green Marina 06-07 ,07-08 | Includes Yacht Harbor, Gas Hause
: Cover, 2 Yacht Clubs and Marina
Green N
149 |Palace of Fine Arts 3601 Lyon Street 09-10
150 _|Telegraph Hill/Pioneer Park Telegraph Hill | 09-10
151 |St. Mary's Square California Street/ Grant 09-10
152 'Union Square Post/Stockton - 09-10 -
162 |Corona Heights (and Randall 16th/Roosevelt 00-01
Museum) R
163 |Laurel Hill Playground |Euclid & Collins | 10-11
164  Selby-PalouMiniPark ~ |Selby & Palou ___10-11
165 | Prentiss Mini Park Prentiss/Eugenia 10-11 o _ _—
166 'Lessing-Sears Mini Park Lessing/Sears 10-11 - - L
167 _[Muriel Leff Mini Park '7th Avenue/Anza -10-11
168 '10th Avenue-Clement Mini Park 'Richmond Library 10-11 B -
169 | Turk-Hyde Mini Park "Turk & Hyde 10-11
170 | Exploratorium (and Theater) 3602 Lyon Street 34 |
171 |Candlestick Park Jamestown Avenue 10-11
138 |Pine Lake Park Crestlake/Vale/Wawona|07-08, 16-17
172 |Broadway Tunnel West Mini Park |Leavenworth/Broadway 16-17
West
174 |ina Coolbrith Mini Park Vallejo/Taylor 16-17
175 |Billy Goat Hill Laidley/30th 17-18
176 | Coso-Precita-Mini Park Coso/Precita - 1718 |
177 |Dorothy Erskine Park Martha/Baden 17-18
178 |Sue Bierman Park/Embarcadero |Clay/Embarcadero 17-18 Includes Embarcadero/J Herman
Plaza Plaza. Must get approval from Permits
before doing to ensure there are no
activities there that might interfere with
- clean up. _
224 | Page St. Community Garden ,‘ This was done in 2017 as part of
I | another project. o
179 |Seward Mini Park |Seward/Acme Alley FY18-19
New Facilities: These facilties not to be included in CLPP survey as they were built after 1978.
Alice Marble Tennis Courts Greenwich/Hyde PUC demolished in 2003 and rebuilt
Richmond Recreation Center 18th Ave./Lake St./Calif. New facility
Visitacion Valley Playground CoralLeland/Raymond Original building clubhouse and PG
demolished in 2001. Facility is new.
King Pool 3rd/Armstrong New facility

053-002
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San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Property Name Location Completed Notes Retest
Patricia's Green in Hayes Valley |Hayes & Octavia Built in 2005
India Basin Shoreline Park  |E. Hunters Pt. Bivd. Built in 2003
Pargue Ninos Unidos _|23rd and Folsom Built in 2004
Victoria Manolo Draves Park Folsom & Sherman Built in 2006 o
Aptos Playground Aptos/Ocean Avenue Site demolished and rebuilt in 2006
053-002 6 of 6



BOS.11

SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . .

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 « San Francisco, CA 94103 ¢ Fax ('415) 558-6409

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
AND AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Hearing Date: December 6, 2018

Time: Not before 1:00 PM
Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
Case Type: Environmental (Draft Environmental Impact Report)
Hearing Body: Planning Commission
PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION
Project Address: 10 South Van Ness Avenue Case No.: 2015-004568ENV
Cross Street(s): Market Street & South Van Ness Avenue | Building Permit: n/a
Block /Lot No.:  3506/004 and 003A Applicant/Agent: 10 SVN, LLC:
Zoning District(s):C-3-G (Downtown-General Commercial) c/o Jim Abrams,
120-R-2 and 120/400-R-2 Height and J. Abrams Law, P.C.
Bulk Districts Telephone: (415) 999-4402
Plan Area: Market and Octavia Area Plan E-Mail: jabrams@jabramslaw.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) has been prepared by the San Francisco Planning
Department in connection with this project.

The proposed 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project includes demolition of the existing two-story
building on the project site and redevelopment of the site with a residential complex with ground-floor retail,
totaling 1,071,095 gross square feet. The proposed project would include two 41-story, 400-foot-tall towers
(420 feet, including rooftop features) and would contain 984 dwelling units. Below grade, the two structures
would be connected by two basement parking levels. New publicly accessible open space would be
provided in the form of a mid-block pedestrian-oriented right-of-way that would run between the two towers
from South Van Ness Avenue to 12th Street under the proposed project or from Market Street to 12th Street
under the variant, as discussed below.

The project sponsor is considering a variant to the proposed project that would include a single 55-story
tower over a podium, totaling 1,072,989 gross square feet. The variant tower would be up to 590 feet in
height (610 feet total, including roof screens and elevator penthouses). The variant would be similar to the
proposed project in that it would provide 984 dwelling units, ground-floor retail space, two levels of
underground parking, and a pedestrian-oriented right-of-way through the project site. The variant would
require adoption of legislative amendments to the General Plan and the Zoning Map Height and Bulk
Districts to permit construction of a 590-foot-tall building on the site.

Both the proposed project and the variant would include improvements to 12th Street consistent with the
Better Streets Plan. The project sponsor is considering alternate improvements to 12th Street for both the
proposed project and variant that would widen the eastern and western sidewalks and include two mixed-
flow travel lanes, with one lane running in each direction.

DRAFT EIR: The Draft EIR finds that the proposed 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project would
result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts: demolition of an historical resource; a considerable
contribution to a cumulative construction transportation impact; and a considerable contribution to cumulative
wind hazards.

3 EAIRAEA . 415.575.9010 | Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010 | Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121



The Draft EIR, including a detailed project description, is available for public review and comment on the
Planning Department’s website at http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs.

The purpose of the public hearing is for the Planning Commission and Department staff to receive comments
on the adequacy of the EIR. The Planning Commission will not respond to any of the comments or take action
on the project at this hearing. Certification of the Final EIR will take place at a later hearing. Contact the
planner below if you wish to be on the mailing list for future notices.

Public comments on the Draft EIR will be accepted from October 18, 2018 to 5:00 p.m. on December
11, 2018.

NOTE: The Governor of the State of California has certified the project as an Environmental Leadership
Development Project under Chapter 6.5 (commencing with section 21178) of the Public Resources Code,
which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the certification of the EIR or the
approval of the project described in the EIR is subject to the procedures set forth in sections 21185 to 21186,
inclusive, of the Public Resources Code. In accordance with Public Resources section 21186(a) and (b),
documents and other materials placed in the record of proceedings can be found at
https://www.ab900record.com/10svn. Additional public notice has been separately provided regarding such
certification, in accordance with the requirements of the Public Resources Code.

FOR MORE INFORMATION OR TO SUBMIT COMMENTS ON THE EIR, PLEASE CONTACT:
Planner: Rachel Schuett
Telephone: (415) 575-9030 E-Mail: CPC.10SouthVanNess@sfgov.org

GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate
with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal
contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may
appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.

Only commenters on the Draft EIR will be permitted to file an appeal of the certification of the Final EIR to the
Board of Supervisors.

CDs and paper copies of the Draft EIR are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the
first floor of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, and referenced materials are available for review by
appointment (call the planner listed below). Written comments should be addressed to Rachel Schuett, EIR
Coordinator, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103,
or emailed to CPC.10SouthVanNess@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing
will be responded to in a Draft EIR Responses to Comment (RTC) document.




10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE
MIXED-USE PROJECT

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT: CASE NO. 2015-004568ENV
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO.: 2017072018

DRAFT EIR PUBLICATION DATE: OCTOBER 17,2018
DRAFT EIR PUBLIC HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 6, 2018
DRAFT EIR PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: OCTOBER 18, 2018 - DECEMBER 11, 2018

WRITTEN COMMENTS SHOULD BE SENT TO:

Rachel Schuett, EIR Coordinator
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

SAN FRANCISCO
CPC.10SouthVanNess@sfgov.org PLANNING
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

October 17, 2018

TO: Distribution List for the 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project
Draft EIR

FROM: Lisa M. Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer

SUBJECT:  Request for the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 10 South Van
Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project (Planning Department File No.

2015-004568ENV)

This is the Draft of the Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the 10 South Van
Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project. A public hearing will be held on the adequacy and
accuracy of this document. After the public hearing, our office will prepare and publish
a document titled “Responses to Comments,” which will contain all relevant comments
on this Draft EIR and our responses to those comments. It may also specify changes to
this Draft EIR. Those who testify at the hearing on the Draft EIR will automatically
receive a copy of the Responses to Comments document, along with notice of the date
reserved for certification; others may receive a copy of the Responses to Comments
document and notice by request or by visiting our office. This Draft EIR together with
the Responses to Comments document will be considered by the Planning Commission
in an advertised public meeting and will be certified as a Final EIR if deemed adequate.

After certification, we will modify the Draft EIR as specified by the Responses to
Comments document and print both documents in a single publication called the Final
EIR. The Final EIR will add no new information to the combination of the two
documents except to reproduce the certification resolution. It will simply provide the
information in one document, rather than two. Therefore, if you receive a copy of the
Responses to Comments document in addition to this copy of the Draft EIR, you will
technically have a copy of the Final EIR.

We are aware that many people who receive the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments
document have no interest in receiving virtually the same information after the EIR has
been certified. To avoid expending money and paper needlessly, we would like to send
copies of the Final EIR [in Adobe Acrobat format on a CD] to private individuals only if
they request them. Therefore, if you would like a copy of the Final EIR, please fill out
and mail the postcard provided inside the back cover to the Environmental Planning
division of the Planning Department within two weeks after certification of the EIR. Any
private party not requesting a Final EIR by that time will not be mailed a copy. Public
agencies on the distribution list will automatically receive a copy of the Final EIR.

Thank you for your interest in this project.

www.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



NOTE: The Governor of the State of California has re-certified this project as an
Environmental Leadership Development Project under Chapter 6.5 (commencing with
section 21178) of the Public Resources Code, which provides, among other things, that
any judicial action challenging the certification of the EIR or the approval of the project
described in the EIR is subject to the procedures set forth in sections 21185 to 21186,
inclusive, of the Public Resources Code. In accordance with Public Resources section
21186(a) and (b), documents and other materials placed in the record of proceedings can
be found at https://www.ab900record.com/10svn.  Additional public notice has been
separately provided regarding such certification, in accordance with the requirements of
the Public Resources Code.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT:
Planner: Rachel Schuett
Telephone: (415) 575-9030

TO SUBMIT COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR, PLEASE E-MAIL: CPC.10SouthVan
Ness@sfgov.org

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SUMMARY

This environmental impact report (EIR) chapter summarizes the proposed 10 South Van Ness Avenue
Mixed-Use Project and its potential environmental impacts. This summary is intended to highlight major
areas of importance in the environmental analysis as required by section 15123 of the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines). This chapter briefly summarizes the 10 South
Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project (referred to in this Environmental Impact Report [EIR] as “the
proposed project”). Following the synopsis of the proposed project, a summary table presents the
environmental impacts of the proposed project identified in the EIR by topic and the mitigation measures
identified to reduce or lessen significant impacts. Improvement measures, which are not required to mitigate
significant impacts but would further reduce the magnitude of less-than-significant effects, may also be
identified. Significant impacts identified in the initial study are listed in a separate summary table, along
with the mitigation measures that would reduce them to less-than-significant levels. Following these
summary tables is a description of the alternatives to the proposed project that are addressed in this EIR and
a table comparing the impacts of those alternatives with the proposed project. The chapter concludes with a
summary of environmental issues to be resolved and areas of known controversy.

Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the EIR, beginning on p. S.5,
provides an overview of the following:

o Environmental impacts with the potential to occur as a result of the proposed project;

e The level of significance of the environmental impacts before implementation of any identified
mitigation measures;

o A statement clarifying whether identified mitigation measure(s) would avoid or reduce significant
environmental impacts and the level of significance for each impact after the mitigation measures are
implemented; and

e Improvement measures that would further reduce less-than-significant impacts.

This summary should not be relied upon for a thorough understanding of the proposed project or variant,
individual impacts, and mitigation measures. Please see Chapter 2, Project Description, for a complete
description of the proposed project and variant; Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, and the initial
study (EIR Appendix B) for a complete description of impacts and mitigation measures; and Chapter 5,
Alternatives, for a complete description of the alternatives to the proposed project and variant and their
significant impacts.

S.1 PROJECT SYNOPSIS

The project sponsor, 10 SVN, LLC, proposes to redevelop a 51,150-square-foot (1.17-acre) triangle-shaped
property at the southwest corner of South Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, in the South of Market
(SoMa) neighborhood of San Francisco, with a large residential complex with ground-floor retail. The
northern end of the project site was occupied by the San Francisco Honda Dealership until recently. The
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Summary

dealership occupied the two-story, 30- to 45-foot-high building, and the southern end of the site encompasses
a small, undeveloped area. The proposed 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project would involve the
demolition of the existing building and the construction of two 41-story towers. The towers would be 400
feet tall (420 feet total, including roof screens and elevator penthouses) and would contain a total of 984
dwelling units and retail space on the ground floor. Below grade, the two structures would be connected by
two basement parking levels. New publicly accessible open space would be provided in the form of a new
pedestrian-oriented right-of-way (or alley) that would run from South Van Ness Avenue to 12th Street under
the proposed project or from Market Street to 12th Street under the variant, as discussed below.

The project sponsor is considering a variant to the proposed project that would include construction of a
single 55-story tower over a podium structure. Under the variant, the tower would be up to 590 feet in height
(610 feet total, including roof screens and elevator penthouses). The variant would be similar to the proposed
project in that it would provide 984 dwelling units, ground-floor retail space, two levels of underground
parking, and a pedestrian-oriented right-of-way through the project site.

Both the proposed project and variant would involve improvements to 12th Street that are consistent with the
base requirements of the Better Streets Plan. In addition, the project sponsor is considering an alternate set of
improvements to 12th Street (referred to as the “straight-shot streetscape option” in this EIR) for both the
proposed project and variant that would extend the eastern sidewalk and pedestrian promenade adjacent to
the project site from 15 to 40 feet in width on 12th Street. The western sidewalk on 12th Street would be
expanded to a width of 18 feet. There would be two 11-foot-wide mixed-flow travel lanes, with one lane
running in each direction. In addition, both the proposed project and variant may include a street-level
elevator to provide access to the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) Metro station at Market Street and
South Van Ness Avenue.

S.2 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES

The San Francisco Planning Department (planning department) published a Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report on July 12, 2017, announcing the intent to prepare and distribute a focused
EIR and subsequently published an initial study on May 2, 2018. The topics analyzed in this EIR are
Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural), Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, Wind, and
Shadow; all other topics were covered within the initial study (see EIR Appendix B).

All impacts of the proposed project and associated mitigation measures and improvement measures
identified in this EIR are summarized under their own subsection in Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of
Proposed Project Identified in the EIR. Under each topic, impacts follow the order of the corresponding
impact discussion in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, of this EIR. For the topics evaluated in
the EIR, the levels of significance of impacts are identified as:

e No Impact — No adverse changes (or impacts) to the environment are expected.
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e Less Than Significant — Impact that does not exceed the defined significance criteria or would be
eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with existing local, state,
and federal laws and regulations.

e Less Than Significant with Mitigation — Impact that is reduced to a less-than-significant level
through implementation of the identified mitigation measures.

« Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation — Impact that exceeds the defined significance
criteria and can be reduced through compliance with existing local, state, and federal laws and
regulations and/or implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, but cannot be reduced to a
less-than-significant level.

e Significant and Unavoidable — Impact that exceeds the defined significance criteria and cannot be
eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with existing local, state,
and federal laws and regulations and for which there are no feasible mitigation measures.

Where applicable, this table identifies the level of significance for impacts after implementation of the
identified mitigation measure(s) in the column labeled “Level of Significance after Mitigation.” All
mitigation measures and improvement measures are applicable to the proposed project and the variant.

Table S.1 should not be relied upon for a thorough understanding of the proposed project or its variant and
their associated impacts and mitigation needs, but is presented for the reader as an overview of impacts,
mitigation measures, and improvement measures of the proposed project and variant. Please see the
environmental topic sections in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, of this EIR and Section E,
Evaluation of Environmental Effects, in the initial study (EIR Appendix B) for a thorough discussion and
analysis of project-level and cumulative environmental impacts and the mitigation measures identified to
address those impacts, as well as the basis for any proposed improvement measures.

As described below in Table S.1, this EIR identifies three significant and unavoidable impacts related to,
respectively, demolition of the existing buildings at 10 South Van Ness Avenue, a historical resource for the
purposes of CEQA; cumulative construction traffic; and cumulative wind effects. Table S.1 also identifies
improvement measures that could be implemented by the project sponsor to further reduce the less-than-
significant transportation impacts of the proposed project.

As shown in Table S.2: Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in
the Initial Study, beginning on p. S.40, the initial study identified five significant impacts related to cultural
resources (historic architectural) and geology and soils that would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels
with measures identified in that table.
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Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in the EIR

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA =

Not Applicable

Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural)

CR-1: The proposed
demolition of the building at 10
South Van Ness Avenue would
cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in
section 15064.5 of the CEQA
Guidelines.

S

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a: Documentation

Prior to demolition or the issuance of site permits for the 10 South Van Ness
Avenue project, the project sponsor shall undertake Historic American Building
Survey (HABS)-level documentation of the property. The documentation shall be
funded by the project sponsor and undertaken by a qualified professional who
meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as
appropriate) set forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards (Code of Federal Regulations title 36, part 61). Before beginning work
on any aspect of the documentation, the professional overseeing the documentation
shall meet with the preservation staff of the Planning Department for review and
approval of a coordinated documentation plan. The documentation package
created shall consist of the items listed below.

e Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the
existing size, scale, and dimensions of the property. The Planning
Department’s preservation staff will accept the original architectural
drawings or an as-built set of architectural drawings (e.g., plan, section,
elevation). The preservation staff will assist the consultant in determining
the appropriate level of measured drawings.

o HABS-Level Photography: Digital photographs of the interior and
exterior of the property. Large-format negatives are not required. The
scope of the digital photographs shall be reviewed by the Planning
Department’s preservation staff for concurrence, and all digital
photography shall be conducted according to current National Park
Service standards. The photography shall be undertaken by a qualified
professional with demonstrated experience in HABS photography.

SUM
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Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in the EIR

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA =

Not Applicable

o HABS Historical Report: A written historical narrative and report, per
the HABS Historical Report Guidelines.

e Video Recordation: The project sponsor shall undertake a video
documenting the affected historical resource and its setting. The
documentation shall be conducted and narrated by a qualified
professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or
architecture (as appropriate) set forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards (Code of Federal Regulations title
36, part 61). The documentation shall include as much information as
possible—using visuals in combination with narration—about the
materials, construction methods, current condition, historic use, and
historic context of the historical resource.

e Print-on-Demand Book: The project sponsor shall make the content
from the historical report, historical photographs, HABS photography,
measured drawings, and field notes available to the public through a pre-
existing print-on-demand book service. This service will print and mail
softcover books containing the aforementioned materials to members of
the public who have paid a nominal fee. The sponsor shall not be
required to pay ongoing printing fees once the book has been made
available through the service.

The professional(s) shall submit the completed documentation for review and
approval by a member of the Planning Department’s preservation staff before
demolition or site permits are issued. Documentation may be used in the
interpretive display or signage described in Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b. The
final approved documentation shall be provided to the planning department and
offered to repositories including but not limited to the History Room of the San
Francisco Public Library; the Environmental Design Library at the University of
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Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in the EIR

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA =

Not Applicable

California, Berkeley; the Northwest Information Center; San Francisco
Architectural Heritage; and the California Historical Society. The Planning
Department will make electronic versions of the documentation available to the
public at no charge.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b: Interpretation

The project sponsor shall install and maintain a permanent interpretive display
commemorating the historical significance of the Fillmore West and Bill Graham.
Interpretive display(s) shall develop a connection between the general public and
the subject building’s history. These installations may include, for example,
interactive sound or video installations showcasing historic performances at
Fillmore West or booths designed to record or play oral histories (see below), and
historically oriented programming for a publicly accessible space. The interpretive
program may also include more traditional interpretive materials such as
commemorative markers and plaques, displays of photographs, and news articles.
Emphasis shall be placed on the many posters advertising concerts that took place
at the subject building during its period of significance. The high-quality
interpretive displays shall be installed within the project site boundaries, made of
durable, all-weather materials, and positioned to allow for high public visibility
and interactivity.

To assist in the collection of information that will inform and direct the historical
interpretation, the sponsor shall fund a historical study prepared by the qualified
historic consultant preparing the interpretative program to identify significant
trends and events associated with the music of the 1960s counterculture in San
Francisco, as well as identify associated buildings and sites throughout San
Francisco. The project sponsor, at his or her election, may also incorporate the art
and culture of the 1960s counterculture in San Francisco into this study. The
objective of this study is to provide background information that will enrich the
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Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in the EIR

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA =

Not Applicable

historical contexts that have already been established for the subject building and
to place the subject building within the wider context of 1960s counterculture, for
the benefit of the general public.

Additionally, the sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified historian to
undertake an oral history of the Fillmore West. This oral history project will
consist of interviews and recollections of people present at the concerts performed
during the period of significance, including performers, organizers, and
concertgoers, to the extent feasible. The success of this effort will depend
primarily on the ability of the project sponsor to locate such persons, and on their
willingness/ability to participate. Therefore, the project sponsor shall make a good-
faith effort to publicize the oral history project, conduct public outreach, and
identify a wide range of potential interviewees. To accomplish this, the sponsor
shall employ a range of measures that may include hosting a commemorative
concert or event, installing booths that allow participants to record their
recollections, and/or hosting a website that allows interviewees to contribute
remotely. Prior to undertaking this effort, the scope and methodology of the oral
history project shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review
Officer, in consultation with preservation staff.

In addition to potentially being utilized for the on-site interpretive program, the
recordings made as part of the oral history project shall be transcribed, indexed,
and made available to the public at no charge through the Planning Department
and other archives and repositories in order to allow for remote, off-site historical
interpretation of the subject building.

A general plan that will lay out the various components of the interpretive program
shall be developed in consultation with an architectural historian who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, and approved by
Planning Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or demolition permit.
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Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in the EIR

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA =

Not Applicable

This plan shall include the historical study and the oral history program described
above.

The substance, media, and other characteristics of the interpretive display shall be
developed by a consultant experienced in urban architectural interpretive displays.
Prior to finalizing the display, the sponsor and consultant shall attempt to convene
a community group consisting of local preservation organizations and other
interested parties to receive feedback on the adequacy of the interpretive display.

A detailed final design showing the substance and appearance of the interpretive
displays, as well as maintenance plans, shall be approved by Planning Department
preservation staff before the final certificate of occupancy can be issued.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site
for Public Information or Reuse

Prior to demolition of the subject building, the project sponsor shall either use
salvaged architectural materials on the site as part of the interpretive program or
make such architectural materials from the site available to museums, archives,
curation facilities, the public, and nonprofit organizations to preserve, interpret,
and display the history of the historical resource. The project sponsor shall provide
representatives of these groups the opportunity to salvage materials for public
information or reuse in other locations. No materials shall be salvaged or removed
until HABS recordation and documentation are completed and an inventory of key
exterior and interior features and materials is completed by Secretary of the
Interior—qualified professionals.

CR-2: Demolition and new LTS None necessary. NA
construction on the project site

or variant would not have a
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Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in the EIR

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA =

Not Applicable

substantial adverse effect on
any offsite historical resource,
as defined in section 15064.5
of the CEQA Guidelines.

C-CR-1: The proposed project
or variant, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in
the project vicinity, would not
substantially contribute to
cumulative impacts related to
historical resources.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

Transportation and Circulation

TR-1: The proposed project,
the variant, or the straight-shot
streetscape option would not
cause substantial additional
VMT or substantially induce
automobile travel.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

TR-2: The proposed project,
the variant, or the straight-shot
streetscape option would not
cause major traffic hazards.

LTS

Improvement Measure I-TR-2a: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues

The owner/operator of any off-street parking facility with more than 20 parking
spaces (excluding loading and car-share spaces) will be responsible for ensuring
that recurring vehicle queues do not occur on the public right-of-way. A recurring
vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined for the parking facility)
blocking any portion of any public street, alley, or sidewalk for 3 consecutive

NA

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project

Case No. 2015-004568ENV

S.9

Draft EIR
October 17, 2018




Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in the EIR

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA =

Not Applicable

minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.

If a recurring vehicle queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility will
employ methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate abatement methods
will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of the recurring queue, and
the characteristics of the parking facility, the street(s) to which the facility
connects, and the associated land uses (if applicable).

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following:

e Redesigning the facility to improve vehicular circulation and/or onsite
queue capacity

e Employing parking attendants

o Installing “LOT FULL” signs with active management by parking
attendants

e Using valet parking or other space-efficient parking techniques
e  Using offsite parking facilities or shared parking with nearby uses

e Using parking occupancy sensors and signage to direct drivers to
available spaces

e Employing travel demand management strategies such as additional
bicycle parking, customer shuttles, or delivery services

o Implementing parking demand management strategies such as parking
time limits, paid parking, time-of-day parking surcharge, or validated
parking

If the planning director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is
present, the planning department will notify the property owner in writing. Upon
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Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in the EIR

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA =

Not Applicable

request, the owner/operator will hire a qualified transportation consultant to
evaluate site conditions for no less than seven days. The consultant will prepare a
monitoring report to be submitted to the planning department for review. If the
planning department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility
owner/operator will have 90 days from the date of the written determination to
abate the queue.

Improvement Measure I-TR-2b: Active Garage Driveway Controls and
Curbside Management

The project sponsor/property owner will install active parking management
controls at the project site at the driveway of the off-street parking garage, within
the off-street garage area, and at the curbside loading zones on the east side of 12th
Street. The goals of this measure will be to reduce the potential for queuing of
project-related vehicular traffic along 12th Street; reduce and/or eliminate potential
conflicts between vehicles entering and exiting the site driveway and other
roadway users along 12th Street (e.g., motorists, cyclists, pedestrians); and reduce
potential conflicts between large delivery vehicles using the curbside loading
zones on the east side of 12th Street and other roadway users.

Sensors will be installed at the gated parking garage’s ramp and at the driveway
entrance/exit lane at 12th Street to detect any outbound vehicles on the driveway
and in the ramp area. Vehicles traveling up the garage ramp and approaching the
exit gate would then trigger a sensor that would activate an electronic sign, signal,
or audible devices at the driveway entrance to warn any vehicles, pedestrians, or
bicyclists of the presence of the exiting vehicle.

Large delivery and move-in/move-out vehicles will be required to coordinate and
schedule use of the curbside loading spaces on the east side of 12th Street through
building management and SFMTA’s 311 reservation system.
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Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project and Variant Identified in the EIR

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA =

Not Applicable

Additional traffic calming and safety treatments will be installed in the parking
driveway area. Specifically, signage will be installed to advise drivers exiting the
parking driveway to slow, stop, and yield to any pedestrians in the sidewalk on
12th Street (e.g., “Caution: Pedestrians Crossing,” “Watch for Pedestrians,” “Exit
Slowly,” “STOP”). Diagonal mirrors will be installed so that motorists exiting the
parking garage and pedestrians in the sidewalk can see each other. The project
sponsor will also install rumble strips or similar devices to maintain slow speeds
for vehicles exiting the parking garage.

TR-3: The proposed project or
variant would not cause a
substantial increase in transit
demand that could not be
accommodated by adjacent
transit capacity such that
unacceptable levels of transit
service could result, nor would
they cause a substantial
increase in delays or operating
costs such that significant
adverse impacts in transit
service levels would result.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

TR-4: The proposed project,
the variant, or the straight-shot
streetscape option would not
create potentially hazardous
conditions for bicyclists or
otherwise substantially

LTS

None necessary.

NA
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interfere with bicycle
accessibility to the site or
adjoining areas.

TR-5: The proposed project, LTS None necessary. NA
the variant, or the straight-shot
streetscape options would not
result in substantial
overcrowding on public
sidewalks, create potentially
hazardous conditions for
pedestrians, or otherwise
interfere with pedestrian
accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas.
TR-6: The proposed project, LTS Improvement Measure I-TR-6: Coordination of Freight Loading/Service NA
the variant, or the straight-shot Vehicle Activities
streetsp ape opt!ons would not To reduce the potential for delivery vehicles to park in the travel lane adjacent to
result in a loading demand - . ;

. . the project frontage on 12th Street (if on- and off-street loading spaces are
during the peak hour of loading : . . ; . .

L occupied or truck size exceeds 45 feet in length), residential move-in/move-out
activities that could not be o S : . s

s activities and larger deliveries will be scheduled and coordinated through building

accommodated within ; . . ) .
proposed onsite loading management. For retail uses, appropriate delivery times will be scheduled and

s s . restricted to before 7 a.m., between 10 a.m. and 4 p.m., and after 8 p.m. No
facilities or within convenient L . . . .

. deliveries will occur between 4 p.m. and 8 p.m., to avoid conflicts with peak-
on-street loading zones, and - - N . o
. period commute traffic and with bicyclists on adjacent streets and pedestrians in
would not create potentially - .
o . adjacent sidewalk areas.

hazardous conditions affecting
traffic, transit, bicycles, or The project sponsor will enforce strict regulations governing the size of trucks
pedestrians or significant using the off-street loading spaces in the proposed freight loading area. Trucks
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delays affecting transit.

more than 45 feet long will be prohibited from entering the parking garage and
will use existing and proposed on-street loading spaces along 12th Street adjacent
to the project site. Appropriate signage will be posted at the parking garage
entrance to notify truck operators of the truck size regulations and the presence of
on-street loading spaces on 12th Street. The project sponsor will notify building
management (and related staff) and retail tenants regarding the imposed truck size
limits for the proposed freight loading area.

Building management staff will notify operators of large trucks regarding the
proper loading procedures to follow upon entering the off-street parking garage.
Because trucks will be required to move into and out of a 24-foot driveway,
building management will require a person (i.e., spotter) to safely guide the truck
driver and assist in maneuvering the truck within the public right-of-way and into
the parking garage, as needed.

Appropriate move-in/move-out and loading procedures will be enforced to avoid
blockages of streets adjacent to the project site over an extended period of time,
and to reduce potential conflicts with other roadway users along adjacent streets,
including movers and pedestrians walking along 12th Street or South Van Ness
Avenue. Curb parking for movers on 12th Street or South VVan Ness Avenue will
be reserved through SFMTA or by directly contacting the local 311 service.
Residential move-in/move-out activities will be scheduled during weekday midday
hours between 10 a.m. and 4 p.m. and/or on weekends to avoid any potential
conflicts with peak-period commute traffic and all users of adjacent roadways.

In addition, the project sponsor will coordinate with Recology and enforce strict
garbage pick-up periods. Such pick-up times will be restricted to before 7 a.m.
and/or between 10 a.m. and 2 p.m. No garbage pick-up activities will occur after 3
p.m., to avoid conflicts with vehicular traffic and pedestrians on 12th Street,
Market Street, or South VVan Ness Avenue. Specific loading procedures (as
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described above) will also be enforced for Recology vehicles during garbage pick-
up periods.

TR-7: The proposed project,
the variant, or the straight-shot
streetscape options would not
result in inadequate emergency
access to the project site or
adjoining areas.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

TR-8: The duration and
magnitude of temporary
construction activities for the
proposed project or the variant
would not result in substantial
interference with pedestrian,
bicycle, or vehicular circulation
and accessibility to adjoining
areas that could create
potentially hazardous
conditions.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

C-TR-1: The proposed project,
the variant, or the straight-shot
streetscape option, in
combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity of
the project site, would not
contribute considerably to

LTS

None necessary.

For less-than-significant cumulative traffic hazard impacts: implementation of
Improvement Measure I-TR-2a: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues,
Improvement Measure I-TR-2b: Active Garage Driveway Controls and
Curbside Management, and Improvement Measure I-TR-6: Coordination of
Freight Loading/Service Vehicle Activities.

NA
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significant cumulative impacts
related to VMT or traffic
hazards.

C-TR-2: The proposed project
or variant, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in
the vicinity of the project site,
would not contribute
considerably to significant
cumulative impacts on transit.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

C-TR-3: The proposed project
or variant, or the straight-shot
streetscape options, in
combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity of
the project site, would not
contribute considerably to
significant cumulative impacts
on bicycle travel.

LTS

For the less-than-significant impacts on bicycle travel, implementation of
Improvement Measure 1-TR-2a: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues,
Improvement Measure 1-TR-2b: Active Garage Driveway Controls and Curbside
Management, and Improvement Measure I-TR-6: Coordination of Freight
Loading/Service Vehicle Activities.

NA

C-TR-4: The proposed
project, variant, or straight-shot
streetscape options, in
combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity of

LTS

For the less-than-significant impacts on pedestrians, implementation of
Improvement Measure I-TR-2a: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues,
Improvement Measure I-TR-2b: Active Garage Driveway Controls and Curbside
Management, and Improvement Measure I-TR-6: Coordination of Freight
Loading/Service Vehicle Activities.

NA
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the project site, would not
contribute considerably to
significant cumulative impacts
on pedestrians.

C-TR-5: The proposed
project, variant, or straight-shot
streetscape options, in
combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity of
the project site, would not
contribute considerably to
significant cumulative impacts
on loading.

LTS

For the less-than-significant cumulative impacts from loading, implementation of NA

Improvement Measure 1-TR-2a: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues,
Improvement Measure 1-TR-2b: Active Garage Driveway Controls and Curbside
Management, and Improvement Measure I-TR-6: Coordination of Freight
Loading/Service Vehicle Activities.

C-TR-6: The proposed
project, variant, or straight-shot
streetscape options, in
combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity of
the project site, would not
contribute considerably to
significant cumulative impacts
on emergency vehicle access.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

C-TR-7: The duration and
magnitude of temporary
construction activities for the

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-7a: Cumulative Construction Coordination:
The project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall consult with City departments such as
the SFMTA and Public Works through ISCOTT, and other interdepartmental

SUM
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proposed project, the variant,
or the straight-shot streetscape
option, in combination with
construction of past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity of
the project site, could result in
substantial interference with
pedestrian, bicycle, or
vehicular circulation and
accessibility to adjoining areas,
thereby resulting in a
significant cumulative impact
from potentially hazardous
conditions to which the
proposed project or variant
would contribute considerably.

meetings as deemed necessary by the SFMTA, Public Works, and the San
Francisco Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated Construction
Management Plan that shall address construction-related vehicle routing, detours,
and maintaining transit, bicycle, vehicle, and pedestrian movements in the vicinity
of the construction area for the duration of the cumulative construction period
overlap. Key coordination meetings would be held jointly between project
sponsors and contractors of other projects for which the relevant City departments
determine impacts could overlap. The Coordinated Construction Management Plan
shall consider other ongoing construction in the project vicinity, including
development and transportation infrastructure project, and shall include, but not be
limited to, the following:

e Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours — Limit construction truck
movements to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., or other times
if approved by the SFMTA, to minimize disruption to vehicular traffic,
including transit during the AM and PM peak periods.

e  Construction Truck Routing Plans — Identify optimal truck routes
between the regional facilities and the project site, taking into
consideration truck routes of other development projects and any
construction activities affecting the roadway network.

e Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures — The project
sponsor shall coordinate lane closures with other projects requesting
concurrent lane and sidewalk closures through the ISCOTT and
interdepartmental meetings process above, to minimize the extent and
duration of requested lane and sidewalk closures. Lane closures shall be
minimized especially along transit and bicycle routes, so as to limit the
impacts to transit service and bicycle circulation and safety.
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Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access — The
project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with Public Works,
SFMTA, the San Francisco Fire Department, Muni Operations and other
City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the
Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain access for
transit, vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. This shall include an
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other
measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and
pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the project.

Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers —
The construction contractor shall include methods to encourage
carpooling, bicycling, walk and transit access to the project site by
construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction
workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-
employee ride matching program from www.511.0rg, participating in
emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco
(www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction
workers).

Construction Worker Parking Plan — The location of construction worker
parking shall be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for
monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan. The use of
on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking shall be
discouraged. All construction bid documents shall include a requirement
for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of
construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking
spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site shall be
required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction
workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces
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retained, and description of how workers would travel between off-site
facility and project site shall be required.

e  Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents — To
minimize construction impacts on access for nearby institutions and
businesses, the project sponsor shall provide nearby residences and
adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project
construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle
activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and lane closures. At
regular intervals to be defined in the Coordinated Construction
Management Plan, a regular email notice shall be distributed by the
project sponsor that shall provide current construction information of
interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific
construction inquiries or concerns.

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-7b: Construction Truck Deliveries During Off-
Peak Periods: Any construction traffic occurring between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.
or between 3:30 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. would coincide with peak hour traffic and
could temporarily impede traffic and transit flow, although it would not be
considered a significant impact. Limiting truck movements to the hours between
9:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved by SFMTA) would further
minimize disruption of the general traffic flow on adjacent streets during the a.m.
and p.m. peak periods.

As required, the Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall meet with the
Sustainable Streets Division of the SFMTA, the San Francisco Fire Department,
Muni, and the San Francisco Planning Department to determine feasible measures
to reduce traffic congestion, including potential transit disruption, and pedestrian
circulation impacts during construction of the project. To minimize cumulative
traffic impacts due to project construction, the Project Sponsor shall coordinate
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with construction contractors for any concurrent nearby projects that are planned
for construction or which later become known.

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-7c: Construction Management Plan: In addition

to items required in the Construction Management Plan, the project sponsor shall
include the following:

Carpool, Shuttle, and Transit Access for Construction Workers — As an
improvement measure to minimize parking demand and vehicle trips
associated with construction workers, the construction contractor shall
include methods to encourage carpooling, shuttle use, and transit use to
the project site by construction workers in the Construction Management
Plan contracts.

Project Construction Updates — As an improvement measure to minimize
construction impacts on nearby businesses, the project sponsor shall
provide regularly-updated information (typically in the form of website,
news articles, on-site posting, etc.) regarding project construction and
schedule, as well as contact information for specific construction
inquiries or concerns.
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Noise

NO-1: Proposed project or
variant construction would
generate noise levels in excess
of standards and would result
in substantial temporary
increases in ambient noise
levels.

Daytime and Nighttime S Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Prepare and Implement Construction Noise LTSM
Construction Noise Impacts Plan
The project sponsor shall prepare a construction noise plan for review and
approval by Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection before
permit issuance, demonstrating that daytime and nighttime construction noise
resulting from the proposed project or variant will not exceed applicable limits of
the noise ordinance and will not cause a temporary increase in ambient noise levels
greater than 10 dBA Leg. The plan shall include, and project sponsor’s construction
contractor(s) shall implement, the following features:
e Stage Concrete Pump Trucks during Daytime along South Van Ness
Avenue or Attenuate Truck Noise at Noise Sensitive Receptors
The project sponsor shall (through the construction contractor) stage the
use of concrete pump trucks along South Van Ness Avenue adjacent to
the project site during daytime construction activities. If it is undesirable
to stage concrete pump trucks along South VVan Ness Avenue, the project
sponsor shall install noise attenuation features around the staging area of
the concrete pump trucks in order to attenuate construction noise at the
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closest sensitive receptor at 20 12th Street.

Prohibit Use of Concrete Pump Trucks at Night at Any Locations
that Analysis Shows Fail to Meet Established Noise Levels at Sensitive
Receptors

The project sponsor shall (through the construction contractor) prepare a
site-specific noise analysis, including measurements at the closest
sensitive receptor site, the Civic Center Hotel at 20 12th Street, of noise
from concrete pump trucks, showing that use of concrete pump trucks at
various locations on or around the project site including along South Van
Ness Avenue would not result in interior noise levels above 45 dBA
during nighttime hours (8 p.m. to 7 a.m.) at the receptor site. A report
presenting the results of this analysis shall be provided to the Department
of Building Inspection prior to authorization to conduct nighttime
construction activities that would involve the use of any concrete pump
trucks, and concrete pump trucks shall be authorized only at the locations
on or adjacent to the project site that are shown in the report to meet the
45 dBA interior noise level at the sensitive receptor site.

Telephone Hotline for Noise Complaint Reporting

The project sponsor (through the construction contractor) shall establish a
telephone hotline for use by the public to report any perceived adverse
noise conditions associated with construction of the proposed project or
variant. If the telephone is not staffed 24 hours per day, the contractor
shall include an automatic answering feature, with date and time stamp
recording, to answer calls when the phone is unattended. This hotline
telephone number shall be posted at the project site during construction in
a manner and at a location visible to passers-by. This telephone number
shall be maintained until the proposed project or variant has been
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considered commissioned and is ready for occupancy.
Investigate and Respond to Noise Complaints

The project sponsor (through the construction contractor) shall document,
investigate, evaluate, and attempt to resolve all project-related noise
complaints. The contractor or authorized agent shall implement all of the
following measures:

- Use a noise complaint resolution form to document and respond to
each noise complaint.

- Contact the person(s) making the noise complaint within 24 hours.

- Conduct an investigation to attempt to determine the source of noise
related to the complaint.

- Take reasonable measures to reduce noise at its source (or abate the
noise along the direct sound path between the source and the receptor
of concern) if the source of the noise that has generated the complaint
is associated with construction of the proposed project or variant and
is found to involve any of the following:

o Noise from a construction activity that is causing interior noise
levels at a noise-sensitive receptor to exceed 45 dBA during the
nighttime hours of 8 pm to 7 am.

o Noise levels that exceed 10 dBA above the ambient at noise
sensitive receptors

To determine if any of the above are met, noise readings shall be taken at
the noise sensitive receptor location with the equipment at issue in
operation and again with such equipment not in operation.
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Implement Best Construction Practices

To the extent practical, the construction contractor shall adopt and
implement the following typical field techniques for reducing noise from
construction activities, to reduce aggregate construction noise levels for
nearby noise-sensitive receptors

- Unless safety provisions require otherwise, adjust audible backup
alarms downward in sound level while still maintaining an adequate

signal-to-noise ratio for alarm effectiveness. Consider signal persons,

strobe lights, or alternative safety equipment and/or processes as
allowed to reduce reliance on high-amplitude sonic alarms/beeps.

- Place stationary noise sources, such as generators and air
compressors, on the project site as far away from nearby noise-
sensitive receptors as possible.

- Place non-noise-producing mobile equipment, such as trailers, in the
direct sound pathways between suspected major noise-producing
sources and noise-sensitive receptors.

Implement Measures to Reduce Equipment Noise Generation

To the extent practical, the construction contractor shall implement one or

more of the following measures for construction equipment selection (or
preferences) and expected functions to help reduce noise:

- Provide impact noise-producing equipment (i.e., jackhammers and
pavement breaker[s]) with noise-attenuating shields, shrouds, or
portable barriers or enclosures, to reduce operating noise.

- Line or cover hoppers, storage bins, and chutes with sound-
deadening material (e.g., apply wood or rubber liners to metal bin
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impact surfaces).

- Provide upgraded mufflers, acoustical lining, or acoustical paneling
for other noisy equipment, including internal combustion engines.

- Use alternative procedures of construction and select a combination
of techniques that generates the least overall noise and vibration.

- Use construction equipment manufactured or modified to reduce
noise and vibration emissions, such as the following:

o Electric equipment instead of diesel-powered equipment
o Hydraulic tools instead of pneumatic tools
o Electric saws instead of air- or gasoline-driven saws

If insufficient space exists or the construction contractor lacks available
resources (such as semi-truck trailers, bulk material storage containers, or
field office trailers) to create a noise barrier using non-noise-producing
equipment in use at an active construction site as suggested above under
Best Construction Practices, the contractor also may employ field-erected
temporary noise barriers. Options for such onsite barriers may include
using appropriately thick wooden panel walls (at least 0.5 inch thick) that
are high enough to block the line of sight from the dominant construction
noise source(s) such as the concrete pump trucks to the noise-sensitive
receptors. Depending on factors such as barrier height, barrier extent, and
distance between the barrier and the noise-producing equipment or
activity, such barriers may reduce construction noise by 3-15 dBA at the
locations of nearby noise-sensitive receptors.

Alternately, field-erected noise curtain assemblies may be installed
around specific equipment sites or zones of anticipated mobile or
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stationary activity. These techniques will be most effective and practical
when the noise source for the construction activity is stationary (e.g.,
auger or drill operation) and the specific source locations of noise
emission are near the ground and can be placed as close to the
equipment/activity-facing side of the noise barrier as possible.

Construction-Related Traffic LTS None necessary. NA
Noise
NO-2: Operation of the
proposed project or variant
would generate noise levels in
excess of standards or result in
substantial temporary increases
in ambient noise levels, above
levels existing without the
project.
Onsite Stationary Operational S Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Require that Exterior Mechanical Equipment LTSM
Noise Comply with Noise Ordinance Prior to Certificate of Occupancy
After completing installation of the HVAC equipment but before receipt of any
Certificate of Occupancy, the project sponsor shall conduct noise measurements to
ensure that the noise generated by stationary equipment complies with section
2909 (a) and (d) of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.
The noise measurements shall be conducted by persons qualified in acoustical
analysis and/or engineering. The measurements shall demonstrate with reasonable
certainty that the project’s stationary mechanical equipment will not do either of
the following:
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(a) Cause the noise level measured inside any sleeping or living room in a
dwelling unit on residential property to exceed 45 dBA with windows
open, except where building ventilation is achieved through mechanical
systems that allow windows to remain closed

(b) Resultin an increase in ambient noise levels of 5 dBA or more at the
property plane

On completion of such testing, the acoustical consultant/acoustical engineer shall
submit a memorandum summarizing test results to the San Francisco Planning
Department. If measured noise levels are found to exceed these standards, the
project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing stationary equipment noise-
control measures or other acoustical upgrades such as additional noise insulation in
mechanical rooms, until similar measurements of interior sound levels in sleeping
or living rooms in residential units after installation of these upgrades demonstrate
compliance with the noise ordinance standards above.

No Certificate of Occupancy shall be issued for any part of the structure until the
standards in the Noise Ordinance are shown to be met.

Transportation Noise

LTS

None necessary.

NA

NO-3: The proposed project or
variant would not generate or
result in exposure of persons to
excessive groundborne
vibration.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

C-NO-1: The proposed project
or variant, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-No-1: Prepare and Implement
Construction Noise Plan.

LTSM
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foreseeable future projects,
would result in a considerable
contribution to significant
cumulative construction noise.

C-NO-2: The proposed project
or variant, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects,
would not result in a significant
cumulative impact related to
vibration.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

C-NO-3: The proposed project
or variant, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects,
would not result in a
considerable contribution to
significant cumulative impacts
related to operational noise and
vibration.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

Air Quality

AQ-1: The proposed project or
variant’s construction activities
would generate criteria air

pollutants and fugitive dust, but
would not violate an air quality

LTS

None necessary.

NA
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standard, contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation,
or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in
criteria air pollutants.

AQ-2: During project
operations, the proposed
project or variant would result
in emissions of criteria air
pollutants, but not at levels that
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.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

AQ-3: Construction and
operation of the proposed
project or variant would
generate toxic air
contaminants, including diesel
particulate matter, at levels
which would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial air
pollutant concentrations.
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Construction-Related PM; s S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a: Minimize Off-Road Construction Equipment LTSM
Concentrations Emissions
The project sponsor shall comply with the following requirements:

A. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before a construction
permit is issued, the project sponsor shall submit a construction
emissions minimization plan to the environmental review officer
(ERO) or the ERO’s designated representative for review and
approval. The construction emissions minimization plan shall detail
project compliance with the following requirements:

(1) All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for

more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction

activities shall meet the following requirements:

@) Where access to alternative sources of power is reasonably
available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. Where
portable diesel engines are required because alternative
sources of power are not reasonably available, the portable
diesel engine shall meet the requirements of section
(A)(1)(b), below.

(b) All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either
EPA or ARB tier 4 final off-road emission standards. If
engines that comply with tier 4 final off-road emission
standards are not commercially available, then the project
sponsor shall seek a waiver from this requirement from the
ERO and provide the next cleanest piece of off-road
equipment as provided by the step-down schedule in Table
M-AQ-3-1.

i. If seeking a waiver from this requirement, the project
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sponsor shall demonstrate that the resulting emissions

would not result in the following:

e Annual average construction-related PM2 s emissions
in excess of 0.2 pg/m? at off-site sensitive receptor
locations and

e  The combined cancer risk from construction and
operational emissions generated by the project do not
exceed an excess cancer risk of 7 per one million
persons exposed at off-site sensitive receptor
locations

ii. For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially
available” shall mean the availability of tier 4 final
engines taking into consideration factors such as critical-
path timing of construction; (ii) geographic proximity to
the project site of equipment; and (iii) geographic
proximity of access to off-haul deposit sites.

TABLE M-AQ-3-1: OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-
DOWN SCHEDULE

Compliance Engine Emissions Emissions Control
Alternative Standard
1 Tier 4 Interim N/A
2 Tier 3 ARB verified diesel
emissions control strategy
3 Tier 2 ARB verified diesel

emissions control strategy

How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be
met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance
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)

©)

(4)

Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-
road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance
Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not
be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance
Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.

(©)

Renewable diesel shall be used to fuel all diesel engines unless it
can be demonstrated to the environmental review officer that such
fuel is: (1) not compatible with on-road or off-road engines, (2)
that emissions from the transport of fuel to the project site will
offset its emissions reduction potential, or (3) the fuel is not
commercially available.

The project sponsor shall require in its construction contracts
that the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be
limited to no more than 2 minutes, except as provided in
exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling
for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs
shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and
Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction
site to remind operators of the 2-minute idling limit.

The project sponsor shall require that construction operators
properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications.

The construction emissions minimization plan shall include
estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a
description of each piece of off-road equipment required for
every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions
and information may include but are not limited to equipment
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type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification
number, engine model year, engine certification (tier rating),
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage
and hours of operation. For verified diesel emissions control
strategy installed: technology type, serial number, make,
model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and
installation date and hour meter reading on installation date.

(5) The project sponsor shall keep the construction emissions
minimization plan available for public review onsite during
working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter
of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the
requirements of the plan. The sign shall also state that the
public may ask to inspect the construction emissions
minimization plan at any time during working hours, and shall
explain how to request inspection of the plan. Signs shall be
posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public
right-of-way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of the
construction emissions minimization plan to members of the
public as requested.

B. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO or the
ERO’s designated representative indicating the construction phase
and off-road equipment information used during each phase,
including the information required in A(4).

(1) Within six months of the completion of construction activities,
the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO or the ERO’s
designated representative a final report summarizing
construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start
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and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For
each phase, the report shall include detailed information
required in A(4).

C. Certification Statement and Onsite Requirements. Before the start
of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify that it is in
compliance with the construction emissions minimization plan, and
that all applicable requirements of the plan have been incorporated
into contract specifications.

Operational PM25
Concentrations

LTS

None necessary.

NA

Cancer Risk

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a: Minimize Off-Road
Construction Equipment Emissions, above

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b: Implement Best Available Control Technology
for Operational Diesel Generators

The project sponsor shall require in applicable contracts that the operational
backup diesel generator:

(1) Comply with ARB Airborne Toxic Control Measure emissions standards
for model year 2008 or newer engines; and

(2) Meet tier 4 final emissions standards; and
(3) Be fueled with renewable diesel.

The project sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with the
BAAQMD New Source Review permitting process (regulation 2, rule 2, and
regulation 2, rule 5) and the emissions standard requirement of this measure to the
San Francisco Planning Department for review and approval before a permit for a

LTSM
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backup diesel generator is issued by any City agency.

Once operational, the diesel backup generator shall be maintained in good working
order for the life of the equipment and any future replacement of any diesel backup

generators shall be required to be consistent with these emissions specifications.
The operator of the facility at which the generator is located shall maintain records
of the testing schedule for each diesel backup generator for the life of that diesel
backup generator. The facility operator shall provide this information for review to
the San Francisco Planning Department within three months of a request for such

information.

AQ-4: The proposed project or
variant would not generate
emissions that create
objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

AQ-5: The proposed project or
variant would not conflict with
or obstruct implementation of
the 2017 Bay Area Clean Air
Plan.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

C-AQ-1: The proposed project
or variant, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in
the vicinity of the project site,
would not contribute
considerably to cumulative

LTS

None necessary.

NA
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regional air quality impacts.

C-AQ-2: The proposed project S Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-3a: Minimize Off-Road LTSM
or variant, in combination with Construction Equipment Emissions and M-AQ-3b: Implement Best Available
past, present, and reasonably Control Technology for Operational Diesel Generators
foreseeable future projects in
the vicinity of the project site,
would contribute to cumulative
health risk impacts on sensitive
receptors.
Wind
WI-1: The proposed project or LTS None necessary. NA
variant would not alter wind in
a manner that would
substantially affect public areas
in the vicinity of the project
site.
C-WI-1: The proposed project S Mitigation Measure M-C-WI-1: Design Measures to Reduce Cumulative Off- SUM
or variant, in combination with Site Wind Impacts
?ggggrﬁ) :sltﬁg?:zga%?g future The projgct sponsor shall retain_a qualifieq wind consultant to prepare, in
projects, would alter wind in a co_nsu_ltatlon WI_’[I‘_I thg San Franmscq Plar_m_lng De_partment (planning department), a
manner ’that would make a wm.d impact mltlggtlon report that_lder_mfles de_S|gn measures to reduce th_e
cumulatively considerable prolect’s contribution to o.ff-sne. wind mpacts in thg cumulatlve-plys-prOJect
contribution to a significant setting, based on best available mformatlon_ (“_the wind re_port”). Prior to the_: final
cumulative wind impact addenda approval b_y the D_epartment of Bwldlng_lnspectlon (DBI), t_he project

' sponsor shall submit the wind report to the planning department for its review and

approval. The wind report shall incorporate updated information on cumulative
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development in the area and shall contain a list of potential wind reduction design
measures, along with the estimated effectiveness of each measure to reduce the
identified cumulative off-site wind hazards. Such wind reduction design measures
may include additional on-site landscaping, or equivalent wind-reducing features;
and off-site wind reduction measures such as landscaping, streetscape
improvements or other wind-reducing features, such as wind screens.

The project sponsor shall implement as many of the design measures identified in
the wind report as needed to reduce the project’s contribution to identified
cumulative offsite wind hazards. The planning department shall approve the final
list of wind reduction measures that the project sponsor shall implement.

Shadow

SH-1: The proposed project or
variant would not alter
shadows in a manner that
would substantially affect
public areas or outdoor
recreation facilities.

LTS

None necessary.

NA

SH-2: The proposed project or
variant would not substantially
shade outdoor recreation
facilities or other public areas,
such as streets and sidewalks
that are not under the
jurisdiction of the San
Francisco Recreation and Park

LTS

None necessary.

NA
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Commission.

C-SH-1: The proposed project
or variant in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in
the project area would not
create new shadow in a manner
that would substantially affect
outdoor recreation facilities or
other public areas. The
proposed project would not
make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative shadow
impact.

LTS

None necessary.

NA
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Cultural Resources

CR-2: The proposed project or
variant’s construction could cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of an unknown
archeological resource.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Conduct Archeological Testing and, if
Required, Archeological Monitoring

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be
present within the project area, the following measures shall be undertaken to
avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project on
buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the
services of an archeological consultant from the rotational qualified
archeological consultants list maintained by the Planning Department
archeologist. The project sponsor shall contact the department archeologist to
obtain the names and contact information for the next three archeological
consultants on the qualified archeological consultants list. The archeological
consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein.
In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological
monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure.
The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this
measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All
plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be
submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be
considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.
Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this
measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of 4
weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be
extended beyond 4 weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means
to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.5(a) and
15064.5(c).

LTSM
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Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an
archeological site! associated with descendant Native Americans, the Overseas
Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, an appropriate
representative? of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The
representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to
monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to offer
recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of
the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative
treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the final archeological
resources report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant
group.

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

! The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial.

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

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

(A) The proposed project shall be redesigned to avoid any adverse effect
on the significant archeological resource. OR

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

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

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

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

The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site
according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant
and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the project
archeological consultant, determined that project construction
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits.
The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect
soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for
analysis.

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

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

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

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

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

e Interpretive Program. Consideration of an onsite/offsite public
interpretive program during the course of the archeological data
recovery program.

e Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally
damaging activities.

e Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution
of results.

e  Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for
the curation of any recovered data having potential research value,
identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the
accession policies of the curation facilities.

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall comply with applicable
state and federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner
of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the coroner’s
determination that the human remains are Native American remains,
notification of the Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint
a Most Likely Descendant (California Public Resources Code section
5097.98). The archeological consultant, the project sponsor, ERO, and the
Most Likely Descendant shall have up to but not beyond six days of discovery
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Table S.2: Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the Initial Study

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant;
Applicable

LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA = Not

to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects with
appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[d]). The agreement
should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal,
recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in
existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project
sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of a Most Likely
Descendant. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native
American human remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until
completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as
specified in the treatment agreement if such an agreement has been made or,
otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO.

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

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the final archeological resources report
shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Inventory,
Northwest Information Center shall receive one copy and the ERO shall
receive a copy of the transmittal of the report to the Northwest Information
Center.

The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive
one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the
final archeological resources report along with copies of any formal site
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Table S.2: Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the Initial Study

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant;

Applicable

LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA = Not

recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination
to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical
Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value
of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format,
and distribution than that presented above.

CR-3: The proposed project or S Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Conduct Archeological LTSM
variant’s construction could disturb Testing and, if Required, Archeological Monitoring
human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries.
CR-4: The proposed project or S Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Tribal Cultural Resources LTSM
variant’s construction could cause a Interpretive Program
substantial adverse change in the If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and
significance of a tribal cultural if in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the
resource as defined in Public ERO determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource and that
Resources Code section 21074. the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the proposed
project shall be redesigned to avoid any adverse effect on the significant tribal
cultural resource, if feasible.
If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal
representatives and the project sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place
of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the project
sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the tribal cultural resource
in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An interpretive plan
produced in consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a
minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide the
interpretive program. The plan shall identify, as appropriate, proposed
locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of
those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or
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Table S.2: Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the Initial Study

Summary

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant;
Applicable

LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA = Not

installation, and a long-term maintenance program. The interpretive program
may include artist installations, preferably by local Native American artists,
oral histories with local Native Americans, artifact displays and interpretation,
and educational panels or other informational displays.

C-CR-2: The proposed project or S Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Conduct Archeological LTSM
variant, in combination with past, Testing and, if Required, Archeological Monitoring and Tribal Cultural
present, and reasonably foreseeable Resources Interpretive Program
future projects in the vicinity of the
project site, would result in
cumulative impacts to archeological
resources, tribal cultural resources,
and human remains.
Geology and Soils
GE-5: Construction activities for the S Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Implement Appropriate Measures in Case LTSM
proposed project or variant would of Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources
directly or indirectly result in damage Before ground disturbance, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified
to, or destruction of, as-yet unknown paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, to
paleontological resources or sites, instruct construction personnel involved with earthmoving activities regarding
should such resources, sites, or the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance of fossils that may be
features exist on or beneath the unearthed during construction, and proper notification procedures should
project site. fossils be encountered. A qualified paleontologist shall monitor construction
activities in the areas where construction activities have the potential to disturb
previously undisturbed native sediment or sedimentary rocks. Construction
shall be halted within 50 feet of any potential fossil find and a qualified
paleontologist notified, who shall evaluate the significance.
If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the
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Table S.2: Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the Initial Study

Summary

Level of
Significance
Impact before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA = Not

Applicable

construction crew shall immediately cease work in the vicinity of the resource
and notify the project sponsor and San Francisco Planning Department. There
shall be no construction work in the area to allow for the recovery of the
resource in a timely manner. A qualified paleontologist shall evaluate the
resource and prepare a recovery plan compliant with the standards of the
Society for Vertebrate Paleontology. The recovery plan may include a field
survey, construction monitoring, sampling and data recovery procedures,
museum storage coordination for any specimen recovered, and a report of
findings. The City and County of San Francisco shall determine which of the
recommendations in the recovery plan are necessary and feasible, and these
recommendations shall be implemented before construction activities can
resume at the site where the paleontological resources were discovered. The
City shall be responsible for ensuring that the qualified paleontologist’s
recommendations regarding treatment and reporting are implemented.
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S.3 SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

As evaluated and identified in Section 4.1, Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural), for the
proposed project and variant, demolition of the existing building at 10 South Van Ness Avenue
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on the historical resource. Thus, in
developing the alternatives to be analyzed in this EIR, the planning department has considered a
range of feasible design configurations and development programs that could avoid or lessen the
significant impact on the historical resource, while optimizing the development potential on the
project site.

The EIR evaluates five alternatives: the No Project Alternative — Alternative 1 (as required by
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)); the Proposed Project Full Preservation Alternative —
Alternative 2; the Proposed Project Partial Preservation Alternative — Alternative 3; the Variant
Full Preservation Alternative — Alternative 4; and Variant Partial Preservation Alternative —
Alternative 5. These alternatives are summarized below, and Table S.3: Comparison of the
Proposed Project and Variant to the Alternatives, presents a comparison of the characteristics
and potential significant impacts of the proposed project and variant to those of the alternatives.
The environmentally superior alternative is discussed on pp. S.59-5.60. Detailed descriptions of
the alternatives are given in Chapter 5, Alternatives.

As with the proposed project and variant, the straight-shot streetscape option could be
implemented with any of the alternatives summarized here and studied in Chapter 5. There are
no significant environmental impacts identified for the straight-shot streetscape option that would
be different from, or unique to, that option. As such, no further analysis of the straight-shot
streetscape option in the context of these alternatives is necessary.
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Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project and Variant to the Alternatives

Summary

No Project
Alternative 1

RN

Proposed
Project

Proposed Project
Full Preservation
Alternative 2

SPSNN

Proposed Project
Partial
Preservation

Alternative 3

Variant

Variant Full
Preservation
Alternative 4

Variant Partial
Preservation
Alternative 5

)

T

Ta,

il
)/

\\\\W
Z

—

Retail/Commercial (gsf) 91,088 30,350 64,900 31,400 30,450 64,400 28,100
Residential (gsf) - 935,745 435,700 707,600 935,250 619,900 770,300
Parking (gsf) - 102,000 47,900 73,500 101,992 65,000 78,400
Total gsf* 91,088 1,071,095 548,500 812,500 1,072,989 749,300 876,800
Residential (nsf) - 671,380 295,700 486,200 696,468 430,100 543,700
Tower Efficiency? - 73% North 2% 72% North T71% 74% 73%
Tower/72% Tower/68% South
South Tower Tower
Net Unit Size - 682 682 682 682 702 702
Dwelling Units
Studio 375 166 272 347 213 270
1 Bedroom 461 203 334 449 276 349
2 Bedroom 100 44 72 166 102 129
3 Bedroom 48 21 35 22 14 17
Total Units 984 434 713 984 605 765
Parking Spaces - 518 239 367 518 325 392
Bicycle Spaces
Class 1 336 192 257 325 235 270
Class 2 61 33 48 61 41 49
Total 386 225 305 386 276 319
10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR

Case No. 2015-004568ENV

S.51

October 17, 2018




Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project and Variant to the Alternatives

Summary

Proposed Project

Proposed Project

Variant Full

Variant Partial

No PrOJ_ect Propp sed Full Preservation Partlal. Variant Preservation Preservation
Alternative 1 Project . Preservation . .
Alternative 2 . Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Alternative 3
Podium Height (Max.) — 114 Feet North 120 Feet Podium 120 Feet Podium 139 Feet 120 Feet Podium 120 Feet Podium
Podium/120 Feet Podium/164 Feet
South Podium Podium (120
Feet Average)
Building Height 30 — 45 Feet 400 Feet 400 Feet 400 Feet 590 Feet 590 Feet 590 Feet
Stories 2 41 41 41 55 55 55
Existing GSF Retained 91,088 plus All - 59,400 plus North North Facades - 59,400 plus North North Facades
Facades Facades Facades
Excavation Required (yd®) - 100,000 (Full 50,000 (Partial 70,000 (Full Site) 100,000 (Full 60,000 (Partial 80,000 (Full Site)
Site) Site®) Site) Site®)
Ability to Meet Project No Yes Most Most Yes Most Most
Sponsor’s Objectives?
Comparison of
Significant Impacts
Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural)
CR-1: The proposed None SUM LTS SUM SUM LTS SUM
demolition of the building
at 10 South VVan Ness
Avenue would cause a
substantial adverse change
in the significance of a
historical resource as
defined in section 15064.5
of the CEQA Guidelines.
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Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project and Variant to the Alternatives

No Project
Alternative 1

Proposed
Project

Proposed Project
Full Preservation
Alternative 2

Proposed Project
Partial
Preservation
Alternative 3

Variant

Variant Full
Preservation
Alternative 4

Variant Partial
Preservation
Alternative 5

Transportation and Circulati

on — Cumulative Construction Impacts

C-TR-7: The duration and
magnitude of temporary
construction activities for
the proposed project, the
variant, or the straight-shot
streetscape option, in
combination with
construction of past,
present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects
in the vicinity of the project
site, could result in
substantial interference
with pedestrian, bicycle, or
vehicular circulation and
accessibility to adjoining
areas, thereby resulting in a
significant cumulative
impact from potentially
hazardous conditions to
which the proposed project
or variant would contribute
considerably.

None

SUM

SUM

SUM

SUM

SUM

SUM

Noise

NO-1: Proposed project or
variant construction would
generate noise levels in
excess of standards and
would result in substantial
temporary increases in
ambient noise levels.

None

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM
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Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project and Variant to the Alternatives

Summary

No Project
Alternative 1

Proposed
Project

Proposed Project
Full Preservation
Alternative 2

Proposed Project
Partial
Preservation
Alternative 3

Variant

Variant Full
Preservation
Alternative 4

Variant Partial
Preservation
Alternative 5

NO-2: Operation of the
proposed project or variant
would generate noise levels
in excess of standards or
result in substantial
temporary increases in
ambient noise levels, above
levels existing without the
project.

None

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

C-NO-1: The proposed
project or variant, in
combination with past,
present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects,
would result in a
considerable contribution
to significant cumulative
construction noise.

None

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

Air Quality

AQ-3: Construction and
operation of the proposed
project or variant could
generate toxic air
contaminants, including
diesel particulate matter,
exposing sensitive
receptors to substantial air
pollutant concentrations.
(Less than significant with
mitigation)

None

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM

LTSM
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Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project and Variant to the Alternatives

Proposed Project Propcl)asae;jtilz:mect Variant Full Variant Partial

No Project Pr . . . .
0 OJ.eC opp sed Full Preservation . Variant Preservation Preservation
Alternative 1 Project . Preservation . .
Alternative 2 . Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Alternative 3

C-AQ-2: The proposed None LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
project or variant, in
combination with past,
present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects
in the vicinity of the project
site, would contribute to
cumulative health risk
impacts on sensitive
receptors.

Wind

C-WI-1: The proposed None SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM
project or variant, in
combination with other
past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would alter
wind in a manner that
would make a cumulatively
considerable contribution
to a significant cumulative
wind impact.

Notes:

1 Total gsf includes parking gsf and excludes rooftop mechanical.

2 Atypical residential tower has an efficiency factor of 70-80%, assuming a typical residential core.

3 Size and geometry of basement levels create highly inefficient layouts and may not be able to accommodate parking, bicycle parking, and necessary
infrastructure.

Source: Page & Turnbull, Inc., 10 South Van Ness Avenue Preservation Alternatives Report, Revised Final, January 30, 2018, prepared for 10 SVN, LLC.
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No Project Alternative — Alternative 1

Under the No Project Alternative, the existing structure and use of the project site would not
change and the existing physical conditions, as described in detail for each environmental topic in
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, would remain the same. The existing building
would remain along with the existing ingress and egress points, and the proposed project or
variant would not be constructed. As such, the proposed housing units, commercial square
footage, parking, and streetscape improvements would not be implemented.

Under the No Project Alternative, none of the impacts associated with the proposed project or
variant, as described in Chapter 4, would occur. The No Project Alternative would have no
significant and unavoidable impacts related to historical resources, or cumulative impacts related
to transportation (during construction) or wind; would have no impacts related to transportation
and circulation, air quality, noise, or shadow; would have no impacts related to topics determined
in the initial study to be either less than significant or less than significant with mitigation under
the proposed project or variant; and would not require mitigation measures. However,
development and growth would continue in the vicinity of the project site as reasonably
foreseeable future projects are approved, constructed, and occupied. These projects could
contribute to cumulative impacts in the vicinity, but under the No Project Alternative, land use
activity on the project site would not contribute to these cumulative impacts beyond existing
levels.

Proposed Project Full Preservation Alternative — Alternative 2

Under the Proposed Project Full Preservation Alternative (Alternative 2), the existing building at
10 South Van Ness, a historical resource, would undergo some changes but it would retain all of
its exterior and interior character-defining features. The single-tower design of Alternative 2
would preserve the adjacent historical resource by maintaining the historically significant
ballroom on the northern portion of the project site, including its concrete construction,
orientation, footprint, massing, facades, windows, and detailing. The non-contributing southern
garage addition portion of the existing building would be demolished and a new mixed-use
building would be constructed in its place. The new building would include an approximately
548,500-gross-square-foot, 41-story single tower (400-feet-tall plus an additional 20 feet for roof
screens and elevator penthouses) constructed with a trapezoidal footprint situated over a 120-foot-
tall podium. Construction of the single tower would avoid the need for deep excavation
surrounding the existing building because the existing building would be retained in place, while
still adhering to the load requirements above the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) easement at the
north end of the project site.

The Proposed Project Full Preservation Alternative would provide more retail and/or commercial
space square footage than the proposed project or variant would (see Table S.3, p. S.51) because
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the existing building would be devoted to retail/commercial uses (the second floor would not be
suitable for residential use) and both the historic building and the new building would include
active ground-floor uses.® Overall, Alternative 2 would provide a total of about 64,900 gross
square feet of retail and/or commercial space, with ground-floor access along Market Street,
South Van Ness Avenue, 12th Street, and the newly created mid-block passage that would be
aligned south of the historical resource building. The historic building would provide a total of
about 59,400 gross square feet of retail and/or commercial space, with no residential uses. The
new building would include approximately 435,700 gross square feet of residential use on the
upper floors of the tower, with a total of 434 residential units (166 studio, 203 one-bedroom, 44
two-bedroom, and 21 three-bedroom).

By retaining the existing historic building, the Proposed Project Full Preservation Alternative
would avoid the significant and unavoidable impact related to demolition of a historical resource
that would occur with the proposed project. Therefore, there would be no significant impact
related to historic architectural resources, and Mitigation Measures M-CR-1a: Documentation, M-
CR-1b: Interpretation, and M-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public
Information or Reuse, identified for the proposed project, would not apply.

As with the proposed project, the alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable impact
related to cumulative transportation (construction traffic) and cumulative wind conditions, and
less-than-significant impacts (with mitigation where required) related to air quality, noise, other
transportation subtopics, and shadow.

Proposed Project Partial Preservation Alternative — Alternative 3

The purpose of the Proposed Project Partial Preservation Alternative is to consider a project that
would lessen the significant impacts of the proposed project on the existing historical resource
while accommaodating more of the land development program than the Proposed Project Full
Preservation Alternative would. The Proposed Project Partial Preservation Alternative would
retain historically significant portions of the existing building at 10 South Van Ness Avenue and
adapt the property for residential use by adding two new buildings. Although all interior
character-defining features would be removed, the only main exterior character-defining feature
that would be partially compromised is the massing. The majority of the exterior character-
defining features would be retained, including the concrete walls, orientation, footprint, fagades,
windows, and detailing.

* The second floor of the historic building would not be suitable for residential use because the potential
reuse of the ballroom as a performance venue would be incompatible with residential use. Additionally,
the floor plate dimension of the historic building (approximately 150 feet by 200 feet wide) is unsuitable
for residential layout, as there would need to be major penetration with a light well in the structure to
provide required light and air for residential use. This would involve the loss of interior character-
defining features of the historic building.
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The Proposed Project Partial Preservation Alternative would involve the construction of two new
towers (the north tower and the south tower) and would partially retain the historic building on
site. The two new towers would both be 41 stories and 400 feet tall (420 feet total, including roof
screens and elevator penthouses) constructed above a 120-foot-tall podium. The north tower
would incorporate the historic fagades portion of the historical resource and would have a much
smaller trapezoidal footprint that would be situated above the southeastern portion of the podium.
The south tower would have a podium with a triangular footprint and a tower with a smaller
triangular footprint situated above the southern wedge portion of the podium. The north and south
podiums would be separated by the mid-block passage at the ground and second floors and
connected on the upper podium floors.

The Proposed Project Partial Preservation Alternative would have a total of approximately
812,500 gross square feet (including parking and excluding rooftop mechanical). The two new
buildings under the Proposed Project Partial Preservation Alternative would have a total of about
31,400 gross square feet of retail and/or commercial space on the ground floor with access along
Market Street, South Van Ness Avenue, 12th Street. There would be about 707,600 gross square
feet (486,200 net square feet) of residential uses across both buildings on the upper floors (also
including residential lobbies on the ground floor), with a total of 713 residential units (272 studio,
334 one-bedroom, 72 two-bedroom, and 35 three-bedroom units).

Below grade, the buildings would be connected via a two-level parking garage/basement,
accessed from 12th Street, with about 73,500 gross square feet of parking with 367 parking
spaces (in stackers) and 257 class 1 bicycle parking spaces. Forty-eight class 2 bicycle parking
spaces would also be provided on the sidewalk. As with the proposed project and variant, the
garage/basement would include off-street loading spaces.

Like the proposed project, the Proposed Project Partial Preservation Alternative would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact related to cumulative transportation (construction traffic) and
cumulative wind conditions, and less-than-significant impacts related to noise, other

transportation subtopics, air quality, and shadow (with mitigation where mitigation is identified).

Alternative 3 would also not avoid the significant and unavoidable impact on historical resources,
since the historic interior, including the ballroom, the southeast wall, and the roof of the historic
north portion of the resource, would be demolished, resulting in a significant and unavoidable
impact with mitigation. If Alternative 3 is chosen, mitigation measures for this alternative would
be tailored to ensure that the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for documentation of historical
resources are met.

Variant Full Preservation Alternative — Alternative 4

The purpose of Alternative 4 is to consider a plan that would lessen the significant impacts of the
proposed variant on the existing historical resource. Alternative 4 would retain the significant
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portions of the existing historic building at 10 South Van Ness Avenue and adapt the property for
residential use by adding a new building on the southern portion of the site. The alternative would
retain all character-defining features of the historic building. Alternative 4 would include a 55-
story single tower (590-feet-tall plus an additional 20 feet for roof screens and elevator
penthouses) constructed with a trapezoidal footprint situated over a 120-foot-tall podium with a
triangular footprint. The single tower design would preserve the adjacent historical resource,
since construction of the single tower avoids the need for deep excavation surrounding the
existing building while still adhering to the BART easement at the north end of the site. The
facades of the new building would be clad in modern materials, such as steel and glazing.

The Variant Full Preservation Alternative would provide more retail and/or commercial space
square footage than the variant (see Table S.3, p. S.51) because the existing building would be
devoted to retail/commercial uses (the second floor would not be suitable for residential use) and
both the historic building and the new building would include active ground-floor uses. Overall,
Alternative 4 would provide a total of about 64,400 gross square feet of retail and/or commercial
space, with ground-floor access along Market Street, South Van Ness Avenue, 12th Street, and
the newly created mid-block passage that would be aligned south of the existing historical
resource. The historic building would be used for retail and/or commercial space, with no
residential uses. Under the Variant Full Preservation Alternative, the new building would include
approximately 619,900 gross square feet of residential use on the upper floors of the tower, with a
total of 605 residential units (213 studio, 276 one-bedroom, 102 two-bedroom, and 14 three-
bedroom).

By retaining the existing historic building, the Variant Full Preservation Alternative would avoid
the significant and unavoidable impact related to the demolition of this historical resource. Unlike
the variant, there would be no significant impact related to historic architectural resources, and
Mitigation Measures M-CR-1a: Documentation, M-CR-1b: Interpretation, and M-CR-1c: Salvage
Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information or Reuse would not apply.

As with the variant, the Variant Full Preservation Alternative would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact related to cumulative transportation (construction traffic) and cumulative
wind conditions, and less-than-significant impacts related to air quality, noise, other
transportation subtopics, and shadow (with mitigation where measures are identified).

Variant Partial Preservation Alternative — Alternative 5

The purpose of the Variant Partial Preservation Alternative is to consider a project that would
lessen the significant impacts of the variant on the existing historical resource. It would partially
retain the historic building on site while accommodating more of the land development program
than the Proposed Project Partial Preservation Alternative. Although all interior character-
defining features would be removed, the character-defining features of the building's exterior

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2015-004568ENV S.59 October 17, 2018



Summary

would be partially retained, including the concrete walls, orientation, footprint, fagades, windows,
and detailing.

With the Variant Partial Preservation Alternative, a new tower would be constructed on the
southern portion of the project site. The new tower would be 55 stories and 590 feet tall (610 feet
including roof screens and elevator penthouses) constructed above a 120-foot-tall podium, with a
triangular footprint. In the northern portion of the project site, the podium would be retained and
would incorporate the historic facades of the historical resource. The north and south podiums
would be separated by a mid-block passage.

The Variant Partial Preservation Alternative would have a total of approximately 876,800 gross
square feet (including parking and excluding rooftop mechanical). The new building would have
a total of about 28,100 gross square feet of retail and/or commercial space on the ground floor
with access along Market Street, South Van Ness Avenue, and 12th Street. There would be about
770,300 gross square feet (543,700 net square feet) of residential use across both buildings on the
upper floors (also including residential lobbies on the ground floor), with a total of 765 residential
units (270 studio, 349 one-bedroom, 129 two-bedroom, and 17 three-bedroom units).

Below grade, the building would include a two-level parking garage/basement, accessed from
12th Street, with about 78,400 gross square feet of parking with 392 parking spaces (in stackers)
and space for 270 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. Forty-nine Class 2 sidewalk bicycle parking
spaces would also be provided on the sidewalk. As with the variant, the garage/basement would
include off-street loading spaces.

Like the variant, the Variant Partial Preservation Alternative would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact related to cumulative transportation (construction traffic), and cumulative
wind conditions, and less-than-significant impacts related to noise, other transportation subtopics,
air quality, and shadow (with mitigation measures where identified).

Alternative 5 would not avoid the significant and unavoidable impact on historical resources,
since the historic interior, including the ballroom, the southeast wall, and the roof of the historic
north portion of the resource, would be demolished, thus resulting in a significant and
unavoidable impact with mitigation measures. If Alternative 5 is chosen, mitigation measures for
this alternative would be tailored to ensure that the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
documentation of historical resources are met.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2), an EIR is required to identify the
environmentally superior alternative (the alternative that has the fewest environmental impacts)
from among the alternatives evaluated if the proposed project or variant has significant impacts
that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
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The No Project Alternative would not result in any change to existing environmental conditions.
This alternative is considered the overall environmentally superior alternative, because the
significant impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project or variant would not
occur with the No Project Alternative. If the No Project Alternative is found to be the
environmentally superior alternative, CEQA requires selection of the “environmentally superior
alternative other than the no project alternative” from among the other alternatives.

Here, Alternative 2, the Proposed Project Full Preservation Alternative, would be the
environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project. Alternative 4, the Variant Full
Preservation Alternative, would be the environmentally superior alternative to the variant. Either
of these full preservation alternatives would avoid a significant impact resulting from the
demolition of the 10 South Van Ness historical resource. They would also result in the least
intensive trip generation among all of the remaining alternatives, and would create the least
shadow on public spaces. However, Alternatives 2 and 4 would still contribute to cumulatively
considerable wind and construction transportation impacts.

S.4 AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE
RESOLVED

On the basis of public comments on the Notice of Preparation of an EIR (Appendix A to this
EIR), and initial study (Appendix B to this EIR) potential areas of controversy for the proposed
project include the following:

Vehicular access

Transportation impact study

Encroachment permit

Parking

Public transportation

Building height

Open space

Wind

Unit mix

Design options

Loading and transportation network companies
Vehicle miles traveled

Cumulative impacts

Bicycle transportation

Access to public scoping meeting

Pedestrian transportation mode and safety
Loading and transportation network companies
Housing supply and affordability

Traffic and private shuttle buses

Parking garage hours
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o Truck traffic
e Housing supply and demand
e Cultural resources mitigation

See Chapter 1, Introduction, pp. 1.4-1.6, for a list of issues raised by comments on the NOP/IS
and where those issues are addressed in the EIR.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 PROJECT SUMMARY

This environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes the potential environmental effects associated
with the 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project (proposed project). 10 SVN, LLC, the
project sponsor, proposes to redevelop the property located on the southwest corner of the
intersection of Van Ness Avenue and Market Street in central San Francisco. The project site is
privately owned by 10 SVN, LLC, (the project sponsor) and totals approximately 1.17 acres. The
proposed project would involve construction of two 400-foot-tall,* 41-story-over-podium
buildings containing a total of 984 dwelling units, retail space on the ground floor, and two levels
of underground parking. The project site would be developed in a single phase and would also
include open space uses.

A variant is proposed in addition to the proposed project. The variant would involve construction
of one 590-foot-tall,2 55-story tower over a podium structure, which would contain 984 dwelling
units, ground-floor retail space, and two levels of underground parking. Either the proposed
project or the variant would include a mid-block alley. The alley would be open air and accessible
to the public and would serve as a pedestrian connection across the site (from South Van Ness
Avenue to 12th Street under the proposed project or from Market Street to 12th Street under the
variant).

Both the proposed project and the variant would involve improvements to 12th Street that are
consistent with the base requirements of the Better Streets Plan. In addition, the project sponsor is
considering an alternate set of improvements to 12th Street (referred to as the “straight-shot
streetscape option” in this EIR) for both the proposed project and variant that would extend the
eastern sidewalk and pedestrian promenade adjacent to the project site from 15 to 40 feet in width
on 12th Street. Under this option, the western sidewalk on 12th Street would be expanded to a
width of 18 feet. There would be two 11-foot-wide mixed-flow travel lanes, with one lane
running in each direction. Both proposed 12th Street options (the base option and the straight-shot
streetscape option) were developed in coordination with 10 SVN, LLC, the San Francisco
Planning Department (planning department), the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency, and the project sponsor for the adjacent 1629 Market Street Project and 30 Otis Street

! Including roof screens and elevator penthouses, the two buildings constructed under the proposed project
would each be a total of 420 feet tall.

2 Including roof screens and elevator penthouses, the building constructed under the variant would be a
total of 610 feet tall.
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1. Introduction

Project, to create a “living street. ”® It would be located on 12th Street between Market Street and
South Van Ness Avenue. (See Chapter 2, Project Description, for a complete project description.)

1.2 PURPOSE OF THIS EIR

This EIR for the proposed project was prepared in accordance with, and complies with, all
criteria, standards, and procedures of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as
amended (California Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.); the CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations title 14, section 15000 et seq.); and chapter 31 of the

San Francisco Administrative Code. In accordance with CEQA section 21067 and sections 15367
and 15050-15053 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City and County of San Francisco (City) is the
lead agency under whose authority this document has been prepared.

As described by CEQA and in the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty
to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects, where feasible. In undertaking
this duty, a public agency has an obligation to balance a proposed project’s significant effects on
the environment with its benefits, including economic, social, technological, legal, and other
nonenvironmental characteristics.

As defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15382, a “significant effect on the environment” is:

... a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical
conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water,
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a
significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a
physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change
is significant.

CEQA states that before a discretionary decision can be made to approve a project that may cause
a significant effect on the environment that cannot be mitigated, an EIR must be prepared. The
EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to identify
and evaluate the potential environmental impacts of a project, to identify mitigation measures to
lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the project.
The City must consider the information in this EIR and make certain findings with respect to each
significant effect identified. The decision-makers will review and consider the information in this
EIR, along with other information available during the public review process, before they decide
to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project, or to adopt an alternative to the proposed
project.

3 A “living street” or “living alley” is an alley into which special paving, traffic calming, lighting, seating,
greening, and other elements are introduced to create a shared space that prioritizes pedestrian access
over vehicle use. More information is available at http://www.sfbetterstreets.org/find-project-
types/reclaiming-roadway-space/living-alleys/ (accessed June 23, 2017).
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1.3 TYPE OF EIR

This document is a project-level EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15161. A project-
level EIR focuses on the changes in the environment that would result from construction and
operation of a specific development project.

Furthermore, this EIR is a focused EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15063(c). An initial
study was prepared for the proposed project in accordance with section 15128 (see Appendix B of
this EIR) and issued for public review on May 2, 2018. The initial study identified the topics for
which the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts and therefore do not
require further analysis, and the topics warranting more detailed environmental analysis in the
EIR. Thus, this EIR focuses the environmental analysis on those topics identified in the initial
study with the potential to have significant environmental impacts.

An EIR is an informational document used by a lead agency (in this case, the City) when
considering approval of a project. The purpose of an EIR is to provide public agencies and
members of the public with detailed information regarding the environmental effects of
implementing a proposed project. An EIR should analyze a project’s environmental
consequences, identify ways to reduce or avoid the project’s potential environmental effects, and
identify alternatives to the project that can avoid or reduce impacts. This EIR provides
information to be used in the planning and decision-making process. It is not the purpose of an
EIR to recommend approval or denial of a project.

Before it can approve the project, the City, as the lead agency and decision-making entity, must
certify that this EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, that the information in the
EIR has been considered, and that the EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment. CEQA
requires decision-makers to balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable
environmental consequences. If environmental impacts are identified as significant and
unavoidable, the City may still approve the project if it finds that social, economic, or other
benefits outweigh the unavoidable impacts. The City would then be required to state in writing
the specific reasons for approving the project, based on information in the EIR and other
information sources in the administrative record. This reasoning is called a “statement of
overriding considerations” (Public Resources Code section 21081; CEQA Guidelines section
15093).

In addition, the City must adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting program describing the
measures that were made a condition of project approval to avoid or mitigate significant effects
on the environment (Public Resources Code section 21081.6; CEQA Guidelines section 15097).
The mitigation monitoring and reporting program is adopted at the time of project approval and is
designed to ensure compliance with the project description and EIR mitigation measures during
and after project implementation. If the City decides to approve the project, it will be responsible
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for verifying that the mitigation monitoring and reporting program for this project is
implemented.

The EIR will be used primarily by the City during approval of future discretionary actions and
permits.

1.4 CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping Process

In accordance with sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco
Planning Department sent a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Public
Scoping Meeting (NOP) regarding the proposed project to responsible and trustee agencies and
interested entities and individuals on July 12, 2017, thus beginning the formal CEQA scoping
process. The purpose of the scoping process is to allow the public and government agencies to
comment on the issues and provide input on the scope of the EIR. The mailing list for the NOP
included federal, state, and local agencies; regional and local interest groups; and property owners
within 300 feet of the project site.

Pursuant to section 15083 of the CEQA Guidelines, the planning department held a public
scoping meeting on August 2, 2017, starting at 6 p.m. at 1 South Van Ness Avenue in San
Francisco. Attendees were given an opportunity to provide comments and express concerns about
the potential effects of the project. four people spoke at the scoping meeting. The scoping period
began on July 12, 2017, and ended on August 11, 2017.

Comments on the Notice of Preparation

Twelve comment letters, comment cards, and emails were received during the public scoping
period. Table 1.1: Summary of EIR Scoping Comments summarizes the environmental
concerns raised in these written communications. The table also cross-references the applicable
EIR sections that address these comments.
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Commenter

Comment Topic(s)

Coverage in the EIR

California Department of
Transportation

Vehicular access
Transportation impact study
Encroachment permit

e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation

San Francisco Transit Riders

Parking
Public transportation

e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation

Jim Warshell (one letter and one Parking e Section 4.2, Transportation and
email) Building height Circulation
Open space e Section 4.5, Wind
Wind Appendix B (initial stud
Unit mix e Appendix B (initial study)
Design options
Robert Anderson Wind e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Loading and transportation network Circulation
companies e Section 4.5, Wind

Vehicle miles traveled

Jason Henderson

Vehicle miles traveled

Wind

Loading and transportation network
companies

Cumulative impacts

e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation

e Section 4.5, Wind

Shirley Johnson

Parking

Vehicle miles traveled

Bicycle transportation

Wind

Access to public scoping meeting

e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation

e Section 4.5, Wind

e Appendix A (notice of
preparation)

Anna Sojourner

Parking

Public transportation

Bicycle transportation

Pedestrian transportation mode and
safety

e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation

Elizabeth Creely

Parking

Public transportation

Bicycle transportation

Pedestrian transportation mode and
safety

e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation

Ben Zotto

Loading and transportation network
companies

Public transportation

Pedestrian transportation mode and
safety

Housing supply and affordability

e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation

o Appendix B (initial study)

Katherine Roberts

Parking

Public transportation

Bicycle transportation

Pedestrian transportation mode and
safety

Wind

e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation

e Section 4.5, Wind
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Table 1.1: Summary of EIR Scoping Comments

Commenter Comment Topic(s) Coverage in the EIR

Sue Hestor Wind e Section 4.5, Wind
Cumulative analysis e Chapter 4, Environmental
Traffic Setting and Impacts
Shuttle buses Chapter 5. Alternati
Parking e Chapter 5, Alternatives
E-commerce deliveries e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Housing demand Circulation
Transit

James Dyer Parking e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Traffic Circulation
Transit

Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2017
Initial Study

The planning department published an initial study for the proposed project on May 2, 2018 (the
initial study is shown in Appendix B). The initial study was prepared to determine whether any
aspect of the project, either individually or cumulatively, would cause a significant effect on the
environment. The initial study narrowed the focus (or scope) of the environmental analysis by
identifying which impacts would be less than significant (with or without mitigation) and
therefore were adequately analyzed in the initial study, and which impacts require further study in
the EIR. The initial study included the following findings:

e Impacts related to aesthetics and parking are not applicable to the project.*

e The project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to land use planning;
aesthetics; population and housing; greenhouse gas emissions; recreation; utilities and
service systems; public services; biological resources; geology and soils; hydrology and
water quality; hazards and hazardous materials; and mineral and energy resources. These
topics are not evaluated further in this EIR.

e The project would result in no impact related to agriculture and forestry resources.

4 Senate Bill 743 was signed into law on September 27, 2013; became effective on January 1, 2014; and
amends CEQA by adding Public Resources Code section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics, parking,
and transportation impacts for urban infill projects. Section 21099(d) provides that “aesthetics and
parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site
located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”
Thus, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining whether a project has the
potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet the following three criteria:
(1) is located in a transit priority area; (2) is located on an infill site; and (3) is residential, mixed-use
residential, or an employment center. Both the proposed project and the variant meet each of these three
criteria: They are located near major transit routes and on an infill site that has been previously
developed with industrial and commercial uses and surrounded by areas of either recently completed or
planned urban development. Further, the proposed project and variant are both considered mixed-use
residential use projects. Thus, this EIR does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in
determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.
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The initial study also found that the project would result in potentially significant impacts related
to the topics of cultural resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, wind, and
shadow. All of these topics are included in this EIR. The analysis and conclusions of the initial
study are incorporated into this EIR by reference.

Four written communications were received during the Initial Study public scoping period, which
began on May 2, 2018, and ended on June 4, 2018. Table 1.2: Summary of Comments on the
Initial Study summarizes the environmental concerns raised in these communications. The table
cross-references the applicable EIR sections that address these comments.

Table 1.2: Summary of Comments on the Initial Study

Commenter Comment Topic(s) Coverage in the EIR
Jason Henderson Vehicle miles travelled and traffic e Section 4.2, Transportation and
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Assoc.  E-commerce loading demand and Circulation
transportation network companies e Section 4.5, Wind
Wind Impacts
Cumulative transportation and wind
Impacts
Mike Buhler Cultural resources mitigation e Section 4.1 Cultural Resources
San Francisco Heritage (Historic Architectural)
Dennis Wong Support for project ¢ Not Applicable

Source: Compiled by SWCA in 2018

Assembly Bill 900

On October 8, 2018, the Governor certified this project as an environmental leadership
development project under the Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental
Leadership Act of 2011 (Assembly Bill 900 or AB 900, as updated to comply with Senate Bill
734 and Assembly Bill 246).° The planning department issued a public notice pursuant to CEQA
sections 21092(b)(3) and 21178 on October 17, 2018.

AB 900° provides streamlining benefits under CEQA for environmental leadership development
projects and defines an environmental leadership development project as the following:

o the project is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or
recreational in nature;

State of California, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor’s Recertification Granting Streamlining
for the 10 South Van Ness Project in the City of San Francisco, October 8, 2018.

& California Public Resources Code 21178 et. seq. and Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
California Jobs (AB 900), Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial Review Under the California
Environmental Quality Act Pursuant to AB 900, Updated to Comply with Senate Bill 734 and Assembly
Bill 246. Available online at http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/california-jobs.html, accessed September 6, 2018.
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o the project, upon completion, will qualify for Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) gold certification or better;

o the project will achieve at least 15 percent greater transportation efficiency than
comparable projects;

o the project is located on an infill site and in an urbanized area; and

o for projects within a metropolitan planning organization’s jurisdiction for which a
sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill
project is consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity and
applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities
strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the California Air Resources Board
has accepted that the strategy would achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction
targets.’

In order for the Governor to certify a leadership project, the project (or project applicant) must:
(1) result in a minimum investment of $100 million dollars in California upon completion of
construction; (2) create high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages
and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and help reduce
unemployment; (3) not result in any net additional greenhouse gas emissions; (4) comply with
requirements for commercial and organic waste recycling; (5) have a binding agreement with the
lead agency establishing the requirements set forth in Public Resources Code sections 21183(e)
and (g); and (6) agree to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case.®°
Multifamily residential projects certified as environmental development leadership projects are
also required to provide unbundled parking, such that private vehicle parking spaces are priced
and rented or purchased separately from dwelling units.

On December 18, 2017, the California Air Resources Board determined the proposed project
would not result in any net additional greenhouse gas emissions for purposes of certification
under AB 900.1°

In accordance with the requirements of AB 900, the planning department has provided a record of
proceedings for the proposed project that can be accessed and downloaded from the following
website: https://www.ab900record.com/10svn. The record of proceedings includes the EIR and
all other documents and materials submitted to, or relied upon by, the lead agency in the
preparation of the EIR or the approval of the project. In addition, a document prepared by the lead
agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the draft EIR that is a part of

7 California Public Resources Code Section 21180(b).

8 California Public Resources Code Section 21183.

9 Adam Tartakovsky, Vice President, 10 SVN, LLC, Letter agreeing to obligations under the Jobs and
Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (California Public Resources
Code Section 21178 et seq., as amended by SB763 and AB 734), December 5, 2017.

10 California Air Resources Board, Executive Order G-17-081 Relating to Determination of No Net
Additional Greenhouse Gas Emissions Under Public Resources Code section 21183, subdivision (c) for
10 South Van Ness Project. December 18, 2017.
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the record of proceedings, and comments received on the draft EIR, will be made available to the
public on this same website in a readily accessible electronic format within the timeframes
specified by this act. Comments on this draft EIR should be emailed to
CPC.10SouthVanNess@sfgov.org.

Within 10 days of the Governor certifying the proposed project as an environmental leadership
development project, the planning department is required to issue a public notice stating that the
applicant has elected to proceed under chapter 6.5 (commencing with section 21178) of the
Public Resources Code, which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging
the certification of the EIR or the approval of the project described in the EIR is subject to the
procedures set forth in sections 21185 to 21186, inclusive, of the Public Resources Code. The
planning department issued a public notice pursuant to CEQA sections 21092(b)(3) and 21178 on
October 17, 2018.

As required by section 21185 of the Public Resources Code, the Judicial Council adopted rules of
court that establish procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set
aside, void, or annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental
leadership development project (certified by the Governor pursuant to this act) or the granting of
any project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals
therefrom, be resolved, to the extent feasible within 270 days of the filing of the certified record
of proceedings with the court. This creates an accelerated timeframe for CEQA litigation. The
procedures can be found in California Rules of Court rules 3.2220 to 3.2231.

The provisions of AB 900 apply to projects that have been certified by the Governor as
environmental leadership development projects by January 1, 2020. This act remains in effect
until January 1, 2021.

Public Review

The City filed the notice of completion with the State Clearinghouse, indicating that this draft
EIR has been completed and is available for review. The notice of availability of the EIR has
been published concurrently with distribution of this document. This draft EIR is being circulated
for a 45-day public review and comment period.

How to Comment on the Draft EIR

This draft EIR was published on October 17, 2018There will be a public hearing before the San
Francisco Planning Commission (planning commission) during the public review and comment
period for this EIR to solicit public comment on the adequacy and accuracy of information
presented in this draft EIR. The public comment period for this EIR is October 18, 2018 to
December 11, 2018. The public hearing before the planning commission has been scheduled for
December 6, 2018, in Room 400, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco,
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beginning at 1 p.m. or later. Please call (415) 558-6422 the week of the hearing for a recorded
message that will identify the specific time of the public hearing.

During the public review and comment period for the draft EIR, comments from the general
public, organizations, and agencies regarding environmental issues identified in the EIR and
concerning the EIR’s accuracy and completeness may be submitted to the lead agency at the
following address:

Rachel Schuett

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Or

CPC.10SouthVanNess@sfgov.org

In addition, this draft EIR and all related technical appendices are available for review during the
public review and comment period in the planning department office at 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. Copies of this draft EIR are also available at the following
location:

San Francisco Public Library
100 Larkin Street
San Francisco, CA 94102

Comments may also be made on this draft EIR in writing before the end of the comment period.
The City will prepare written responses to all comments made at the public hearing and in
writing. Upon completion of the public review and comment period, a final EIR will be prepared.
The final EIR will include the comments on this draft EIR received during the formal public
review period and responses to those comments.

Final EIR and EIR Certification

Following the close of the public review and comment period, the City will prepare and publish
the final EIR, which will contain all written and recorded oral comments on this draft EIR and
written responses to those comments, along with copies of the letters or emails received, and any
necessary revisions to the draft EIR. Not less than 10 days before the San Francisco Planning
Commission’s hearing to consider certification of the final EIR, the final EIR will be made
available to the public and to any board(s), commission(s), or department(s) that will carry out or
approve the proposed project or variant.
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The planning commission hearing will consider the documents and, if found adequate, will certify
that the final EIR: (1) has been completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) was presented to the
planning commission and the planning commission reviewed and considered the information
contained in the final EIR before approving the proposed project or variant; and (3) reflects the
lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. CEQA requires that agencies shall neither
approve nor implement a proposed project unless the project’s significant environmental impacts
have been reduced to a less-than-significant level, essentially eliminating, avoiding, or
substantially lessening the potentially significant impacts, except when certain findings are made.
If an agency approves a project that would result in the occurrence of significant adverse impacts
that cannot feasibly be mitigated to less-than-significant levels (that is, significant and
unavoidable impacts), the agency must state the reasons for its action in writing, demonstrate that
mitigation is infeasible based on the EIR or other information in the record, and adopt a statement
of overriding considerations, as described above.

1.5 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This EIR is divided into the following chapters and appendices:

e The Summary chapter provides a concise overview of the project, the environmental
impacts that would result from the proposed project or variant, mitigation and
improvement measures identified to reduce or eliminate these impacts, project
alternatives and their comparative environmental effects, and areas of controversy and
issues to be resolved.

e Chapter 1, Introduction, provides introductory information, including the history of the
project, and identifies the lead agency for the project.

e Chapter 2, Project Description, presents a detailed discussion of the location, setting,
and characteristics of the project site, the project objectives, project features, and
environmental review requirements and approvals.

e Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, describes specific plans and policies that are relevant to
the proposed project and variant.

o Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, addresses the following topics:
cultural resources (historic architectural); transportation and circulation; noise; air
quality; wind; and shadow. Each topic section includes a description of existing
conditions with respect to the particular environmental topic (environmental setting); the
regulatory framework by topic; the approach to analysis, when appropriate; identification
and evaluation of project-specific and cumulative impacts; and mitigation measures and
improvement measures, when appropriate.

o Chapter 5, Alternatives, presents and analyzes alternatives to the proposed project and
compares their environmental effects to those of the proposed project and variant. Four
alternatives are described and evaluated: the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1), the
Proposed Project Full Preservation Alternative (Alternative 2), the Proposed Project
Partial Preservation Alternative (Alternative 3), the Variant Full Preservation Alternative
(Alternative 4), and the Variant Partial Preservation Alternative (Alternative 5). This
chapter also identifies the environmentally superior alternative and discusses alternatives
considered but rejected as infeasible.
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e Chapter 6, Other CEQA Considerations, describes the project’s significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts and the significant irreversible environmental
changes that would result from project implementation.

o Chapter 7, List of Preparers, identifies City staff members and consultants who helped
prepare the EIR and the persons and organizations consulted during the preparation of the
EIR.

e Appendix A provides a copy of the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report and Public Scoping Meeting that was prepared for the project.

o Appendix B provides a copy of the Notice of Availability/Initial Study that was prepared
for the project.
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2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

The project sponsor, 10 SVN, LLC, proposes to redevelop a 51,150-square-foot (1.17-acre)
triangle-shaped property at the southwest corner of South VVan Ness Avenue and Market Street, in
the South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood of San Francisco, with a large residential complex
with ground-floor retail. The northern end of the project site is occupied by the San Francisco
Honda Dealership, a two-story, 30- to 45-foot-high building, and the southern end of the site
encompasses a small, undeveloped area. The proposed 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use
Project would involve the demolition of the existing building and the construction of two 41-story
towers. The towers would be 400 feet tall (420 feet total, including roof screens and elevator
penthouses) and would contain a total of 984 dwelling units and retail space on the ground floor.
Below grade, the two structures would be connected by two basement parking levels. New
publicly accessible open space would be provided in the form of a new pedestrian-oriented right-
of-way (or alley) that would run from South Van Ness Avenue to 12th Street under the proposed
project or from Market Street to 12th Street under the variant, as discussed below.

The project sponsor is considering a variant to the proposed project that would include
construction of a single 55-story tower over a podium structure. Under the variant, the tower
would be up to 590 feet in height (610 feet total, including roof screens and elevator penthouses).
The variant would be similar to the proposed project in that it would provide 984 dwelling units,
ground-floor retail space, two levels of underground parking, and a pedestrian-oriented right-of-
way through the project site.

Both the proposed project and variant would involve improvements to 12th Street that are
consistent with the base requirements of the Better Streets Plan. In addition, the project sponsor is
considering an alternate set of improvements to 12th Street (referred to as the “straight-shot
streetscape option” in this EIR) for both the proposed project and variant that would extend the
eastern sidewalk and pedestrian promenade adjacent to the project site from 15 to 40 feet in width
on 12th Street. The western sidewalk on 12th Street would be expanded to a width of 18 feet.
There would be two 11-foot-wide mixed-flow travel lanes, with one lane running in each
direction. In addition, both the proposed project and variant may include a street-level elevator to
provide access to the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) Metro station at Market Street and
South Van Ness Avenue.
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2. Project Description

PROJECT SPONSOR OBJECTIVES

The project sponsor seeks to achieve the following objectives by undertaking the 10 South Van
Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project:

Redevelop a large, underused site at a prominent location with a residential development
that will serve as an iconic addition to the City’s skyline demarking the Market Street and
Van Ness Avenue intersection and including a range of residential unit types and
neighborhood-serving retail uses.

Provide the maximum number of dwelling units on a site that currently has no housing,
and was designated through community planning processes for higher density due to its
proximity to downtown and accessibility to local and regional transit, in order to increase
the city’s supply of housing, contribute to the City’s General Plan Housing Element
goals, and the Association of Bay Area Governments’ Regional Housing Needs
Allocation for San Francisco.

Implement the objectives and policies of the Market & Octavia Area Plan and the
proposed Market Street Hub Plan by activating a key site along the Van Ness Avenue and
Market Street transit corridors, providing small business and employment opportunities,
building housing that is affordable to a range of incomes, improving the quality and
safety of the open space and streetscape, and providing other public benefits that would
strengthen the mixed-use character of the neighborhood.

Promote transit ridership by constructing a substantial number of new housing units at a
major transit hub at the development density and building heights anticipated by the
Market & Octavia Area Plan and the proposed Market Street Hub Plan.

Encourage pedestrian activity and increase connectivity to the proposed Brady Park by
creating a welcoming mid-block passageway that connects either South Van Ness
Avenue to 12th Street under the proposed project or Market Street to 12th Street under
the single-tower variant.

Construct a project that qualifies as an Environmental Leadership Development Project
(as defined by the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental
Leadership Act [AB 900], as amended) to promote environmental sustainability,
transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green
technology, substantial economic investment, and job creation.

Encourage and enliven pedestrian activity by improving 12th Street with wider
sidewalks, street trees, special sidewalk paving, and bulb-outs, and developing ground-
floor retail and public amenity space that serves neighborhood residents and visitors and
responds to future users who will be accessing the site and future Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) stations in the area.

Improve the architectural and urban design character of the project site by replacing the
existing utilitarian structures with a prominent residential tower or towers that provide a
transition between two planning districts and increase building heights at the corner of
Market Street and VVan Ness Avenue to demarcate the significance of this intersection.

Provide publicly accessible open space on a site that would be privately owned by the
project sponsor.

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
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2. Project Description

e Provide well-designed parking, loading, and other transportation facilities and amenities
with adequate access to serve the needs of the project’s residents, employees, and guests,
and respond to the neighborhood context and location.

o Construct a high-quality project with enough residential floor area to produce a return on
investment sufficient to attract private capital and construction financing.

2.3 PROJECT LOCATION AND EXISTING CONDITIONS

Project Location

The 51,150-square-foot parcel is located at the southwest corner of Market Street and South Van
Ness Avenue and comprises the entire block bounded by South VVan Ness Avenue to the east,
Market Street to the north, and 12th Street to the west (see Figure 2.1: Project Location and
Figure 2.2: Project Site). The project site comprises Assessor’s Block 3506, Lots 004 and 003a,
and is roughly triangular in shape.

Both South VVan Ness Avenue and Market Street are major roadways through the
Downtown/Civic Center and SoMa neighborhoods. South Van Ness Avenue, which becomes Van
Ness Avenue north of Market Street, is a major north-south arterial through San Francisco and is
considered U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) between the Lombard Street and the Central Freeway
portions of U.S. 101. Adjacent to the project site, South Van Ness Avenue has three travel lanes
in each direction and parallel parking on both sides of the street. Market Street is a major east-
west roadway through San Francisco that connects The Embarcadero to the Twin Peaks
neighborhood. Market Street operates as a two-way roadway, generally with two travel lanes, for
motorized modes of travel. Adjacent to the project site, eastbound Market Street has one mixed-
flow travel lane, one dedicated-transit/taxi lane, and a bicycle lane. In the westbound direction,
Market Street has two mixed-flow travel lanes and a bicycle lane.

The regional roadways that serve the project site are U.S. 101, Interstate 80, and Interstate 280.
U.S. 101 provides access to and from the site via the adjacent South Van Ness Avenue, an on-
ramp at South Van Ness Avenue and Division Street, and an off-ramp at Mission Street and
Duboce Avenue. The intersection of South Van Ness Avenue and Market Street is also connected
to the transit network via the subsurface San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) station at
Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, which is accessible from an entrance located along
the Market Street frontage of the project site. This Muni station is served by the J, KT, L, M, and
N Muni Metro light rail lines, and the aboveground Market Street and South VVan Ness Avenue
Muni bus and streetcar stops. These stops are served by the K Owl, L Owl, N Owl, 6, 7, 7R, 14,
47, 49, and 90 bus routes and the historic F line streetcar. The Civic Center Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) station is also located 0.4 mile east of the project site on Market Street.

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
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2. Project Description

Existing Conditions

Project Site

The project site slopes gently downward to the south. The ground surface elevation of the project
site is approximately 40 feet above mean sea level along Market Street and approximately 32 feet
above mean sea level at the southern boundary of the site.

The project site is occupied by a 91,088-square-foot, two-story building, ranging from 30 to 45
feet in height, at the northern end of the site (Lot 004), and a small, undeveloped area at the
southern end of the site (Lot 003A). The building was constructed in 1927. It is the former home
of the Fillmore West concert venue and is considered to be a historic resource.! The building is
currently occupied by the San Francisco Honda auto dealership (a former automobile service
center on the project site was relocated in 2017, but the dealership remains open).

Surrounding Uses

The Muni Metro light rail tunnel and Van Ness station are located beneath Market Street
approximately 30 feet north of the property line. The northern third of the project site includes a
subsurface easement for the existing BART tunnel, the top of which is located 19.62 feet below
grade. The bottom of the BART tunnel (also referred to as the “invert’) is approximately 85 feet
below ground surface. 2 Six curb cuts and associated driveways are located along the perimeter of
the project site: three curb cuts along South VVan Ness Avenue, and three along 12th Street. There
are no curb cuts along Market Street.

Along the west side of South Van Ness Avenue, there are six metered vehicle parking spaces,
with five spaces subject to restricted hours for street cleaning (the no parking restriction is in
effect between 12:01 a.m.—6:00 a.m.). The east side of 12th Street along the project site’s frontage
has 10 general metered parking spaces, and one metered commercial loading space with restricted
loading hours. On the west side of 12th Street, across from the project site, there are five general
metered parallel parking spaces, 16 angled general metered parking spaces, three metered
commercial loading spaces with restricted loading hours, one passenger loading space, and one
parking space with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) access. Improvements to Van Ness
and South VVan Ness avenues between Aquatic Park and Mission Street are currently underway as
part of the Van Ness Improvement Project. The Van Ness Improvement Project includes

1 See EIR Section 4.1, Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural).

2 Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation, 10 Van Ness
Avenue, March 16, 2017. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise
noted) is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
as part of Case File No. 2015.004568ENV.
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2. Project Description

replacement of the water and sewer networks and infrastructure improvements to support the Van
Ness Bus Rapid Transit system, which is currently under construction.®

The land uses in the immediate vicinity of the project site are characterized by a mix of residential,
commercial, and civic uses. The maximum permitted building heights in the vicinity of the project site
(as allowed by existing height and bulk districts) range from 40 to 400 feet. Several large, mixed-use
commercial, office, and residential buildings are located along Van Ness and South VVan Ness avenues
and Market Street; they are interspersed with smaller buildings hosting office, commercial,
warehouse/storage, and multifamily residential uses. The scale of the built environment generally
increases in height traveling eastward along Market Street from the project site.

Class I and Il bicycle facilities currently run along Market Street in both directions. The nearest San
Francisco Bike Share station is approximately 120 feet to the east of the project site on the east side of
South Van Ness Avenue, directly across the street from the project site.

Existing Zoning/Height and Bulk Requirements

The project site is within the South of Market neighborhood of San Francisco, which borders the
Civic Center neighborhood. The project site is also within the Market & Octavia Area Plan area,
the Downtown-General (C-3-G) zoning district, and the Van Ness and Market Downtown
Residential Special Use District (SUD). The northern portion of the site is in the 120-R-2 height
and bulk district, and the southern portion is in the 120/400-R-2 height and bulk district (see
Figure 2.3: Zoning Districts and Height and Bulk Districts). These height and bulk districts
allow for a building of 120 feet in height on the northern portion of the project site and a podium
of up to 120 feet in height and a tower, or towers, of up to 400 feet in height on the southern
portion of the site. For buildings over 120 feet in height, all portions of structures above the
podium height are subject to the bulk restrictions in San Francisco Planning Code (planning code)
section 270(e)(2).

Per planning code section 270(e)(2)(D), buildings between 351 and 550 feet in height may not
exceed a plan length of 115 feet, a diagonal dimension of 145 feet, and a maximum average floor
area of 10,000 gross square feet. Per planning code section 270(e)(2)(F), to encourage tower
sculpting, the gross floor area of the top one-third of the tower shall be reduced by 10 percent
from the maximum floor plate, unless the overall tower floor plate is reduced by an equal or
greater volume. A minimum distance of 115 feet must be preserved between all structures above
120 feet in height at all levels above 120 feet in height, as required by the controls for the R-2

3 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Van Ness Improvement Project, Spring 2017,
https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/2017/\/N_Newsltr_17.02_170502.pdf, accessed July
5, 2017.
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2. Project Description

bulk district. The permitted floor area ratio (FAR) in the C-3-G zone is 6:1.* The existing FAR of
the project site is approximately 2:1.

2.4 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

With the proposed project, the existing San Francisco Honda dealership on the project site would
relocate and the existing 91,088-square-foot, two-story, 30- to 45-foot-tall building would be
demolished. The proposed project would result in the construction of a new 1,071,095-gross-
square-foot, 984-unit development consisting of two 41-story, 400-foot-tall (420 feet including
roof screens and elevator penthouses) mixed-use residential towers which would be connected
below grade by a parking garage.

Proposed Project Site Plan

The two tower volumes would be separated by a mid-block alley running from 10 South Van
Ness Avenue to 12th Street, defining a north tower and a south tower. Each tower would have its
own central building entrance lobby along the west side of South Van Ness Avenue (see

Figure 2.4: Proposed Project — Ground Floor Plan).

Proposed Project Development Program

The proposed development program is summarized in Table 2.1: Summary of Proposed
Project Uses, p. 2.11.

Residential Use

As shown in Table 2.1, the proposed project would include a total of 984 units totaling

935,745 gross square feet of residential uses. The proposed project would include the following
mix of unit sizes: 375 studios, 461 one-bedroom units, 100 two-bedroom units, and 48 three-
bedroom units. The north tower would include approximately 267 studios, 294 one-bedroom
units, 51 two-bedroom units, and 19 three-bedroom units. The south tower would include
approximately 108 studios, 167 one-bedroom units, 49 two-bedroom units, and 29 three-bedroom
units.

4 FAR is the gross floor area of a building or buildings on a zoning plot divided by the area of such
zoning plot. FAR is calculated to determine whether the mass and scale of a structure is compatible
with zoning district requirements. In the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential SUD FAR
greater than 6:1 is allowed with payment of development impact fees (the Van Ness inclusionary
affordable housing fee and the Van Ness and Market Neighborhood infrastructure fee).
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Table 2.1: Summary of Proposed Project Uses

BUILDING AREAS

Gross Square Feet

TOTAL 1,071,095
Residential Space 935,745
Residential Parking 102,000
Retail/Restaurant 30,350
Rooftop Mechanical 3,000

DWELLING UNITS No. of Units

TOTAL 984
Studio 375
One Bedroom 461
Two Bedroom 100
Three Bedroom 48

PARKING, LOADING, AND BICYCLE
SPACES

No. of Spaces

Residential Parking 491
Retail Parking 14
Carshare 6
Off Street Freight Loading 7
Bicycle Spaces

Class 1 336

Class 2 61

OPEN SPACE Square Feet

Publicly Accessible 2,975
Common Residential 45,176
Private Residential 0

2. Project Description

Source: 10 South Van Ness LLC, One Oak Owner, LLC, 2018

Retail Use

The proposed retail spaces, totaling 30,350 gross square feet, would include 10 retail spaces
ranging in size from 800 to 11,600 square feet. The retail uses would front onto South Van Ness
Avenue, Market Street, 12th Street, and the proposed mid-block alley. The retail spaces would all
have a minimum floor-to-ceiling height of 19 feet.
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2. Project Description

Proposed Project Upper-Floor Plans

The north tower and south tower would each consist of a podium base surmounted by a tower
form.

At Level 2, a passageway bridge would connect the two tower podiums and would feature
openings to the mid-block alley below. Shared residential amenities for project residents would
be located at Level 2 (see Figure 2.5: Proposed Project — Level 2 Floor Plan).

Levels 3 through 12 would include residential units within the podium levels of each tower (see
Figure 2.6: Proposed Project — Levels 3 through 12 Representative Floor Plan).

Levels 13 through 22 of the north tower would be stepped back from Market Street, 12th Street,
and the mid-block alley to form a residential tower feature atop the north tower podium (see
Figure 2.7: Proposed Project — Levels 13 through 22 Representative Floor Plan). The
northern corner of the north tower would be blunted with a “chamfer” feature extending each
floor successively northward, from the 13" floor through the 22™ floor.

Levels 13 through 22 of the south tower would be stepped back from the mid-block alley to the
north to form a residential tower feature atop the south tower podium. The minimum tower
separation between the north tower and the south tower at these levels would be 115 feet. As at
Level 2, at Level 13 a passageway bridge would span the north tower and south tower podiums
and would feature openings to the mid-block alley below.

Levels 23 through 41 would be similar to Levels 13 through 22, except that these tower floors
would be above the chamfer feature and would therefore be uniform from floor to floor (see
Figure 2.8: Proposed Project — Levels 23 through 41 Representative Floor Plan).

The roof level of the north tower would include a roof terrace at the northern end of the roof.
Mechanical enclosures and an elevator penthouse would occupy the southern end of the north
tower roof (see Figure 2.9: Proposed Project — Roof Plan). The roof level of the south tower
would include a roof terrace at the southern end of the roof. Mechanical enclosures and an
elevator penthouse would occupy the northern end of the south tower roof.

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
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2. Project Description

Proposed Project Elevations and Renderings

Each tower would have a maximum height of 400 feet (420 feet total, including roof screens and
the elevator penthouse on each tower).> The tower podiums would contain the ground floor
through Level 12, and the towers would contain Levels 13-41. The towers would be separated by
a minimum of 115 feet. The north tower podium would be 114 feet in height, and the south tower
podium would be 120 feet in height.® (See Figure 2.10: Proposed Project — Building Elevation
South Van Ness Avenue (East) Facade; Figure 2.11: Proposed Project — Building Elevation
Market Street (North) Facade; and Figure 2.12: Proposed Project - Rendering Looking
East from Market Street.)

Site Access and Circulation

The proposed project would remove the existing curb cuts along South Van Ness Avenue and
12th Street and replace them with a single, new 24-foot-wide curb cut along 12th Street. This
would provide vehicle access (two 10-foot-wide lanes for two-way, bi-directional traffic) to the
parking garage for residents and retail visitors, as shown in Figure 2.4, p. 2.10. In addition to
stairs, two elevators would provide access to the residential lobbies from the parking
garage/basement. From the residential lobbies, a second elevator would provide access to each
tower. Elevator access would also be available between the below-grade parking garage/basement
and the ground-floor retail spaces. As described above, two street-level residential entrances, one
for each tower, would be located along South Van Ness Avenue. Pedestrian access to the retail
spaces would be from South Van Ness Avenue, Market Street, 12th Street, and the proposed mid-
block alley. The proposed mid-block alley would also provide public access through the project
site between South Van Ness Avenue and 12th Street.

Bicycle Parking

The proposed project would provide 336 class I bicycle parking spaces in two secure bicycle
rooms on the north and south tower podiums’ ground floor: 332 for residential use and four for
retail use, as shown on Figure 2.4. On-street bicycle parking would include 61 class Il bicycle
parking spaces, 49 for residential use and 12 for retail use.

> Pursuant to planning code section 260(b)(1)(B), the mechanical and elevator penthouses are exempt
from the planning code height limits, but are considered in the context of environmental review.

& A height of 114 feet and 120 feet for the north and south tower podiums, respectively, is consistent with
the height and bulk district for the site (120-R-2).
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2. Project Description

Access to the proposed class | bicycle parking spaces would be provided via a secured doorway
to the bicycle room on the mid-block alleyway near 12th Street. The class | bicycle parking
spaces would be for residents and retail visitors and the bicycle storage room would also be
connected to the building’s lobby. The on-site class | bicycle parking would be accessible to the
Market Street bike lane via 12th Street and the mid-block alley. A bicycle repair station would be
located within the building. The class Il bicycle parking spaces would be located along Market
Street, 12th Street, and South VVan Ness Avenue within the sidewalk areas.

Parking and Loading

The proposed project would include 102,000 gross square feet of parking and building services,
with up to 518 accessory vehicle parking and loading spaces, in two basement levels, as shown in
Figure 2.13: Proposed Project — Parking Garage / Basement Plan. Ingress and egress for the
secured garage would be provided via a single curb cut on 12th Street. The proposed project
would include 491 spaces for residential use, 14 spaces for retail use, and 6 spaces for car-share
vehicles. In addition, a total of seven off-street freight-loading spaces would be located in the two
basement levels: three standard freight-loading spaces and four service vehicle spaces. One
freight-loading space would accommodate up to a 45-foot-long vehicle.

The majority of the parking spaces would be provided in stackers and would not be independently
accessible. The garage would be staffed 24 hours per day, seven days per week by a valet service,
via a valet station within the garage. The valet would serve residents, visitors, and car-share users.
Valet staff would also direct delivery and moving trucks.

Trash storage would also be located in the garage/basement, adjacent to an accessible loading
area. The garage/basement would be secured, and would be accessible only to residents and
retailers.

Transportation Demand Management

The proposed project would result in more than 10 dwelling units and thus would be required to
comply with San Francisco Planning Code section 169, Transportation Demand Management
Program (added by Ordinance 34-17, approved February 2017). As required under planning code
section 169, the project sponsor is required to develop a transportation demand management
(TDM) plan that includes measures that would be implemented by the property owner to reduce
single-occupancy driving to and from the project site. Compliance with the project’s TDM plan
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2. Project Description

would be included as a Condition of Approval for the proposed project and would be subject to
monitoring by the San Francisco Planning Department (planning department) for the life of the
project.’

The TDM plan for the proposed project would be comprised of the following TDM measures:

PKG-1: Unbundle Parking. Unbundle® parking in transportation analysis zone 578, where
the project site is located.

PKG-4: Parking Supply. Provide parking at a rate that is less than or equal to 80 percent
and greater than 70 percent of the neighborhood residential parking rate.

ACTIVE-1: Improve Walking Conditions. Complete streetscape improvements consistent
with the Better Streets Plan and any local streetscape plan so that the public right-of-way is
safe, accessible, convenient, and attractive to persons walking by: widening the sidewalk
along the east side of 12th Street, providing a mid-block pedestrian alley to allow public
access through the project site, and providing sidewalk bulb-outs along the east side of 12th
Street to shorten the crossing distances at intersections with Market Street and South Van
Ness Avenue, and to reduce vehicle speed.

The streetscape improvements would meet TDM ordinance criteria by providing the
following 10 streetscape elements defined in Table 1 of planning code section 138.1:°

+ High-visibility crosswalks

» Special crosswalk treatments

» Mid-block crosswalks

+ Raised crosswalks

+ Extended bulb-outs™®

« Mid-block bulb-outs

« Reuse of “pork chop islands™*! and excess right-of-way

» Shared public ways

» Pedestrian-only streets

» Aboveground landscaping

7 According to planning code section 169, a property owner must facilitate a site inspection by the
planning department before issuance of a certificate of occupancy, and must document implementation
of applicable aspects of the TDM plan, maintain a TDM coordinator, allow for department inspections,
and submit periodic compliance reports throughout the life of the project.

8 Where the cost of a parking space is separated from the cost of rent, lease, or ownership.

® Table 1: Pedestrian and Streetscape Elements per the Better Streets Plan (section 138.1),
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/planningcode?f=templates$fn=default.ht
m$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$sync=1.

10 A bulb-out is a traffic calming measure, which reduces the crossing distance for pedestrians by
extending the sidewalk.

11 Pork chop islands are irregularly shaped, raised islands placed between a right-turn slip lane and
through-travel lanes.

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
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2. Project Description

ACTIVE-2: Bicycle Parking. Provide class | and class Il bicycle parking spaces as required
by the planning code. The proposed project would provide 332 class | and 49 class |1 bicycle
spaces for the residential use, and four class | and 12 class |1 bicycle spaces for the retail use.

ACTIVE-5A: Bicycle Repair Station. Provide on-site tools and space for bicycle repair.
The proposed project would provide this repair station within the class | bicycle parking area
on the building’s ground floor.

CSHARE-1: Car-Share Parking. Provide car-share space parking spaces as required by the
planning code. The proposed project would provide six car-share spaces, to be located on
Level B2.

DELIVERY-1: Delivery Supportive Amenities. The proposed project would facilitate
delivery services by providing a staffed reception area for receipt of deliveries and offering
one of the following: (1) clothes lockers for delivery services, or (2) temporary storage for
package deliveries, laundry deliveries, and other deliveries. These amenities would be
provided on Level B1.

FAMILY-1: Family TDM Amenities. The proposed project would provide an onsite secure
location on Level B1 for storage of personal car seats, strollers, and cargo bicycles or other
large bicycles.

INFO-1: Multimodal Wayfinding Signage. The proposed project would provide
multimodal wayfinding signage in key locations to support access to transportation services
and infrastructure, including transit, bike share, car-share parking, bicycle parking and
amenities (including repair stations and fleets), showers and lockers, taxi stands, and
shuttle/carpool/vanpool pick-up/drop-off locations.

INFO-2: Real Time Transportation Information Displays. The proposed project would
provide real time transportation information on displays in prominent locations on the project
site and within the buildings to highlight sustainable transportation options and support
informed trip-making.

INFO-3: Tailored Transportation Marketing Services. The property owner would provide
promotions and welcome packets to all new residents/employees, personal consultation for
each new resident/employee, and request commitment to try new transportation options.

Streetscape Improvements

The proposed streetscape plan, called the “Market Octavia Streetscape Plan,” would conform to
Market & Octavia Area Plan and the Better Streets Plan and is shown in Figure 2.14: Proposed
Project-Market Octavia Streetscape Plan and 12th Street Section. Under the Market Octavia
Streetscape Plan, the eastern and western sidewalks along 12th Street would be expanded from 15
feet to a width of 21 feet (4 feet of frontage, 8 feet of pedestrian throughway, and 9 feet of
pedestrian furnishing space). Eight-foot-wide bulb-outs would be installed at the intersection of
12th and Market streets. A raised crosswalk would be installed at the intersection of 12th and
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2. Project Description

Stevenson streets. The “pedestrian island” at the intersection of 12th Street and South Van Ness
Avenue would be removed and replaced by bulb-outs on both sides of 12th Street and a
pedestrian plaza on the southwest side of the intersection.

Two 60-foot-long white and yellow loading zones!? are proposed along the South Van Ness
Avenue frontage, near the entrances to the residential lobbies, to provide an area for passenger
drop-off and pick-up, and commercial loading activities. Proposed changes to the right-of-way
are described below. Four passenger and commercial loading zones are proposed on 12th Street,
one 100-foot-long loading zone and one 40-foot-long loading zone on each side of 12th Street.
Each 100-foot loading zone would include one ADA loading space, one ADA parking space, one
passenger loading space, one commercial loading space, and one regular parking space. Each 40-
foot loading zone would include one passenger loading space and one commercial loading space.

In addition to the streetscape improvements described above, 33 net new street trees would be
planted along the perimeter of the project site frontage. Class Il bicycle racks, with capacity for
61 bicycles, would be installed along South VVan Ness Avenue, Market Street, and 12th Street, in
compliance with the City’s Better Streets Plan.

Muni Elevator

The proposed project may include construction of a new station entrance to the Muni Metro
station at Market Street and South VVan Ness Avenue, via a new elevator, in order to enhance
ADA accessibility to the station. The specific location of the proposed elevator is not known at
this time, but it would be located within a short distance from the intersection of Market Street
and South VVan Ness Avenue. The subterranean areas necessary to accommodate the Muni station
elevator would likely require the relocation of certain structural elements of the 10 South Van
Ness Avenue building to an area beneath the 12th Street right of way and could result in changes
to the basement level plan.

Open Space

The proposed project would include 48,150 square feet of usable open space per planning code
section 135, which would be provided through a combination of publicly accessible open spaces
and common open spaces for residents. Publicly accessible open space would include the 2,975-
square-foot mid-block alley between the two tower podiums, which would provide a pedestrian
connection between South VVan Ness Avenue and 12th Street. Privately accessible common open
spaces would include amenity terraces on Level 2 of both tower podiums, Levels 3 and 11 of the
north tower, Level 13 of the south tower, and on the roofs of both towers, as shown in

Figure 2.15: Proposed Project — Open Space Diagram.

12 White zones are for passenger loading and unloading during certain hours, with a time limit of
five minutes. Yellow zones are for commercial loading activities.
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2. Project Description

Sustainability

The San Francisco Building Code includes a chapter on requirements for green buildings; these
requirements establish either Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)®
certification levels or Green Point Rated™ system points for types of proposed residential and
commercial buildings. The proposed project would seek LEED Gold certification, which includes
measures applicable to both construction and operation of the proposed project. The proposed
project would incorporate a number of sustainability features, including stormwater and rainwater
collection features and a wastewater treatment system. The wastewater treatment system would
be sized to treat and utilize recycled water from the proposed building for nonpotable uses in the
building, including flushing toilets, irrigation, and cooling tower water for the HVAC system.
The proposed project would remove the existing 28 trees along the perimeter of the project site
frontage on all three sides of the property. In compliance with Public Works Code section
806(c)(2), the proposed project would install 61 new street trees, with one tree every 20 feet along
the perimeter of the project site frontage, for a total of 33 net new street trees.

The project sponsor has obtained a certification from the Governor’s Office which qualifies the
proposed project as an environmental leadership development project pursuant to Assembly Bill
900, the Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011, and
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) section 21178 et seq. An environmental
leadership development project does not result in any net increase in greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and achieves a 15 percent higher standard for transportation efficiency than comparable
projects. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) provided a letter of determination on
December 18, 2017, stating that the proposed project would not result in any net additional GHG
emissions and authorized the governor to certify the project. The governor’s signature was
received on December 21, 2017, certifying that the project is an environmental leadership
development project.™ 1

13 LEED is an internationally recognized green building certification system developed by the U.S. Green
Building Council, which involves third-party verification that a building or community was designed
and built using strategies aimed at improving performance across metrics that include energy savings,
water efficiency, indoor air quality, use of recycled materials, and proximity to public transportation.

14 Green Point Rated is a program of Build it Green, established for evaluating residential building
performance in the areas of resource conservation, indoor air quality, water conservation, energy
efficiency, and livable communities (infill development, increased density, diversity of land uses).

15 The certification process for environmental leadership development projects is separate from the
environmental review process conducted for the proposed project.

8 On August 7, 2018, the project sponsor applied to the Governor’s Office for recertification as an
environmental leadership development project. ARB confirmed on August 13, 2018 that it continues to
concur with its GHG analysis for the proposed project, dated as of December 18, 2017. The governor’s
recertification of the project is anticipated in October 2018.
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2. Project Description

Wind-Reducing Features

The proposed project incorporates building massing features (including the podium, building
articulation, and the north tower chamfer) that were developed through wind tunnel testing in
order to improve the building’s performance with respect to wind safety and comfort impacts.

The proposed project would include canopy and landscape features that are intended to further
reduce ground-level wind speeds and enhance pedestrian safety and comfort, specifically 25-foot-
tall evergreen street trees lining the adjacent sidewalks, a 35-foot-tall attached wind canopy or
canopies (varying in width between 10 and 20 feet) around the perimeter of the building’s
podium, and a 20-foot-tall free-standing wind screen (approximately 30 feet in diameter) at the
12th Street entrance to the mid-block passage under the proposed project. (See Figure 2.16:
Proposed Project - Wind-Reducing Features.) These features would be subject to further
design refinement during implementation of mitigation measure M-C-WI-1: Design Measures to
Reduce Cumulative Wind Impacts based on further analysis to identify design measures that may
reduce the project’s contribution to off-site wind impacts in the cumulative-plus-project setting
(see p. 4.5.15), and for aesthetic reasons.

In addition, the proposed project includes 25-foot-tall evergreen trees that would be planted along
the east side of South Van Ness Avenue (along the 1 South Van Ness Avenue frontage),
consistent with those to be planted along the east side of South VVan Ness Avenue as part of the
1500 Mission Street project that is currently under construction.

Construction

This section describes the construction activities associated with the proposed project.
Construction is anticipated to occur over approximately 36 months and would include the
following phases: (1) demolition; (2) shoring and excavation; (3) foundation and podium
construction; (4) towers/superstructure/skin; and (5) interior work. Construction hours would
typically be from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m., Monday through Thursday; and 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Fridays
and Saturdays. Limited evening work (8 p.m. to 7 a.m.) and work on weekends (7 a.m. to 5 p.m.)
would be required for phases 3 and 4.
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2. Project Description

As discussed on p. 2.6, a subsurface BART easement runs underneath the northern portion of the
project site, as shown in Figure 2.2, p. 2.5. In this portion of the site, structural loads associated
with the proposed project must remain equal to or less than existing loads on the BART tunnel.
The northern portion of the project site is within the BART zone of influence (ZOl, the area
outside of, but adjacent to, the BART tunnel superstructure, where BART review and approval of
plans are required to ensure that construction within the ZOI would not adversely affect BART
facilities).}” The portion of the structure within the BART easement would be supported by a
concrete mat foundation, which would ensure that the existing load imposed on the BART tunnel
is maintained. Outside of the easement, but within the BART ZOlI, the tower and podium
structures would be supported by a deep foundation consisting of double-cased, drilled cast-in-
place piers. The installation of drilled cast-in-place piers involves digging cylindrical shafts and
then filling them with wet concrete. Thus, no pile driving would be required. Outside of the
BART easement and ZOl, the tower and podium structures could be supported by either a deep
foundation system or a mat foundation.*® Construction methods for the proposed project,
including construction depth, techniques, and approval processes, are discussed in detail in the
Geology and Soils section of the initial study for this project.®

Construction activities would require temporary sidewalk and parking-lane closures for the entire
construction period. The proposed project would develop and implement a construction
management plan to anticipate and minimize transportation-related impacts of various
construction activities associated with the proposed project. The construction management plan
would ensure that overall circulation in the project area is maintained to the extent possible, with
particular focus on ensuring transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access and connectivity. The program
would supplement and expand, rather than modify or supersede, any manual, regulations, or
provisions set forth by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the San
Francisco Public Works Department or other City departments and agencies, and the California
Department of Transportation.

2.5 VARIANT COMPONENTS

The project sponsor is considering a variant to the proposed project that consists of a single, taller
tower and a podium. With the variant, the building would be 590 feet tall and would have 55

17 While there are no legislated requirements related to construction noise or vibration near the Bay Area
Rapid Transit (BART) subway structures, the agency requires that design and construction documents
be submitted for review and approval, that dewatering monitoring and recharging plans be submitted if
applicable, and that steel-lined BART tunnels be monitored for vibration effects (movement and
deformation) during construction.

18 Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation, 10 Van Ness
Avenue, San Francisco California, March 16, 2017.

19 San Francisco Planning Department, Notice of Availability of the Initial Study for the 10 South Van
Ness Avenue Mixed Used Project: Planning Department Case No. 2015-004568ENV; State
Clearinghouse No. 2017072018 (Appendix B to this EIR).

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2015-004568ENV 2.32 October 17, 2018



2. Project Description

stories.?° Similar to the proposed project, the variant would have stair/elevator penthouses
extending up to 20 feet above the roof height, for a total height of 610 feet.?

Variant Site Plan

Like the proposed project, the variant would require relocation of existing uses and demolition of
existing structures on the project site. The ground floor would contain the same uses as the
proposed project, including retail uses (see Figure 2.17: Variant — Ground Floor Plan) and a
single residential lobby. The pedestrian entrances to the residential lobby would be located on
South Van Ness Avenue and on the mid-block alley. One elevator from the parking
garage/basement would provide access to the residential lobby. From the residential lobby, a
second elevator would provide access to the tower. Elevator access may also be available
between the below-grade parking garage/basement and the retail spaces.

As with the proposed project, 336 class | bicycle spaces would be provided on the ground floor
for project residents and ground-floor retail spaces, and 61 class Il bicycle spaces would be
provided on the sidewalks adjacent to the project site, to meet planning code requirements. The
variant would also include a mid-block alley running from Market Street to 12th Street and a
public plaza along South Van Ness at the northeast corner of the site. The mid-block alley would
serve as a pedestrian connection and public open space.

20 The Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential SUD encourages transit-oriented, high-density,
mixed-use residential neighborhood development around the intersections of Market Street and Van
Ness Avenue and Mission Street and VVan Ness Avenue. The current height limit for building towers
ranges from 250 to 400 feet. The variant is intended to reflect the potential changes to the existing
height limits proposed by the Market Street Hub Project. The Hub Project is expected to propose
changes to existing height limits on certain parcels, including the project site, to provide greater
variation in the heights of buildings proposed at the intersection of Market Street and VVan Ness Avenue
and to better ensure that the area’s growth supports the City’s goals for housing, transportation, the
public realm, and the arts. The specific changes to the existing height limits proposed by the Hub
Project have not yet been established.

2L Pursuant to planning code section 260(b)(1)(B), the mechanical and elevator penthouses are exempt
from the planning code height limits, but are considered in the context of environmental review.
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2. Project Description

Variant Development Program

The variant development program is summarized and compared to that of the proposed project in
Table 2.2: Summary of Variant Uses Compared to Proposed Project.

Table 2.2: Summary of Variant Uses Compared to Proposed Project

Proposed Project | Variant

BUILDING AREAS Gross Square Feet

TOTAL 1,071,095 1,072,989
Residential Space 935,745 935,242
Residential Parking 102,000 102,000
Retail/Restaurant 30,350 30,450
Rooftop Mechanical 3,000 5,297

DWELLING UNITS No. of Units

TOTAL 984 984
Studio 375 347
One Bedroom 461 449
Two Bedroom 100 166
Three Bedroom 48 22

PARKING, LOADING, AND BICYCLE SPACES No. of Spaces

Residential Parking 491 491

Retail Parking 14 14

Carshare 6 6

Off-Street Freight Loading 7 7

Bicycle Spaces
Class 1 336 336
Class 2 61 61

OPEN SPACE Square Feet

Publicly Accessible 2,975. 12,001

Common Residential 45,176 25,565

Private Residential 0 9,550

Source: 10 South Van Ness LLC, One Oak Owner, LLC, 2017

Residential Use

As shown in Table 2.2, like the proposed project, the variant would include a total of 984 units,
totaling 935,242 gross square feet of residential uses. The variant would include the following
mix of unit sizes: 347 studios, 449 one-bedroom units, 166 two-bedroom units, and 22 three-

bedroom units.

Retail Use

The variant retail spaces would total 30,450 gross square feet and would include four retail spaces
ranging in size from 3,060 to 6,970 square feet. The retail uses would front onto South VVan Ness
Avenue, Market Street, 12th Street, and the mid-block alley.
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2. Project Description

Variant Upper Floor Plans

Most of the Level 2 space would be occupied by the double-height volume of the ground-floor
lobby and retail uses. Multipurpose amenity space for use by building residents would be located
at the southern portion of Level 2. Residential units and ancillary residential uses would be
provided on Levels 3-55.

The podium would range from 13 stories (139 feet, 9 inches) at the north end and 15 stories (164
feet, 10 inches) at the south end (see Figure 2.18: Variant - Representative Podium Floor
Plan). Above the podium, a tower form would rise from the center of the site (see Figure 2.19:
Variant — Representative Tower Floor Plan).

Variant Elevations and Renderings

As shown on Figure 2.20: Variant — Building Elevations, the proposed variant would be
composed of a central tower form rising from a podium of varied heights. The design is intended
to articulate the overall massing of the building into a varied composition of smaller-scaled
horizontally and vertically oriented forms. (See also Figure 2.21: Variant - Rendering Looking
South from Van Ness Avenue.)

Site Access and Circulation

The proposed variant would include the same circulation and access as the proposed project, with
the exception of the location of lobby entrances and the configuration of the mid-block alley. For
the proposed variant, there would be two entrances to the single residential lobby, one from the
mid-block alley and one from South Van Ness Avenue. The proposed mid-block alley would
provide public access through the project site between Market Street and 12th Street.

Bicycle Parking

The proposed variant would provide 336 class | bicycle parking spaces (332 for residential use
and 4 for retail use) in secure bicycle rooms, accessible from entrances along each right-of-way,
on the ground floor and potentially the first basement level. On-street bicycle parking would
include 61 class Il bicycle parking spaces, 49 for residential use and 12 for retail use, which
would be located within the public right-of-way along Market Street, 12th Street, and South Van
Ness Avenue.
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2. Project Description

Parking/Loading

Vehicle parking would be the same as for the proposed project, with 518 vehicle parking and
loading spaces provided in a two-level subgrade parking garage/basement with an entrance from
12th Street (see Figure 2.22: Variant — Parking Garage / Basement Plans).

Transportation Demand Management

The proposed variant would include the same TDM plan as the proposed project, as described
above on pp. 2.22-2.25.

Streetscape Improvements

The proposed variant would include substantially the same streetscape improvements and on-
street parking and loading as the proposed project, as shown on Figure 2.14 on p. 2.26.

Muni Elevator

The variant may include construction of a new station entrance to the Muni Metro station at
Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, via a new elevator, in order to enhance ADA
accessibility to the station. The design of the Muni elevator would be the same as under the
proposed project.

Open Space

The proposed variant would include usable open space in a combination of publicly accessible
open space (12,091 square feet), common open space for project residents (25,565 square feet),
and private open space (9,550 square feet) for a total of 47,206 square feet.?2 The open space
would be dispersed throughout the building, as depicted in Figure 2.23: Variant — Open Space
Diagram. The publicly accessible open space would consist of a mid-block alley connecting
Market Street to 12th Street and a pedestrian plaza along the northeastern corner of the project
site along South Van Ness Avenue. The common open space would be provided on Levels 14,
16, 29, and 53.

22 Living streets convert standard streets and alleys “into shared spaces that prioritize the use of the space

for pedestrians and open space — often by claiming street space to create enhanced and active places for
landscaping and seating. Living alleys typically include special paving, traffic calming, lighting,
seating, greening, and other elements to indicate that vehicles are visitors and pedestrians have primacy
across the full width of the right-of-way.” Source: SF Better Streets, available online at
http://www.sfbetterstreets.org/find-project-types/reclaiming-roadway-space/living-alleys/
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2. Project Description

Sustainability

The proposed variant would incorporate the same sustainability features as the proposed project.
As with the proposed project, the variant has also been certified as an environmental leadership
development project. The proposed variant would also remove the existing 28 trees along the
perimeter of the project site’s frontage on all three sides of the property, and would install 61 new
street trees in compliance with Public Works Code section 806(c)(2), for a total of 33 net new
street trees.

Wind-Reducing Features

The variant incorporates building massing features (including the podium, building articulation,
and the single tower placement and configuration) that were developed through wind tunnel
testing in order to improve the building’s performance with respect to wind safety and comfort
impacts.

The variant would include an attached canopy, or canopies, intended to further reduce ground-
level wind speeds and enhance pedestrian safety and comfort. The canopy, or canopies, would be
35 feet tall (varying in width between 10 and 45 feet) around the perimeter of the building’s
podium. (See Figure 2.24: Variant — Wind-Reducing Features.) These features would be
subject to further design refinement during implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-WI-1;
Design Measures to Reduce Cumulative Wind Impacts based on further analysis to identify
design measures that may reduce the project’s contribution to off-site wind impacts in the
cumulative-plus-project setting (see p. 4.5.15), and for aesthetic reasons.

In addition, the variant includes 25-foot-tall evergreen trees that would be planted along the east
side of South Van Ness Avenue (along the 1 South VVan Ness Avenue frontage), consistent with
those to be planted along the east side of South VVan Ness Avenue as part of the 1500 Mission
Street project that is currently under construction.

Construction

Construction activities for the variant would be the same as those for the proposed project in
terms of phasing, duration, and potential for temporary sidewalk and roadway closures. The
proposed 55-story single-tower variant would fundamentally have the same foundation type and
design methodology as the 41-story double-tower construction under the proposed project. Both
are anticipated to be constructed with a combination of a mat foundation and deep foundation
piers. In both cases, the tower columns and shear walls would be founded on a common pier cap.
This pier cap would be supported by drilled piers extending below the BART ZOl, or up to
approximately 80 feet below ground surface, but not to the depth of the underlying bedrock. The
proposed variant, with one tower, would require fewer columns, shear walls, and piers compared
to the proposed project, with two towers. As under the proposed project, the variant would not
require pile driving.
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2. Project Description

2.6 STRAIGHT-SHOT STREETSCAPE OPTION

The straight-shot streetscape plan option could be included with either the proposed project or
variant (see Figure 2.25: Straight-Shot Streetscape Option for the Proposed Project (12th
Street Right-of-Way and Section) and Figure 2.26: Straight-Shot Streetscape Option for the
Variant (12th Street Right-of-Way and Section)).

The straight-shot streetscape plan would create a pedestrian promenade on 12th Street. On 12th
Street, the eastern sidewalk would be expanded to a width of 40 feet (9 feet of pedestrian
throughway, 25 feet for a pedestrian plaza, and an additional 6 feet of pedestrian throughway),
while the western sidewalk would be expanded to a width of 18 feet (4 feet of buffer, 10 feet of
pedestrian throughway, and an additional 4 feet of buffer). There would be two 11-foot-wide
mixed-flow travel lanes, with one lane running in each direction.

On the west side of 12th Street, the straight-shot streetscape design would include one 60-foot-
long loading zone with one ADA loading space, one passenger loading space, and one
commercial loading space, and one 40-foot-long loading zone with one commercial loading space
and one passenger loading space. One 60-foot-long loading zone with one ADA loading space,
one passenger loading space, and one commercial loading space would be included on the east
side of 12th Street. The two loading zones on the west side of South Van Ness Avenue, and the
pedestrian plaza on the southwest corner of the project site would be included as proposed under
the Market Octavia Streetscape Plan.

As under the Market Octavia Streetscape Plan, this option would include 61 class Il bicycle
spaces along the project frontage sidewalks, with 32 spaces on 12th Street, 21 spaces on Market
Street, and 8 spaces on South Van Ness Avenue. Under both streetscape design options, the three
existing curb cuts on South VVan Ness Avenue and the three existing curb cuts on the east side of
12th Street would be removed, and a 20-foot-long curb cut would be created on the east side of
12th Street for access to and from the proposed underground parking garage.

Under the proposed streetscape plan and straight-shot streetscape option, new streetscape features
would be consistent with the Better Streets Plan within the sidewalk areas along Market Street
and South Van Ness Avenue.

The design of the straight-shot streetscape option would be similar to the proposed streetscape
design; the primary difference is that the straight-shot streetscape option would remove all 37 on-
street parking spaces along 12th Street and instead include wider sidewalks, allowing more room
for pedestrian amenities such as a promenade along the east side of 12th Street and additional
street furniture for sitting and marketplace kiosk space. The straight-shot streetscape option does
not include the raised intersection at Stevenson Street and the mid-block alley proposed by the
project. This option would be based on a shared-street concept that would incorporate elements of
a living street.
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2. Project Description

The straight-shot streetscape option would only involve changes to traffic and circulation, and
would not affect the proposed project or variant’s development programs or the configuration of
the buildings. Therefore, the option is analyzed only in Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation, of this EIR.

2.7

DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS AND APPROVALS

The proposed project or variant would require approvals from several authorities, including those
listed below.

Actions by the Planning Commission

Approval of a Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to planning code section 309 for
new construction or substantial alteration of structures in C-3 Districts, with exceptions to
the requirements of Sunlight Access on Certain Streets (Section 146(a)); Reduction of
Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148); and Reduction of Shadows
on Certain Public or Publicly Accessible Open Spaces in C-3 Districts (Section 147).

Approval of an in-kind improvements agreement under planning code section 424.3(c)
for community improvements for the neighborhood infrastructure portion of the Van
Ness and Market Downtown Residential SUD neighborhood infrastructure fee.

Actions by Other City Departments

Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection (DBI) — Approval of the
site permit and addenda thereto. Approval of demolition, grading, and building permits
for the demolition of the existing buildings and construction of the new building. Permit
for underpinning of adjacent structures. Night noise permit for nighttime construction.

SFMTA Board of Directors — Approval of the proposed curb modifications, parking
space removal, and bicycle corrals on South Van Ness Avenue, Market Street, and 12th
Street.

SFMTA Department of Parking and Traffic — Approval of a special traffic permit for use
of a public street space during project construction; approval of foundation, shoring, and
dewatering systems as they relate to the Muni ZOl.

SFMTA Color Curb Program — Approval of a request for on-street loading spaces on
South Van Ness Avenue and 12th Street.

SFMTA Commission — Approval of the Muni elevator design.

Bureau of Streets and Mapping, San Francisco Department of Public Works —
Subdivision and condominium map approval and encroachment permits for sidewalk
underground vaults. Permit for removal and planting of street trees; approval of a street
space permit for use of a public street space during project construction (including
construction of the proposed wind canopies); street and sidewalk permits for any
modifications to public streets, sidewalks, or curb cuts.

San Francisco Public Works — Street encroachment permit, to be approved by the director
of public works, and by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (board of supervisors) if
required by the director, for a wind canopy to be located in the public right-of-way.
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2. Project Description

San Francisco Public Works — Approval of Street Improvement Permits (engineering
drawings). Approval of a Parcel Map if new parcels are created for the Muni elevator,
which would occur if a portion of 12th Street is vacated. Approval of a Public
Improvement Agreement for construction of the Muni elevator.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission — Approval of any changes to sewer laterals.

Approval of an erosion and sediment control plan before commencing construction, and

compliance with post-construction stormwater design guidelines, including a stormwater
control plan.

San Francisco Department of Public Health — Approval of a dust control plan because the
site is in excess of 0.5 acre (article 22B). Approval of a ventilation plan, in compliance
with San Francisco Health Code, article 38, because the proposed project site is located
within an area that is identified in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map. Approval of a
site mitigation plan under the Maher Ordinance (article 22A), because the proposed
project is located within the Maher Ordinance Area.

San Francisco Board of Supervisors — Approval of sidewalk widening. Approval of a
street vacation ordinance, if the land under 12th Street is transferred to the project
sponsor.

Recreation and Parks Commission — Joint determination with the San Francisco Planning
Commission that the project complies with the requirements of planning code section
295.

Actions by Other Agencies

Bay Area Air Quality Management District — Issuance of permits for the installation and
operation of an emergency generator.

BART — Plan review and approval of shoring and foundation work and elevator within
the BART ZOI (engineering division), and issuance of a permit to work within or
adjacent to the right-of-way.

Additional Approvals Required for the Variant

Actions by the Planning Commission

Recommend to the board of supervisors approval of Planning Code Amendments for
Height District Reclassification: The building height of the variant would exceed the
height limit of the existing 120/400 R-2 and 400-R-2 Height and Bulk District. The board
of supervisors would need to approve an amendment to the Zoning Map Height and Bulk
Districts (Sheet HTO7) pursuant to planning code section 302 to permit construction of a
590-foot-tall building.

Recommend to the board of supervisors approval of planning code amendments to create
the Market and 12th Street Special Use District, which would supersede the project site’s
current Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District to create new
building bulk requirements, permit off-street accessory parking in excess of 0.25 space
per dwelling unit, permit the proposed mid-block passageway to extend between Market
and 12th Street (rather than between South VVan Ness and 12th Street), and to establish
affordable housing requirements.
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2. Project Description

Recommend to the board of supervisors approval of a General Plan Amendment:
Approval of General Plan Amendment to Downtown Area Plan and the Market &
Octavia Area Plan to permit construction of a building that is 590 feet tall.

Actions by the Board of Supervisors

Planning code amendments for height district reclassification: The building height of the
variant would exceed the height limit of the existing 120/400 R-2 and 400-R-2 Height
and Bulk District. The board of supervisors would need to approve an amendment to the
Zoning Map Height and Bulk Districts (Sheet HT07) pursuant to planning code section
302.

Planning code amendments to create the Market and 12th Street Special Use District,
which would supersede the project site’s current Van Ness & Market Downtown
Residential Special Use District to create new building bulk requirements, permit off-
street accessory parking in excess of 0.25 space per dwelling unit, permit the proposed
mid-block passageway to extend between Market and 12th Street (rather than between
South Van Ness and 12th Street), and to establish affordable housing requirements.

General Plan Amendment: Approval of General Plan Amendment to Downtown Area
Plan and the Market & Octavia Area Plan to permit construction of a building that is 590
feet tall.
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3. PLANS AND POLICIES
3.1. OVERVIEW

Pursuant to section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, provides a
general description of land use plans applicable to the 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use
Project. Policy conflicts do not indicate a significant environmental effect within the context of
CEQA environmental review. Instead, the intent of CEQA is to determine physical effects
associated with a project. To the extent that physical environmental impacts of a proposed project
may result in conflicts with one of the goals related to a specific resource topic, such impacts are
analyzed in this EIR and initial study (Appendix B) under the appropriate environmental topic.

Land use plans typically contain numerous policies emphasizing differing legislative goals, and
an interpretation of consistency requires the balancing of all relevant policies. In the case of this
project, the San Francisco Planning Commission (planning commission) will evaluate the
proposed project in accordance with provisions of the San Francisco General Plan (general plan),
including the Downtown Area Plan, and the Market & Octavia Area Plan.

The staff reports and approval motions prepared for the decision-makers will include a
comprehensive project analysis and findings regarding the consistency of the proposed project
with applicable plans, policies, and regulations independent of the environmental review process.
Plans and policies addressed in this chapter include the following:

e San Francisco General Plan including the Housing, Urban Design, and Recreation and
Open Space elements, and the Downtown Area Plan, and the Market & Octavia Area
Plan!

e San Francisco Planning Code (planning code), including the following provisions:
Allowable Uses, Open Space, Height and Bulk, Vehicle and Bicycle Parking, Loading,
and Priority Policies (Accountable Planning Initiative)

e San Francisco Transit First policy
e San Francisco Bicycle Plan

e San Francisco Better Streets Plan
e San Francisco Sustainability Plan

e San Francisco Climate Action Strategy

This chapter also addresses the following regional plans and policies:

e Plan Bay Area 2040, which includes the sustainable communities strategy, the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s Regional Transportation Plan — Transportation 2040, and the San
Francisco Bay Plan

! The Market Street Hub Project is an area plan proposed within the Market & Octavia Area Plan.
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3. Plans and Policies

e The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Water Quality Control Plan
for the San Francisco Bay Basin

3.2. SAN FRANCISCO PLANS AND POLICIES

San Francisco General Plan

The San Francisco General Plan provides the City’s vision for the future of San Francisco. The
general plan contains 10 elements that apply citywide: Housing, Commerce and Industry,
Recreation and Open Space, Transportation, Urban Design, Environmental Protection,
Community Facilities, Community Safety, Arts, and Air Quality. The general plan also includes
area plans that identify objectives for specific geographic planning areas, such as the Downtown
Area Plan and the Market & Octavia Area Plan. The project site is located within both of these
geographic planning areas.

The San Francisco Planning Department (planning department), Zoning Administrator, planning
commission, and other City decision-makers will evaluate the proposed project in the context of
the general plan, and as part of the project review process will consider potential conflicts. The
consideration of general plan objectives and policies will take place independent from the
environmental review process. Any potential conflict not identified in this EIR will be considered
in that context and will not alter the analysis of physical environmental impacts found in this EIR.

The San Francisco General Plan elements that are most applicable to planning considerations for
the proposed project and variant are the Housing, Urban Design, and Open Space elements, as
described below. In addition, the general plan’s Transportation Element is applicable to technical
aspects of the project. The proposed project’s and variant’s consistency with the individual
policies in this more technical element is discussed in the appropriate topical sections of this EIR.

Housing Element

The 2014 Housing Element is a component of the San Francisco General Plan that establishes the
City’s overall housing policies. California housing element law (California Government Code
section 65580 et seq.) requires local jurisdictions to adequately plan for and address the housing
needs of all segments of their populations to attain the region’s share of projected statewide
housing goals. This law requires local governments to plan for their existing and projected
housing needs by facilitating the improvement and development of housing and removing
constraints on development opportunities.

San Francisco’s 2014 Housing Element was required to plan for an existing and projected
housing need of 28,869 new dwelling units. A particular focus of this element is on the creation
and retention of affordable housing, which reflects intense demand for such housing, a growing
economy (which itself puts increasing pressure on existing housing stock), and a constrained
supply of land (necessitating infill development and increased density). In general, the housing
element supports projects that increase the city’s housing supply (both market-rate and affordable
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3. Plans and Policies

housing), especially in areas that are close to job centers and are well-served by transit. The
proposed project and variant are mixed-use projects that include new housing and would not
remove existing housing. The proposed project or variant would add 984 new residential units
and would comply with section 415 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program, by providing the required percentage of below-market-rate units
onsite or offsite, or by paying an in-lieu fee. The proposed project or variant would not conflict
with any objectives or policies in the housing element.

Urban Design Element

The general plan’s Urban Design Element addresses the physical character and order of San
Francisco to maintain and, where needed, improve the relationship between people and their
environment. Because of its width and unique orientation, Market Street is identified as a form
element of San Francisco, giving identity to districts and order to the city structure. The urban
design element notes that the scale of new development should be considered when determining
the appropriateness of such development within its neighborhood and citywide context. The
proposed project would fit within with the height and bulk requirements of the project site, as
outlined below, which have been established to promote urban form compatible with existing and
proposed uses in the project area. The variant would exceed the existing height requirements of
the project site shown on map 4 of the urban design element.

The element specifically calls for centers of activity to be made more prominent through design
of street features and other means (Policy 1.6). Recommended features include street landscaping,
lighting, distinctive paving, furniture, and other elements that fit within the context and contribute
to the identity of the area, suitable to the needs and desires of merchants, shoppers, and other
people using the area. The proposed streetscape improvements would improve the pedestrian
experience on the project site by widening the sidewalks along 12th Street, improving the 12th
Street right-of-way to increase pedestrian access, and including a mid-block alley. The mid-block
alley would connect 12th Street to either South Van Ness Avenue (proposed project) or Market
Street (variant).

As discussed below, the proposed project and could be inconsistent with certain aspects of the
general plan’s urban design element related to conserving resources that provide a sense of
continuity with the past. The proposed project and variant would include demolition of the
existing building at 10 South VVan Ness Avenue, which is considered a historic resource under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). For these reasons, the proposed project and
variant could conflict with policy 2.4 of the urban design element, which calls for the
preservation of notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural, or aesthetic value. The
associated physical environmental impacts that could result from this conflict are discussed in
Section 4.1, Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural), pp. 4.1.24-4.1.29, of this EIR.
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Recreation and Open Space Element

The general plan’s Recreation and Open Space Element, revised and updated in April 2014,
addresses the character of the city’s open spaces and calls for the preservation and enhancement
of open spaces through community engagement. Specifically, this element calls for acquiring
open space in high-needs areas (policy 2.1) and supporting the development of civic-serving open
spaces (policy 2.6). The element identifies portions of the project site as a high-needs open space
area. Because the project would include development of publicly accessible open space that
would provide passive recreational opportunities in a high-needs open space area, the proposed
project or variant would not obviously conflict with any objectives or policies in the recreation
and open space element.

Market & Octavia Area Plan

The project site is located within the Market & Octavia Area Plan (area plan) boundaries.? The
area plan, effective on May 30, 2008, after approval by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
(board of supervisors), promotes a mixed-use, urban neighborhood in which new and current
residents enjoy a vibrant pedestrian realm and multiple transit connections.

The Market & Octavia Area Plan established the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential
Special Use District (SUD), which is described as a “transit-oriented, high-density, mixed-use
neighborhood around the intersection of Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, adjacent to
downtown.” Residential and commercial uses are principally permitted uses in the Van Ness and
Market Downtown Residential SUD.

The proposed project and variant would be inconsistent with the following policies from the
Market & Octavia Area Plan:

e Policy 3.2.6: Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of historic buildings and
resources.

e Policy 3.2.11: Ensure that changes in the built environment respect the historic character
and cultural heritage of the area, and that resource sustainability is supported.

o Policy 3.2.14: Apply the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties” for all projects that affect individually designated buildings at the
local, state, or national level.

o Policy 3.2.16: Preserve the cultural and socio-economic diversity of the plan area through
preservation of historic resources.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Market & Octavia Area Plan, adopted May 30, 2008, last amended
2010,
http://208.121.200.84/ftp/files/Citywide/Market_Octavia/Market_and_Octavia_Area_Plan_2010.pdf,
accessed May 26, 2016. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise
noted) is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
as part of Case File No. 2015-004568ENV.
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The area plan acknowledges that the superior transit access in the vicinity of Market Street and
Van Ness Avenue—with San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) light rail, Muni bus, and Bay
Area Rapid Transit stations being easily accessible—should encourage the siting of high-density
housing and housing-supporting uses in this area. The area plan indicates that if residential towers
were to be constructed, they should be clustered around the intersection of Market Street and Van
Ness Avenue, with heights ranging from 160 to 400 feet. Policies also call for improvements to
the circulation network in the plan area, with a focus on redesigning 12th Street for public use.

The proposed project or variant would respond to the increased development density and building
scale intensity contemplated for the project site in the area plan and what is permitted for the
Downtown General Commercial (C-3-G) use district, described below. As described in chapter
2.0, Project Description, either the proposed project or the variant would construct 984 residential
units above ground-floor retail uses and would implement improvements to 12th Street. The
proposed improvements would allow for intensified pedestrian and bicycle use while permitting
continued vehicular access. The proposed project or variant would add active retail frontages to
Market Street, South Van Ness Avenue, and 12th Street and would provide streetscape
improvements, including landscaping, along these frontages.

The Market & Octavia Area Plan requires that residential uses be provided at a 2:1 ratio with
nonresidential uses. The proposed 984 dwelling units (935,745 gross square feet) would be
approximately 87 percent of the total building square footage (1,071,095 gross square feet),
which would satisfy this area plan requirement.

As described in more detail in initial study Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, the
proposed project or variant would demolish a building considered eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources. Demolition of a building considered eligible for the
California register may conflict with the historic preservation policies of the Market & Octavia
Area Plan. However, with the exception of historic preservation policies, the proposed project or
variant would not conflict with the area plan’s policies.

Market Street Hub Project

The proposed Market Street Hub Plan would amend the 2008 Market and Octavia Area Plan, for
the easternmost portions of the Market and Octavia Area Plan. The objectives of the Hub Plan are
to encourage housing, including affordable housing; create safer and more walkable streets as
well as welcoming and active public spaces; increase transportation options; and create a
neighborhood with a range of uses and services to meet neighborhood needs. The Hub Plan
would pursue changes to height and bulk districts for select parcels to allow more housing,
including more affordable housing, and to allow development of a taller, larger, and more diverse
array of buildings and heights within the Hub Plan area.

It is anticipated that if all 17 of the sites identified for upzoning in the Hub Plan were to be
developed to the proposed maximum height and bulk limits, these changes would result in
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approximately 8,100 new residential units (over 15,700 new residents) in addition to new
commercial and institutional space. The planning department released a notice of preparation of
an environmental impact report (EIR) for the Hub Plan in May 2018 and expects to publish the
draft EIR in summer 2019.

Potential development under the Market Street Hub plans is included in the cumulative projects
considered in the cumulative impact analysis, where relevant for the specific environmental
topics addressed in this EIR (see pp. 4.0.13-4.0.14).

San Francisco Planning Code

The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates by reference the City’s zoning maps,
governs permitted uses, densities, and building configurations in San Francisco. A permit to
construct a new building (or to alter or demolish an existing building) may not be issued unless
the project complies with the planning code, or an exception or variance is granted pursuant to the
planning code’s provisions.

The project site is also within the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential SUD. As noted in
section 249.33 of the planning code, this special use district is intended to be a transit-oriented,
high-density, mixed-use neighborhood with a significant residential presence. The Van Ness and
Market Downtown Residential SUD is intended to serve as a transitional zone between larger
scale commercial areas downtown and lower scale residential and neighborhood commercial
areas to the west.

Allowable Uses

The project site is in the Downtown General Commercial zoning district. As stated in
section 210.2 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the C-3-G district:

...is composed of a variety of uses: retail, offices, hotels, entertainment, clubs
and institutions, and high-density residential. Many of these uses have a citywide
or regional function, although the intensity of development is lower here than in
the downtown core area. As in the case of other downtown districts, no off-street
parking is required for individual commercial buildings. In the vicinity of Market
Street, the configuration of this district reflects easy accessibility by rapid transit.

Retail sales and service uses on the ground floor and residential uses above the ground floor, as
included in the proposed project or variant, are principally permitted within this zoning district.
Section 210.2, table 210.2, of the planning code defines the floor area ratio (FAR) in the C-3-G
district as 6:1, meaning that the building area for a project cannot exceed six times its lot area.
The Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential SUD allows an unlimited increase in this ratio
through payment of the VVan Ness inclusionary affordable housing fee and the VVan Ness and
Market Neighborhood infrastructure fee. The proposed project or variant would exceed the
permitted 6:1 FAR. The project sponsor proposes to pay the fees required by the planning code to
achieve the proposed ratio. The proposed project or variant would comply with San Francisco
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Planning Code section 415, the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, by providing the
required percentage of onsite or offsite below-market-rate units or paying the in-lieu fee.

Open Space

Section 135, table 135A, of the San Francisco Planning Code requires 36 square feet of open
space per unit in the C-3 district if the space provided is private, or 48 square feet of open space
per unit if the space provided is common usable open space or publicly accessible open

space.® Section 249.33(b)(4) requires that open space be of one or more of the following types: an
unenclosed park or garden at street grade; an unenclosed plaza at street grade; an unenclosed
pedestrian pathway; a terrace or roof garden; or streetscape improvements with landscaping and
pedestrian amenities.

To comply with the requirements of section 135, the proposed project or variant would be
required to provide approximately 47,114 square feet of common usable open space. The
proposed project would provide common usable open space as terraces at the podium levels and
on the rooftop (48,150 square feet), and an unenclosed mid-block alley that would serve as a
pedestrian pathway (2,975 square feet). The mid-block alley would also serve as a privately
owned public open space as required by San Francisco Planning Code section 138.

The variant would provide usable open space in a combination of privately owned public open
space (12,091 square feet), common usable open space for project residents (25,565 square feet),
and private open space (9,550 square feet) for a total of 47,206 square feet. Like the proposed
project, the variant would provide common usable open space consisting of terraces on the
podium levels and on the roof. The proposed project or variant would provide adequate open
space.

Height and Bulk

The project site falls within two separate height and bulk districts. The northern portion is in the
120-R-2 height and bulk district; the southern portion is in the 120/400-R-2 district. The 120-R-2
district allows a 120-foot-tall building on the northern portion of the project site and a podium up
to 120 feet in height. The 120/400-R-2 district allows a tower up to 400 feet tall. The R-2 bulk
district does not set bulk restrictions for buildings less than 120 feet tall. For buildings more than
120 feet tall, all portions of structures above the podium height are subject to the bulk restrictions
in planning code section 270(e)(2).

3 As defined in planning code section 135, common usable open space includes open space that is easily
accessible from a dwelling unit or from a common area of a building or lot. Common usable open space
is accessible to building occupants only, but, as opposed to private usable open space, is accessible to all
building occupants rather than a select group of units. In C-3 districts, new buildings are required to
provide privately owned public open spaces meeting the requirements of planning code section 138.
These open spaces must be accessible to the general public.

4 Private open space is open space that is accessible only to one unit or a certain group of units.
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In accordance with San Francisco Planning Code section 270(e)(2)(D), buildings between 351
and 550 feet tall may not exceed a plan length of 115 feet, a diagonal dimension of 145 feet, and a
maximum average floor area of 10,000 gross square feet. Planning code section 270(e)(2)(F)
specifies that to encourage tower sculpting, the gross floor area of the top one-third of the tower
shall be reduced by 10 percent from the maximum floor plate unless the overall tower floor plate
is reduced by an equal or greater volume. A minimum distance of 115 feet must be preserved
between all structures more than 120 feet tall at all levels above 120 feet in height, as required by
the R-2 bulk district.

The proposed project would conform to the existing height and bulk requirements applicable to
the project site. The variant would exceed the height limit of the existing 120/400-R-2 district. To
permit the development of the variant, the board of supervisors would need to approve an
amendment to the zoning map height and bulk districts (sheet HT07) pursuant to planning code
section 302.

Vehicle and Bicycle Parking

San Francisco Planning Code section 151.1 does not require the provision of off-street parking in
the C-3-G District or the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential SUD. The planning code
sets maximum limits for off-street parking in these districts. As shown in table 151.1, the
maximum number of off-street parking spaces permitted for dwelling units in the Van Ness and
Market Downtown Residential SUD is 0.25 space per dwelling unit, with 0.5 space per dwelling
unit conditionally permitted.

However, on December 12, 2017, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No.
448-17,° which established interim zoning controls for off-street parking in the Hub Project area,
where the project is located, which limit off-street parking for new development projects to the
principally permitted accessory parking ratios established under the planning code, except for
projects that dedicate 25 percent or more of the total number of residential units as inclusionary
units and provide those units on-site. The interim zoning controls are effective for a period of

18 months.®

If the proposed project or variant includes 25 percent or more on-site below-market-rate units,
then the interim zoning controls will not apply. However, because the proposed project or variant
may comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by providing these below-
market-rate units off site or paying an in-lieu fee, it has not yet been determined whether the
interim zoning controls apply to the proposed project or variant.

Either the proposed project or the variant would include 984 residential dwelling units, which
would principally permit up to 246 parking spaces for the residential uses. Up to 492 parking

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Interim Zoning Controls — Off-Street Parking in the “Hub” Area,
http://default.sfplanning.org/legislative_changes/new_code_summaries/171015.pdf.
& The interim zoning controls for off-street parking in the Hub Project area will expire on June 22, 2019.
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spaces would be permitted with a conditional use authorization approved by the San Francisco
Planning Commission if the interim zoning controls do not apply. In accordance with planning
code section 167, the cost of residential parking would be unbundled from the cost of rent.

For retail uses, up to one parking space for every 1,500 square feet of occupied floor area is
permitted, and nonresidential parking shall not exceed 7 percent of gross floor area for
nonresidential uses. The proposed project or variant would include approximately 30,350 or
30,450 gross square feet of commercial space, respectively, and approximately 3,000 or 5,297
gross square feet of mechanical space, respectively. Consistent with the Van Ness and Market
Downtown Residential SUD, the proposed project or variant would include up to 2,335 or 2,503
gross square feet of permitted parking space, respectively, or up to approximately 15 parking
spaces (proposed project) or 16 parking spaces (variant). Thus, the proposed project or variant’s
14 retail parking spaces would comply with the planning code.

San Francisco Planning Code section 155.2 requires the following for provision of bicycle
parking spaces:

e One hundred class | spaces plus one class | space for every four dwelling units over 100
for buildings containing more than 100 dwelling units, located in a bicycle locker or
secure room (321 spaces for the proposed project or variant).

e One class Il space per 20 dwelling units (49 spaces for the proposed project or variant).

e One class | space for every 7,500 square feet of occupied floor area for retail and service
uses (four spaces for the proposed project or variant).

e One class Il space for every 2,500 square feet of occupied floor area for retail and service
uses (12 spaces for the proposed project or variant).

The proposed project or variant would provide 336 class | bicycle parking spaces (332 for
residential use, 4 for retail use) in a secured room in the proposed lobby, and 61 class Il bicycle
parking spaces (49 for residential use, 12 for retail use), which would be consistent with the
requirements of planning code section 155.2.

Loading

San Francisco Planning Code section 152.1 requires two freight-loading spaces for retail spaces
in the C-3-G District between 30,001 and 50,000 gross square feet. For residential uses over
500,000 gross square feet, three freight-loading spaces plus one space for each additional 400,000
gross square feet are required. Section 153(a)(6) allows the substitution of two service vehicle
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spaces for each required off-street freight loading space in the C-3-G District, provided that a
minimum of 50 percent of the required number of spaces are provided for freight loading.’

In compliance with planning code requirements, the proposed project includes seven freight-
loading spaces (three of which would be standard freight-loading spaces and four of which would
be service vehicle spaces). One loading space would accommodate up to a 45-foot-long vehicle in
the below-grade parking garage. The four service vehicle loading spaces located at basement
level would be 8 feet wide and 20 feet long with 8% feet of vertical clearance, one truck loading
berth would be 12 feet wide and 45 feet long with 14 feet of vertical clearance, and two truck
loading berths would be 12 feet wide and 35 feet long with 14 feet of vertical clearance. The
proposed project or variant would be consistent with the planning code’s loading requirements.

Priority Policies

The Accountable Planning Initiative added section 101.1 to the San Francisco Planning Code and
established eight priority policies. These policies are as follows (the sections of the EIR or initial
study [Appendix B] that address the environmental issues associated with the policies, if any, are
included in parenthesis):

(1) Preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses

(2) Protection of neighborhood character (see the initial study in Appendix B, Topic E.1[a-c],
Land Use and Land Use Planning)

(3) Preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (see the initial study in Appendix B,
Topic E.2[b], Population and Housing, with regard to housing supply and displacement
issues)

(4) Discouragement of commuter automobiles (see Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation)

(5) Protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and
enhancement of residents” employment and business ownership (see the initial study in
Appendix B, Topic E.1[a—], Land Use and Land Use Planning)

(6) Maximization of earthquake preparedness (see the initial study in Appendix B, Topic
E.14[a-d], Geology, Soils, and Seismicity)

(7) Landmark and historic building preservation (see Section 4.1, Cultural Resources)
(8) Protection of open space (see Section 4.5, Wind; Section 4.6, Shadow; and the initial
study in Appendix B, Topic E.10[a and c], Recreation)

Before issuing a permit for any project requiring an initial study under CEQA or for any
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and before taking any action that requires a finding of

7 As set forth in San Francisco Planning Code section 154(b), off-street freight loading spaces must have

minimum dimensions of 12 feet x 35 feet (width x length) and a minimum vertical clearance (including
entry and exit) of 14 feet, except for the first space, which may be smaller (minimum dimensions of 10
feet x 25 feet, with a minimum vertical clearance of 12 feet). Service vehicle spaces intended to serve as
substitutes for off-street freight loading spaces as provided under planning code section 153(a)(6) must
have minimum dimensions of 8 feet x 20 feet and a minimum vertical clearance of 7 feet.
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consistency with the San Francisco General Plan, the City is required to find that the proposed
project or variant or legislation would be consistent with the eight priority policies. As noted
above, the consistency of the proposed project or variant with the environmental topics associated
with the priority policies is discussed in this EIR and in the initial study (Appendix B).

San Francisco Transit First Policy

The City’s Transit First Policy was adopted by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in 1973
and amended in 1999, and is contained in section 8A.115 of the City Charter. This policy is a set
of principles emphasizing the City’s commitment to giving the use of public rights-of-way by
pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transit priority over the private automobile. These principles
are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco
General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required by law to implement
Transit First Policy principles in conducting the City’s affairs.

The proposed project or variant would construct a mixed-use residential project adjacent to major
public transit routes in an effort to increase density near transit stations. The proposed project or
variant would provide approximately 397 bicycle spaces and 518 off-street vehicle parking
spaces, subject to approval by the San Francisco Planning Commission. The planning
commission would determine whether this proposed increase to the principally permitted parking
ratio would be consistent with the Transit First Policy. The streetscape design for either the
proposed project or variant would make improvements to 12th Street to enhance the use of the
street for pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers. As such, the proposed project or variant would be
consistent with the City’s Transit First Policy.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan

In August 2009, the board of supervisors approved the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, which is
intended to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a
transportation mode. In addition to identifying the existing bicycle route network and proposing
short-term and long-term improvements to this network, the plan identifies goals, objectives, and
policies to support these proposed improvements.

Implementation of either the proposed streetscape design would increase the connectivity
between bicycle routes on Market and Mission streets, which would help improve bicycle access
in the vicinity of the project site. As such, the proposed project or variant would not conflict with
the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.

San Francisco Better Streets Plan

In December 2010, the San Francisco Better Streets Plan was adopted in support of the City’s
efforts to enhance the streetscape and the pedestrian environment. This plan carries out the intent
of San Francisco’s Better Streets Plan, which was adopted by the board of supervisors on
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February 6, 2006. The plan classifies the city’s public streets and rights-of-way, and creates a
unified set of standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies that guide how the City
designs, builds, and maintains its public streets and rights-of-way.

The San Francisco Better Streets Plan consists of policies and guidelines for the city’s pedestrian
realm. Major concepts related to streetscape and pedestrian improvements include:

(1) Pedestrian safety and accessibility features, such as enhanced pedestrian crossings, corner
or mid-block curb extensions, pedestrian countdown and priority signals, and other traffic
calming features

(2) Universal pedestrian-oriented design, with incorporation of street trees, sidewalk
plantings, furnishings, lighting, efficient location of utilities for unobstructed sidewalks,
shared single surfaces for small streets/alleys, and sidewalk/median pocket parks

(3) Integrated pedestrian/transit functions using bus bulb-outs and boarding islands (bus
stops in medians within the street)

(4) Opportunities for new outdoor seating areas

(5) Improved ecological performance with the incorporation of stormwater management
techniques and urban forest maintenance

The requirements of the San Francisco Better Streets Plan are incorporated into the planning code
as section 138.1.

The proposed project or variant would reconfigure the intersection of 12th Street and South Van
Ness Avenue to increase pedestrian visibility and safety. Streetscape improvements along South
Van Ness Avenue, Market Street, and 12th Street would include pedestrian-oriented streetlights
and landscaping including street trees and sidewalk plantings. Street furniture would be provided
along the project site’s 12th Street frontage. These improvements would be implemented under
either proposed streetscape design. The straight-shot streetscape option would extend the eastern
sidewalk along 12th Street adjacent to the project site from 15 to 40 feet in width to create a
pedestrian promenade. With incorporation of these streetscape improvements, the proposed
project or variant would be consistent with the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.

San Francisco Sustainability Plan

In 1993, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors established the Commission on San Francisco’s
Environment, which is charged with, among other duties, drafting and implementing a plan for
the city’s long-term environmental sustainability. The goal of the sustainability plan is to enable
San Francisco and its people to meet their current needs without sacrificing the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs.

The San Francisco Sustainability Plan is divided into 15 topic areas. Ten of the sustainability
plan’s topic areas address specific environmental issues: air quality; biodiversity; energy, climate
change, and ozone depletion; food and agriculture; hazardous materials; human health; parks,
open spaces, and streetscapes; solid waste; transportation; and water and wastewater. The other
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five topic areas are broader in scope and cover many issues: economy and economic
development, environmental justice, municipal expenditures, public information and education,
and risk management. Although the San Francisco Sustainability Plan became official City policy
in July 1997, the board of supervisors has not committed the City to perform all of the actions
addressed in the plan. The plan serves as a blueprint, with many of its individual proposals
requiring further development and public comment.

The San Francisco Building Code was amended in 2008 to add chapter 13C, Green Building
Requirements, which partially implements the energy provisions of the sustainability plan. The
San Francisco Green Building Requirements establish either Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED)?® certification levels or Green Point Rated® system points for types
of residential and commercial buildings. The new requirements mandate that newly constructed
private residential and commercial buildings include energy and water efficient features, to be
implemented during both construction and operation. The California Building Standards
Commission adopted a green building code as part of the California Building Standards Code
(title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, paragraph 6). The provisions of the state code
became effective on January 1, 2011. Local jurisdictions are allowed to adopt or continue to use
their own green building ordinances as long as they are as stringent as or more stringent than
those adopted by the state.

The proposed project and variant would conform with the San Francisco Sustainability Plan. The
proposed project, the variant, and both streetscape design options would comply with applicable
green building requirements, including those for construction and recycling; construction
materials, including low-emitting materials; energy consumption; parking; and water and
stormwater. The proposed project or variant would be required to be certified to at least LEED
Silver in accordance with section 4.103.2.1 of the San Francisco Green Building Code. The
proposed project or variant would seek LEED Gold certification in connection with its status as
an environmental leadership development project pursuant to Assembly Bill 900, the Jobs and
Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011, and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) section 21178 et seq., and would therefore be consistent with
the San Francisco Sustainability Plan.

San Francisco Climate Action Strategy

In 2013, the City adopted the San Francisco Climate Action Strategy, which updates the climate
action plan adopted by the City in 2004. The actions at the core of the strategy is to source 100

8 LEED is an internationally recognized green building certification system developed by the U.S. Green
Building Council, which provides third-party verification that a building or community was designed and
built using strategies aimed at improving performance across metrics that include energy savings, water
efficiency, reduction of carbon dioxide emissions, improved indoor environmental quality, stewardship
of resources, and sensitivity to impacts on resources.

® Green Point Rated is a program of Build it Green, established for evaluating residential building
performance in the areas of resource conservation, indoor air quality, water conservation, energy
efficiency, and livable communities (infill development, density, diversity).
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percent of residential and 80 percent of commercial electricity from renewable sources, coupled
with usage improvements to promote energy efficiency; make 50 percent of all trips by modes
other than personal vehicles; and achieve San Francisco’s zero waste goal, which targets reducing
emissions from waste generation and disposal to zero.

Key strategies focus on energy use in buildings, transportation, waste, urban forest, and municipal
operations. Although the board of supervisors has not formally committed the City to perform the
actions addressed in the San Francisco Climate Action Strategy and many of the actions require
further development and commitment of resources, the climate action strategy serves as a
blueprint for reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.

Recommended actions in the San Francisco Climate Action Strategy related to energy use in
buildings include implementation of the existing commercial building benchmarking ordinance
and requiring energy-efficient designs in new development. Recommended transportation
measures include the increased use of public transit as an alternative to driving and increased
urban infill closer to transit service. The strategy also promotes mode shift from driving to
bicycling and walking.

As discussed in Topic E.18, Mineral and Energy Resources, in the initial study (Appendix B), the
proposed project or variant would implement energy-efficient design measures in buildings and
features intended to reduce water usage. Either the proposed project or the variant would include
a wastewater treatment system that would be sized to treat and use recycled water from the
proposed building(s) for nonpotable uses in the building, including flushing toilets, irrigation, and
cooling tower water for the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning system. The project sponsor
has sought certification of the proposed project or variant as an environmental leadership
development project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 21178, which would require the
project to result in no additional greenhouse gas emissions over the lifetime of the project.
Considering these project features, the proposed project or variant would not conflict with the
climate action plan.

3.3. REGIONAL PLANS AND POLICIES

There are several regional planning agencies whose environmental, land use, and transportation
plans and policies consider the growth and development of the nine-county San Francisco Bay
Area. Some of these plans and policies are advisory, and some include specific goals and
provisions that must be adhered to when evaluating a project under CEQA. The regional plans
and policies that are relevant to the proposed project are discussed below.

Plan Bay Area 2040 and Regional Housing Needs Plan

In July 2017, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) adopted Plan Bay Area 2040, a long-range integrated transportation, land
use, and housing strategy through 2040 for the San Francisco Bay Area that was an update from

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2015-004568ENV 3.14 October 17, 2018



3. Plans and Policies

the plan adopted in 2013.1° The plan also serves as the sustainable community strategy mandated
by Senate Bill 375. Plan Bay Area will continue to be updated every four years to analyze current
regional growth patterns, develop strategies for addressing housing and transportation needs, and
prioritize environmental and socioeconomic equity. The current plan identifies a number of
priority development areas where growth and development would be focused. These are existing
neighborhoods that are well served by public transit and are considered to be appropriate
locations for additional compact development.

The project site is located in the Market-Octavia/Upper Market Priority Development Area of
Plan Bay Area 2040.1!

In July 2013, ABAG projected regional housing needs in its Regional Housing Need Plan for the
San Francisco Bay Area: 2014-2022. According to this plan, San Francisco’s projected housing
need from 2014 to 2022 is 28,869 residential units, consisting of 6,234 within the very-low-
income level (0-50 percent of area median income); 4,639 within the low-income level (51-80
percent of area median income); 5,460 within the moderate-income level (81-120 percent of area
median income); and 12,536 within the above-moderate-income level (120 percent plus of area
median income).*2 The jurisdictional allocation for San Francisco translates into an average
annual need for approximately 4,124 net new residential units.

The proposed project or variant would add 984 new residential units and would comply with
section 415 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program.
Therefore, the proposed project or variant would contribute to the city’s housing stock, including
affordable housing stock, thereby helping to meet the city’s overall housing demands. The
proposed project or variant would be required to pay an affordable housing in-lieu fee or to
provide the required percentage of onsite or offsite below-market-rate units.

Neither the proposed project nor the variant would result in inconsistencies with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission and ABAG’s Plan Bay Area 2040 and ABAG’s Regional Housing
Need Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area: 2014-2022. The physical impacts of the proposed
project or variant related to population and housing are discussed in the initial study checklist,
Topic E.2, Population and Housing (see Appendix B). Impacts of the proposed project and
variant relating to transportation are discussed in the initial study checklist, Topic E.5,
Transportation and Circulation, and are addressed further in Section 4.2 of this EIR.

10 Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area
2040, Final, July 26, 2017, http://2040.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/2017-
07/Plan%20Bay%20Area%202040_ Adopted 07.26.17.pdf, accessed August 4, 2017.

11 Association of Bay Area Governments, Priority Development Area Showcase,
http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/PDAShowcase/, accessed August 4, 2017.

12 Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2013, December 2013.
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Bay Area Clean Air Plan

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan requires
implementation of “all feasible measures” to reduce ozone and to provide a control strategy to
reduce emissions of ozone, particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases. The
2017 Clean Air Plan describes the status of local air quality and identifies emission control
measures to be implemented. Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the
proposed project or variant would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air
guality plan. Their compliance with the Bay Area Clean Air Plan is analyzed in Section 4.4, Air
Quality, of this EIR.

Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Water Quality Control Plan for
the San Francisco Basin (basin plan) is a master water quality control planning document. The
basin plan designates beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters of the state,
including surface waters and groundwater, and includes implementation programs to achieve
water quality objectives.

The proposed project is generally consistent with these plans. Implementation of high-density
residential development at the site would result in a land use pattern that concentrates population
in an area well-served by transit and infrastructure, in close proximity to jobs and services, and in
an efficient manner that could reduce reliance on personal automobile trips.

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2015-004568ENV 3.16 October 17, 2018



4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS
4.0 CHAPTER INTRODUCTION

Overview

Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, provides a project-level analysis of the physical
environmental impacts of implementing the proposed project or variant as described in Chapter 2,
Project Description. This chapter describes the environmental setting, assesses impacts (offsite,
onsite, construction-related, operational, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts), and identifies
mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid identified significant environmental impacts.

Scope of Analysis

The environmental setting discussion describes the current physical conditions, or baseline
conditions, in the project area. The baseline used for environmental impacts analysis under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA\) reflects the conditions present at the time the
notice of preparation for this EIR was published. As discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, the
project’s notice of preparation was published on July 12, 2017, and an initial study was published
on May 2, 2018. The initial study (Appendix B) concluded that many of the physical
environmental impacts of the proposed project or variant would result in no impact or less-than-
significant impacts, and that mitigation measures agreed to by the project sponsor and required as
conditions of approval would reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. CEQA
does not require further assessment of a project or variant’s less-than-significant impacts, which
were identified in the initial study for the following environmental topics:

o Land use and land use planning (all topics)

e Population and housing (all topics)

e Cultural resources (archeological resources, human remains, tribal cultural resources)

e Greenhouse gas emissions (all topics)

o Recreation (all topics)

o Utilities and service systems (all topics)

o Public services (all topics)

o Biological resources (all topics)

e Geology and soils (all topics)

e Hydrology and water quality (all topics)

e Hazards and hazardous materials (all topics)

e Mineral and energy resources (all topics)

e Agriculture and forestry resources (all topics)

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2015-004568ENV 4.0.1 October 17, 2018



4. Environmental Setting and Impacts
Chapter Introduction

The initial study determined that the proposed project or variant could result in potentially
significant impacts in the following topic areas, which are addressed in this EIR:

e Cultural resources (historic architectural resources)
e Transportation and circulation (all topics)

o Noise (all topics)

e Air quality (all topics)

o Wind (all topics)

e Shadow (all topics)

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, as an addition to the proposed project or variant,
the project would include a “straight-shot streetscape option.” This option could be applied to
either the proposed project or the variant. The design of the straight-shot streetscape option would
be similar to the proposed streetscape design, with the primary difference being the width of the
proposed sidewalks. Additionally, under this option, there would be two 11-foot-wide mixed-flow
travel lanes, with one lane running in each direction. The straight-shot streetscape option is not
discussed for most topics in this EIR, because there would be no difference in impacts between
the straight-shot streetscape option and the proposed streetscape design under either the proposed
project or the variant. The straight-shot streetscape option is analyzed in Section 4.2,
Transportation and Circulation, because it could have potential impacts on traffic flow and
pedestrian access that would be different from those of the proposed project or variant.

Specific Approaches to the CEQA Analysis

Aesthetics and Parking Analysis (Senate Bill 743 and CEQA
Section 21099)

CEQA section 21099(d) provides that “aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area
shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”* Accordingly, aesthetics and
parking are not considered when determining whether a project that meets all of the following
three criteria has the potential to result in significant environmental impacts:

1 See section 21099(d)(1) of the CEQA statute.
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e The project is in a transit priority area.2
e The project is on an infill site.?

e The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.*

The proposed project and variant meet the first, second, and third criteria; therefore, this EIR does
not consider aesthetics or the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project
impacts under CEQA.

CEQA section 21099(e) states that a lead agency maintains the authority to consider aesthetics
impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers and that
aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources. As such, the San
Francisco Planning Department (planning department) does consider aesthetics for design review
and to evaluate effects on historical or cultural resources.

The planning department recognizes that the public and decision-makers nonetheless may be
interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project, and may desire
that such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, some
of the information that otherwise would have been provided in an aesthetics section of this EIR
(such as visual simulations of the proposed project) is included in Chapter 2, Project Description.
However, this information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to
determine the significance of the environmental impacts of the project pursuant to CEQA.

Similarly, the planning department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the
public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this EIR presents parking demand information in
Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation, for informational purposes and considers any
secondary physical impacts associated with constrained parking supply as applicable in the
transportation, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and pedestrian safety analyses.

2 CEQA section 21099(a)(7) defines a transit priority area as an area within 0.5 mile of an existing or
planned major transit stop. A major transit stop is defined in CEQA section 21064.3 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 CEQA section 21099(a)(4) defines an infill site as a lot located in an urban area that has been previously
developed, or 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.

4 CEQA section 21099(a)(1) defines an employment center as a project located on property zoned for
commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and is located in a transit priority area.
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Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis

CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to develop
revisions to the CEQA Guidelines that establish criteria for determining the significance of
transportation impacts of projects that promote the “reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA section
21099(b)(2) states when the revised CEQA Guidelines for determining transportation impacts
have been certified pursuant to CEQA section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely
by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be
considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA.

In January 2016, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research published for public review and
comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA.®> These proposed transportation impact guidelines recommended measuring the
transportation impacts of projects using the metric of vehicle miles traveled. Vehicle miles
traveled measures the amount and distance that a project might cause people to drive, accounting
for the number of passengers in a vehicle.

The transportation impact guidelines proposed by the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research provide substantial evidence that vehicle miles traveled is an appropriate standard to use
in analyzing transportation impacts to protect environmental quality, and that vehicle miles
traveled is better than automobile delay at indicating impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions,
air quality, and energy. Acknowledging this, San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution
19579, adopted on March 3, 2016:

¢ Found that automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures
of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall no longer be considered a significant
impact on the environment pursuant to CEQA, because it does not measure
environmental impacts, and therefore, does not protect environmental quality.

¢ Directed the environmental review officer to remove automobile delay as a factor in
determining significant impacts pursuant to CEQA for all guidelines, criteria, and lists of
exemptions, and to update the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review and Categorical Exemptions from CEQA to reflect this change.

e Directed the environmental planning division and environmental review officer to replace
automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled criteria that promote the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a
diversity of land uses, and that are consistent with proposed and forthcoming changes to
the CEQA Guidelines by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.

> Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA: Implementing Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013),
January 20, 2016.

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2015-004568ENV 4.0.4 October 17, 2018



4. Environmental Setting and Impacts
Chapter Introduction

Resolution 19579 became effective immediately for all projects that have not received a CEQA
determination, and for projects that have previously received CEQA determinations but require
additional environmental analysis.

Accordingly, this EIR does not discuss automobile delay impacts. Instead, Section 4.2,
Transportation and Circulation, presents an analysis of vehicle miles traveled and induced
automobile travel impacts. Nonetheless, decision-makers may consider automobile delay,
independent of the environmental review process, as part of their decisions to approve, modify, or
disapprove the proposed project or variant.

Environmental Analysis Format

Each environmental topic analyzed in this chapter includes the following subsections.

Introduction

The Introduction subsection includes a brief description of the types of impacts analyzed and a
summary of the impacts that were focused out in the initial study (that is, impacts that were
determined to result in a less-than-significant impact).

Environmental Setting

The Environmental Setting subsection describes the existing, baseline physical conditions of the
project site and surroundings (e.g., existing land uses, transportation conditions, noise
environment) with respect to the environmental topic at the time the notice of preparation was
issued. Conditions are described in sufficient detail and breadth to allow a general understanding
of the environmental impacts of the proposed project and variant.

Regulatory Framework

The Regulatory Framework subsection describes the relevant federal, state, and regional and/or
local regulatory requirements that are directly applicable to the environmental topic being
analyzed.

Approach to Analysis

The Approach to Analysis subsection describes the methodology used to analyze potential
environmental impacts for each environmental topic under the identified significance thresholds.
Some evaluations (e.g., vehicle miles traveled and transit capacity in transportation and
circulation) are quantitative, while those for other topics (e.g., cultural resources) are qualitative.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The Impacts and Mitigation Measures subsection evaluates the potential for the proposed project
and variant to result in direct or indirect adverse impacts on the existing physical environment,
with consideration of both short-term and long-term impacts. The analysis covers all project
phases, including construction and operation. The significance thresholds for environmental
impacts are defined at the beginning of this subsection, and the discussion of the approach to the
analysis explains how the significance thresholds have been applied to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed project and variant.

Both project-level and cumulative impacts are analyzed. Project-level impacts could result from
actions related to implementation of the proposed project or the variant. Cumulative impacts
could result from implementation of the proposed project or variant in combination with other
cumulative projects in the study area (for a discussion of these projects, see “Cumulative
Impacts” on pp. 4.0.8-4.0.14).

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND DETERMINATIONS

Under CEQA, a significant effect is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse
change in the environment. The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be
based on scientific and factual data, including the entire record for the project, and not on
argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence. The significance thresholds (or criteria) used
in this EIR to determine the severity of impacts are those established by the San Francisco
Planning Department’s Environmental Planning Division. The Environmental Planning
Division’s guidance is based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with procedures as set forth in
chapter 31.10 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The significance thresholds are
presented in each environmental topic section of this chapter before the discussion of impacts.

The impacts of the proposed project or variant are organized into separate categories based on the
significance thresholds for that topic. Project-specific impacts are discussed first, followed by the
cumulative analysis. Impacts are numbered and shown in boldface type. Impacts are numbered
consecutively within each topic and include an abbreviated reference to the impact section (e.g.,
“CR”). The following abbreviations are used for individual topics:

e CR: Cultural Resources

e TR: Transportation and Circulation

¢ NO: Noise
o AQ: Air Quality
e WI: Wind
e SH: Shadow
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Each impact statement describes the impact that would occur without mitigation. The level of
significance of the impact, indicated in parentheses at the end of the impact statement, is based on
the following terms:

e No Impact. This determination applies if no potential exists for an impact or if the
environmental resource does not occur in the project area or the area of potential impacts.

e Less-than-Significant Impact. This determination applies if the impact would not
exceed the defined significance threshold or would be eliminated or reduced to a less-
than-significant level through compliance with existing federal, state, and local laws and
regulations. No mitigation is required for impacts determined to be less than significant.

e Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if the project
would result in a significant impact, exceeding the established significance threshold, but
feasible mitigation is available that would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level.

¢ Significant and Unavoidable Impact. This determination applies if the project would
result in an adverse impact that exceeds the established significance threshold, and no
feasible mitigation is available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Therefore, the residual impact would be significant and unavoidable.

o Significant and Unavoidable Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if the
project would result in an adverse impact that exceeds the established significance
threshold, and although feasible mitigation would lessen the impact, the residual impact
would be significant, rendering the impact unavoidable.

MITIGATION MEASURES

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4 states that an EIR “shall describe feasible measures which
could minimize significant adverse impacts.” CEQA requires that mitigation measures have an
essential nexus and be roughly proportional to the significant impact identified in the EIR. The
project sponsor is required to implement mitigation measures identified in this chapter, and the
lead agency (in this case, the City and County of San Francisco) is responsible for overseeing the
project sponsor’s implementation of such mitigation measures.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, mitigation measures are not required for
environmental impacts that are not found to be significant. Therefore, in cases where this EIR
finds the physical environmental impact of the proposed project or variant to be less than
significant, but the San Francisco Planning Department has identified one or more measures that
would further lessen the project’s already less-than-significant impact, these measures have been
identified as “improvement measures.” The project sponsor has indicated that if the project is
approved, it would incorporate all improvement measures identified in this EIR as part of the
project.
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The mitigation measures, where identified, are numbered and indented, and follow the impact
statements. Each mitigation measure is numbered according to its corresponding impact statement
and has an “M” in front to signify it is a mitigation measure (e.g., Mitigation Measure M-TR-1
for a mitigation measure that corresponds to Impact TR-1). If there is more than one mitigation
measure for the same impact statement, the mitigation measures are numbered with a lowercase
letter suffix (e.g., Mitigation Measures M-TR-1a and M-TR-1b).

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, refer to two or more
individual effects that, when taken together, are “considerable” or that compound or increase
other environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant impacts taking place over time. If the analysis determines that the
potential exists for the proposed project or variant, taken together with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects, to result in a significant or adverse cumulative impact, the
analysis then determines whether the project’s incremental contribution to any significant
cumulative impact is itself significant (i.e., “cumulatively considerable”).

o An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental
effect is “cumulatively considerable” (e.g., the incremental effects of an individual
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and
probable future projects, including those outside the control of the agency, if necessary).

¢ An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project evaluated in
the EIR.

e A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not significant, if
the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or
measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

e The discussion of impact severity and likelihood of occurrence need not be as detailed as
for effects attributable to the project alone.

e The focus of analysis should be on the cumulative impact to which the identified other
projects contribute, rather than on attributes of the other projects that do not contribute to
the cumulative impact.

Approach to Cumulative Impacts

Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines Section
15130(b)(1): the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
probable future projects producing closely related impacts that could combine with those of a
proposed project; or a summary of projections contained in a general plan or related planning
document can be used to determine cumulative impacts. The factors described below were used
to determine the appropriate level for cumulative analysis in this EIR.
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To determine whether the overall long-term impacts of all such projects would be cumulatively
significant, the analysis generally considers the following:

¢ Similar Environmental Impacts. A relevant project contributes to effects on resources
that are also affected by the proposed project or variant. A relevant future project is
defined as one that is “reasonably foreseeable,” such as a proposed project for which an
application has been filed with the approving agency or has approved funding.

e Geographic Scope and Location. A relevant project is located within the geographic
area within which effects could combine. The geographic scope varies on a resource-by-
resource basis. For example, the geographic scope for evaluating cumulative effects to air
quality consists of the affected air basin.

e Timing and Duration of Implementation. Effects associated with activities for a
relevant project (e.g., short-term construction or demolition, or long-term operations)
would likely coincide in timing with the related effects of the proposed project.

The discussion of cumulative impacts in this subsection analyzes the cumulative impacts of the
proposed project and the variant, taken together with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects producing related impacts. The goal of this analysis is to determine
whether the overall long-term impacts of all such projects would be cumulatively significant, and
to determine whether the project itself would cause a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to any such cumulatively significant impacts. The analyses in this EIR employ both
the list-based approach and a projections approach, depending on which approach best suits the
individual resource topic being analyzed. For instance, the cumulative analysis of cultural
resources impacts (for historical architectural resources only) considers individual projects that
are anticipated in the vicinity of the project site that may affect historical architectural resources
also affected by the proposed project. By comparison, the cumulative transportation and
circulation analysis relies on a projection of overall citywide growth and other reasonably
foreseeable projects, which is the typical methodology the San Francisco Planning Department
applies to analyses of transportation impacts.

The cumulative impact analysis for each individual resource topic is presented in each resource
section of this chapter immediately after the description of the direct project impacts and
identified mitigation measures.

Cumulative Setting

Table 4.0.1: Cumulative Projects lists the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable relevant
projects within 1,500 feet of the project site that, in conjunction with the proposed project or
variant, are considered in the analysis of cumulative environmental impacts. These projects are
shown on Figure 4.0.1: Cumulative Projects, p. 4.0.11.
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Uses
Dwelling (gross square feet)
Address Case File No. Units Retail Commercial Office  Institutional

98 Franklin Street 2016-014802ENV 345 3,100 75,000
1629 Market Street
(1601-1637 Market
Street and 53 Colton 2015.005848ENV 584 13,100 27,300
Street)
1700 Market Street 2013.1179E 48 1,500
1740 Market Street 2014.0409E 110 7,600
1601 Mission Street 2014.1121ENV 220 7,336
30 Otis Street 2015.010013ENV 416 2,199 15,947
42 Otis Street 2016-005406ENV 242 2,000
1 Oak Street 2009.0159E 320 1,300
30 Van Ness Avenue® 2017-008571ENV 610 21,000 350,000
200-214 Van Ness 2015.012994ENV 113 5,000 54,000
Avenue
Parcels M and N—
300 Octavia Street 2014.002330ENV 12 800
Parcel O— 4
455 Fell Street 2015.002837ENV 108 1,200 2,000 2,900
Parcels R and S 2014.1322ENV 56 7,500
Parcel T 2014.1509ENV 26
Total 2992 69,335 4,300 379,300 147,847
Notes:

gsf = gross square feet; No. = number

1. The cumulative projects list was identified at the time of the publication of the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (July 12, 2017). This list was updated in April 2018, July 2018, and August 2018.

2. These dwelling units will be single-room occupancy units.

3. The existing building is expected to be replaced with a high-rise residential tower, with a proposed Hub height increase to

520/120 feet.

4. Community activities space.
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2017, updated in April 2018, July 2018 and August 2018.
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The cumulative projects list was initially compiled when the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report was released in July 2017. The list was revised in April 2018, prior
to the release of the initial study, to remove the projects at 22-24 Franklin Street, 1532 Howard
Street, 1546-1564 Market Street, 1699 Market Street, and 1500 Mission Street®, because
construction had begun on each of them. The projects at 1563 Mission Street and parcels K and L
were also removed, as all work had been completed. Those projects are considered part of the
existing conditions.

The proposed projects at 98 Franklin Street and 30 VVan Ness Avenue were added to the
cumulative projects list based on environmental evaluation applications submitted after July
2017.

In July 2018, the cumulative project list was further revised to remove the projects at 33 Gough
Street and 1390 Market Street, because those applications were withdrawn and are therefore no
longer considered reasonably foreseeable. The proposed project at 42 Otis Street was added to
the cumulative project list.

An explanation of why the changes to the cumulative project list do not affect the accuracy of the
technical studies completed for the cumulative analysis of topics in this EIR is provided in the
respective impact sections, where applicable.

In addition to the cumulative projects listed in Table 4.0.1, the following transportation
improvement plans and areas plans are considered in the cumulative environmental analysis.

Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit—State Clearinghouse Number 2007092059. This project
proposes operational and physical improvements to facilitate improved San Francisco Municipal
Railway bus service along Van Ness Avenue between Mission and Lombard streets. Operational
improvements include designating bus-only lanes to allow buses to travel with fewer
impediments; adjusting traffic signals to give buses more green light time at intersections; and
providing real-time bus arrival and departure information to passengers to allow them to manage
their time more efficiently. Physical improvements include building high-quality, well-lit bus
stations to improve passenger safety and comfort, and providing streetscape improvements and
amenities to make the street safer and more comfortable for pedestrians and bicyclists who access
the transit stations. Improvements to stations in the vicinity of the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit
project site include locating the bus rapid transit station in the northbound direction of South Van
Ness Avenue at Market Street and discontinuing the existing curbside bus stop on South Van
Ness Avenue north of Mission Street.

& The 1500 Mission Street project includes the buildings currently under construction at both 1500
Mission Street and 49 South Van Ness Avenue.
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Better Market Street Project—Case Number 2014.0012E. The goal of this project is to make
improvements to Market Street to reestablish the street as the premier cultural, civic, and
economic center of San Francisco. The proposed Better Market Street Project is a coordinated
multicity agency effort led by San Francisco Public Works, the San Francisco Planning
Department, and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency to redesign and implement
transportation and streetscape improvements to Market Street. The project would make
improvements to the 2.2-mile segment of Market Street between Octavia Boulevard and The
Embarcadero, and potentially to Mission Street between Valencia Street and The Embarcadero.
The project envisions a new Market Street that is more beautiful and green, has enlivened public
plazas and sidewalks full of cafés, showcases public art and performances, provides dedicated
bicycle facilities, and delivers efficient and reliable transit. The proposed Better Market Street
Project would include transportation and streetscape improvements, including changes to the
roadway configuration and private vehicle access; traffic signals; surface transit improvements,
such as transit-only lanes and changes to stop spacing, service, stop locations, stop characteristics,
and infrastructure; bicycle facilities; pedestrian facilities; streetscapes; commercial and passenger
loading; vehicular parking; plazas; and utilities.

Market & Octavia Area Plan—Case Number 2003.0347. As part of the San Francisco General
Plan, the Market & Octavia Area Plan serves to respond to the need for housing, to repair the
fabric of the neighborhood, and to support transit-oriented development. The area plan includes
zoning for residential and commercial uses, prescribes streetscape and open space improvements,
and locates high-density land uses close to transit. The Market & Octavia Area Plan established
the Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, in which the project site is
located, which is intended to be a transit-oriented, high-density, mixed-use neighborhood with a
significant residential presence.

Western South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan—Case Number 2008.0877. This area plan is an
adopted element of the San Francisco General Plan. The plan area occupies approximately 298
acres in the western portion of the SoMa area, with its northwestern boundary approximately 0.5
mile southeast of the project site. The Western SoMa Area Plan establishes new height and bulk
districts, changes to zoning districts, and new density restrictions for the area. The area plan also
includes streetscape improvements along designated streets and intersections, including
installation of signalized pedestrian crossings; sidewalk extensions and corner bulb-outs; gateway
treatments such as signage and lighting; physical roadway features such as enhanced hardscape
area, landscaped islands, and colored textured pavement; public realm greening amenities (street
trees and planted medians); and other pedestrian enhancements (street furniture and public
restrooms).

The Hub Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing
Sustainability District (Hub) Project—Case Numbers 2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV,
and 2016-014802ENV. The proposed Hub Plan would amend the easternmost portions of 2008
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Market and Octavia Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. The overarching objectives of
the Hub Plan are to encourage housing, including affordable housing; create safer and more
walkable streets, as well as welcoming and active public spaces; increase transportation options;
and create a neighborhood with a range of uses and services to meet neighborhood needs.” The
Hub Plan would pursue this vision through changes to current zoning controls in the area to meet
plan objectives. This would include changes to height and bulk districts for select parcels to allow
more housing, including more affordable housing. Modifications to land use zoning controls
would also allow more flexibility for development of nonresidential uses, specifically office,
institutional, art, and public uses. The plan also calls for public-realm improvements to streets and
alleys within and adjacent to the Hub Plan area.

In addition to analyzing the Hub Plan at a programmatic level, the Hub Plan EIR will evaluate
two individual development projects within the Hub Plan area (i.e., the 30 Van Ness Avenue
Project and 98 Franklin Street Project), and the designation of portions or all of the Hub Plan area
as a housing sustainability district (HSD) at a project-specific level. A notice of preparation of an
EIR for the Hub Plan EIR was released in May 2018 and a public scoping meeting was held in
June 2018 to receive oral comments concerning the scope of the EIR. The draft EIR is expected
to be published in summer 2019.

It is anticipated that if all 17 of the sites identified for upzoning in the Hub Plan were to be
developed to the proposed maximum height and bulk limits, these changes would result in
approximately 8,100 new residential units (over 15,700 new residents) in addition to new
commercial and institutional space.

The Central SoMa Area Plan—Case Number 2011.1356E. The Central SoMa Area Plan is a
comprehensive plan for the area surrounding much of the southern portion of the Central Subway
transit line. The area encompassed by the plan includes roughly 230 acres that comprises 17 city
blocks, as well as the streets and thoroughfares that connect SoMa to its adjacent neighborhoods:
Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and the Mission District. The plan seeks to encourage and
accommodate housing and employment growth within the Plan Area by: (1) removing land use
restrictions (i.e., amending use districts) to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing
office uses in portions of the Plan Area; (2) amending existing height and bulk districts; (3)
modifying the system of streets and circulation within and adjacent to the Plan Area to meet the
needs and goals of a dense, transit-oriented, mixed-use district; and (4) creating new, and
improving existing, open spaces. The Plan also includes street network changes to Folsom,
Howard, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth streets, as well as new planning policies
and controls for land use; urban form (bldg. height and design); street network/circulation
changes; open space; historical preservation; and sustainability.

7 Adraft plan was released in March 2017. See http://sf-planning.org/market-street-hub-project. Accessed
April 21, 2018.
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4.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES (HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL)

Section 4.1, Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural), assesses project impacts on “historical
resources,” as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.1 A project that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a
significant effect on the environment (CEQA Section 21084.1).

This section has three main subsections. The “Environmental Setting” subsection identifies the
potential for the presence of historic architectural resources within the project site. The
“Regulatory Framework” discussion identifies the pertinent federal, state, and local laws and
regulations that pertain to the identification and regulation of historic architectural resources. The
“Impacts and Mitigation Measures” discussion evaluates the direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of the proposed project or project variant on the historical resources identified in the
Environmental Setting discussion.

The information and analysis in this section are based on the 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-
Use Project Historic Resource Evaluation Part | (HRE) prepared by SWCA Environmental
Consultants.? The San Francisco Planning Department (planning department) has reviewed the
HRE and concurs with its conclusions.®

Environmental Setting

The project site spans 10-50 South Van Ness Avenue and 1535-1599 Market Street (blocks/lots
3506/004 and 3506/003A) and is located at the southwest corner of Market Street and South Van
Ness Avenue. The block’s only building fronts Market Street, 12th Street, and South Van Ness
Avenue, and its physical address is 10 South Van Ness Avenue. The existing building is used as a
car dealership. The southern half of the building has a rooftop parking lot that is open to the sky.

The building was originally constructed between 1926 and 1927. See Figure 4.1.1: 10 South
Van Ness Avenue — 1933 Photograph Facing South. Several months after the property’s
construction, a two-story concrete garage addition was added to the southern elevation. Since its
construction, the storefronts, spaces, and offices on the project site have undergone a variety of
alterations. See Figure 4.1.2: 10 South Van Ness Avenue — 2016 Photograph Facing South.

1 The term “historic architectural resources” is used in this section to distinguish this type of historical

resource from archeological resources, which are also historical resources under CEQA. Archeological
resources are covered in the Initial Study (Appendix B to the EIR).

2 SWCA Environmental Consultants, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Historic Resource
Evaluation Part I, prepared by SWCA Environmental Consultants, September 2016. This document (and
all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is available for review at the San
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File No.
2015-004568ENV.

3 City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Review Team Form,

November 16, 2016.

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2015-004568ENV 41.1 October 17, 2018



4. Environmental Setting and Impacts
1. Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural)

lafilbl—\-“t‘ INC3
GIVE TIME
HOME FURNISHINGS

:l?!#ll\ AT ""ﬂ
LA
!

e L 1T T T S
b oL

) '_'I'T""i REdE

Source: San Francisco Architectural Heritage

Figure 4.1.1: 10 South Van Ness Avenue — 1933 Photograph Facing South

Source: SWCA Environmental Consultants

Figure 4.1.2: 10 South Van Ness Avenue — 2016 Photograph Facing South
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Property Description

EXTERIOR

The stucco-clad, reinforced concrete building is primarily two stories tall, with a double-height
second-floor ballroom volume. The subject building is built out to the property line, capped with
a flat roof, and trimmed with a shallow cornice line and a low parapet. Remnants of Spanish
Colonial Revival fagade detailing are visible behind the large metal screens that were attached to
the facade circa 1985.

The current main entrance to the auto showroom at the northeast corner of the site consists of
paired, steel-framed glass doors, surrounded by single-pane sidelights and a transom window.
Above the entrance, a large, curved screen mounted to the building’s exterior is visible on the
second story. This screen covers the original transom window openings on the first story and the
original window openings on the second story. These original window openings appear to have
been infilled. The recessed ballroom volume has a plain stucco wall, with a flat roof and a
shallow coping along the eave line.

Although most of the fagade detail has been removed, some is still visible. Along Market Street, a
progression of piers spans the facade, with Spanish Colonial Revival-style ornamentation
accenting the second story and cornice line. The piers divide this long elevation into 11 bays. All
but four bays on the first story display large storefront windows. The third bay from the north
corner of the elevation, the center bay, and the westernmost bay exhibit paired steel-framed doors
with sidelights and transom windows. The fourth bay, the original main entry to the upper story,
is infilled and covered with stucco. Above the bay, along the roofline, is a curvilinear Spanish
Colonial Revival-style parapet that marks the former entrance of the El Patio Ballroom/Carousel
Ballroom/Fillmore West.

The features and materials of the second story along Market Street are visually obscured by a
series of large screens, one in each bay, which are attached to the building and cover the original
transom windows on the first story and the original multiple-light casement windows and
decorative railings on the second story.

The east elevation along Van Ness Avenue is almost identical to the Market Street elevation
along the original two-story portion. The east elevation is composed of seven bays, all but one of
which displays the same large, multiple-light windows. The one distinct bay toward the south has
a large garage door opening to allow for customer parking for the auto showroom. To the south,
the shorter, two-story garage section has simplified bays with various configurations of infilled
windows, single personnel doors, multiple-light casement windows, and large garage door
openings. In each bay, the large screens attached to the second story cover a set of three multiple-
light casement windows.
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The south elevation faces the corner of Van Ness Avenue and 12th Street. This elevation is
divided into three bays by simple, attached piers. First-story bays are clad in smooth stucco. The
upper floor displays two multiple-light casement windows in each bay. A single rectangular
screen attached to the wall covers the upper story of all three bays.

On the west elevation, only the two northernmost bays have full-length piers; the rest extend from
the second story to the roof cornice. The northernmost bay continues the use of large multiple-
light windows on the first story. The other bays feature openings in a variety of configurations,
including large garage door openings, a set of three infilled window openings, a metal personnel
door, and two wood-framed double doors with transoms. The second story is covered by large
screens, which cover original multiple-light casement windows (except in the southernmost bay,
where the window has been replaced by a vent). The addition on the south continues the
simplified pier pattern of the west elevation.

Through the building’s history, the most visible changes have been the result of changes to
signage and storefront elements. The installation of metal screens along the north, east, and south
elevations was also significant, although a number of original features remain unaltered behind
the screens. Although no permit specifically identifies the date when the metal screens were
added, research and historic photographs suggest that they were added circa 1985.

INTERIOR

The first floor of the original portion of the building is currently a car showroom with an open
plan and structural columns. See Figure 4.1.3: Existing Ground-Floor Auto Showroom. The
space inside of the former main entrance to the El Patio Ballroom/Carousel Ballroom/Fillmore
West space along Market Street has been converted into a staff room. The former ticket sales
window in this room appears extant, although it has been glazed with fixed glass. Just beyond the
former main entrance is a large arched opening leading to a wide staircase with a decorative metal
banister. The stone steps are covered with a carpet runner.

At the top of the stairs is a large landing with two doors, one leading to offices and the other
leading to the former service department (now closed). The offices have new finishes, including
carpet, paint, and light fixtures. The automobile service department, formerly the El Patio
Ballroom/Carousel Ballroom/Fillmore West dance and concert hall, consists of a large, open area
with a concrete floor surrounded by decorative arched openings. Along three of the walls, there
are decorative vents above the arches. The stage area appears to have been removed and the light
fixtures have been replaced with fluorescent lights. Automobile service equipment, including
two-post lifts and various jacks, have been installed throughout the space along with additional
mechanical vents. Figure 4.1.4: Existing Second-Floor Ballroom Space provides a view of the
second-floor ballroom space as it appears today, showing the decorative arches and grilles that
were part of the ballroom setting.
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Source: SWCA Environmental Consultants
Figure 4.1.3: Existing Ground-Floor Auto Showroom

Source: SWCA Environmental Consultants
Figure 4.1.4: Existing Second-Floor Ballroom Space
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Historic Context

By the time the original owners of 10 South VVan Ness Avenue developed the lot as an investment
property in the 1920s, Market Street at Van Ness Avenue had become a viable location for the
shops, automobile dealerships, and the ballroom dance venue at 10 South VVan Ness Avenue.

10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE BUILDING HISTORY
Developer and Architects

The original 1926-1927 building permit called for a two-story concrete building for “stores and a
dancehall.” As described below under “Historic Uses,” the building housed a variety of retail
uses, with the storefront spaces along Market Street used mainly for automobile-related
businesses such as repair shops, parts distributors, and an automobile dealership on the first floor.
The dance hall was on the second floor. The new property, commissioned by B. F. Schlesinger
and Herbert and Mortimer Fleishhacker, was described as follows by the San Francisco
Chronicle on November 20, 1926:

Accommodations for eight stores are planned for the Market Street frontage,
three others will face Van Ness and one will face Twelfth Street. A large
additional area at the rear will be planned to accommodate a garage or some
similar enterprise. Samuels has already closed a lease with out-of-town capital
known as the Van Ness Amusement Company for a ten-year lease on the entire
upper floor of the building, which will have a ceiling elevation of twenty-one feet
and will contain approximately 30,000 square feet of floor space. Exceptional
attention has been given to the design of this floor, which will have a dance
area...surrounded by a wide promenade, lounging rooms and other conveniences
of the modern dance hall type.

The original portion of the building was designed by local architect Clarence C. Tantau (1884—
1943), a San Francisco native and a member of the American Institute of Architects. Tantau
became known primarily for his residential work for the exclusive millionaire colony at Pebble
Beach and the Del Monte Hotel, designed in tandem with Louis Hobart. Based in San Francisco,
he was best known for his Spanish style residences and commercial buildings. During his career,
Tantau completed numerous commissions throughout the extended Bay Area, including
residences in Atherton, Berkeley, Burlingame, Hillsborough, Monterey, Moss Beach, Piedmont,
and Santa Cruz. Other notable projects include 1675 California Street (Du Broy Motor Car
Company, 1917), 2090 Vallejo Street (residence, 1919), the Monterey Peninsula Country Club
(1925), and the San Francisco Building at the Golden Gate International Exposition (1939).

Approximately one month after the original building permit was issued for construction,
Schlesinger and the Fleishhacker brothers commissioned Perseo Righetti to design an attached
two-story garage addition south of the original building. Perseo Righetti was a local architect
whose practice focused on work for members of San Francisco’s Italian-American community.
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Righetti partnered with H. P. Kuhl before 1909 and with A. Headman from 1909 to 1914. He is
best known for his design of 414 Mason Street (Native Sons of the Golden West Building #2,
1911-1912) and 1239 Main Street, Angels Camp (Calaveras County Bank, 1900).

Historic Uses
First-Floor Retall

The ground floor of the 10 South Van Ness Avenue building has housed a wide variety of shops,
automobile dealerships, and offices since its construction in the 1920s. The ground-floor tenants
along Market Street evolved along with broader technological and economic shifts, and ranged
from a furniture store to restaurant uses. As of 1929, Harry J. Lee sold Durant automobiles from
the property. In 1930, El Patio Golf Greens advertised its grand opening. From 1931 until 1933,
Gus and Edward Lachman used the ground floor for Lachman Bros. Home Furnishings.
Additional tenants included the Fur Doctor in 1935, Lindy’s Café in 1937, and Gilbert Finance
Co. in 1939. For almost 90 years, a portion of the building has been used as an automaobile
showroom, including the current use. In 1935, Les VVogel Chevrolet Co. established a showroom
that operated at the site until at least the mid-1960s. In the 1960s, Waters Buick also operated in
the space.

Although numerous tenants have occupied 10 South Van Ness Avenue over the years, the
building remained in the hands of Mortimer Fleishhacker’s family foundation until 1970. Honda
dealerships have occupied the building since the mid-1980s.

Second-Floor Ballroom

10 South Van Ness Avenue was built with a large, open-plan dance hall on the second story.
Initially listed as the El Patio Dancing Academy, the El Patio Ballroom was open for business by
1930. Billing itself as “America’s Finest Ballroom,” El Patio was one of the better known clubs in
San Francisco. Under the direction of John L. Wolohan, the house orchestra played both current
music and the waltzes of prior years for patrons.

Although San Francisco had about four ballrooms at any one time during the 1930s, the number
dipped to just one by 1941; El Patio appears to have been the only ballroom operating in San
Francisco during World War I1. After the war, dance halls and ballrooms saw a renaissance,
reaching peak popularity in 1951, with a total of 11 in San Francisco through the decade. Dance
hall and ballroom popularity began to decline in the 1960s. By 1963, El Patio had become the
Carousel Ballroom, which operated under the Civic Center Ballrooms of California Inc. and City
Center Ballroom. The Carousel Ballroom continued the ballroom tradition of music and dancing
until 1968.
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Fillmore West

By March 1968, the venue’s ballroom days ended when a consortium of San Francisco musicians,
including members of the Grateful Dead and Jefferson Airplane, took over the lease and began
staging rock concerts in the hall. Within six months, however, the venue’s new operators
accumulated significant debt and went out of business. San Francisco music promoter and
impresario Bill Graham was looking for an alternative site for his Fillmore Auditorium (located at
Fillmore Street and Geary Boulevard in the Western Addition since 1966). In late 1968 Graham
took over management of the Carousel Ballroom and rechristened it “Fillmore West” (although
the name “Carousel Ballroom” remained on the building’s exterior and continued to appear in
concert posters for the Fillmore West)

Fillmore West occupied 10 South Van Ness Avenue for less than three years, closing in July
1971. During its tenure, the Fillmore West became as much a community center as it was a
performance venue, hosting weekly games, audition nights, and recording sessions. By the time
the Fillmore West closed, the venue had hosted, according to Graham, more than 1,200 shows
attended by 4 million customers, and the Los Angeles Times called the venue “rock’s most
famous concert hall.”

OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OF 10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE
B. F. Schlesinger and the Fleishhacker Brothers

As mentioned above, the building was commissioned by B. F. Schlesinger and Herbert and
Mortimer Fleishhacker. Schlesinger, a native of the Midwest, hailed from a long line of
department store owners; when he arrived in San Francisco, shortly after the 1906 earthquake, he
became the assistant general manager of the Emporium department store. By 1923, Schlesinger
became the store’s general manager; subsequently, he established B. F. Schlesinger and Sons,
Inc., based in Union Square.

The Fleishhacker brothers belonged to a prominent family of business and civic leaders in

San Francisco, as well as a pioneering family of Jewish-American merchants. Mortimer
Fleishhacker, Sr. (1866—1953) was a banker and entrepreneur who participated in many
philanthropic institutions and activities throughout the Bay Area. He was a founder of
Community Chest, the precursor of the United Way, and served as a University of California
trustee. Herbert Fleishhacker, Sr. (1872-1957), the younger brother, was an entrepreneur and
civic leader best known for his many philanthropic investments and projects throughout

San Francisco. Among the most famous was the 19241925 establishment of Fleishhacker Pool,
near the Pacific Ocean and the San Francisco Zoo (originally called Fleishhacker Zoo). When it
opened, Fleishhacker Pool became the largest outdoor saltwater pool in the United States.
Fleishhacker’s endeavors included serving as president of the San Francisco Parks Commission
and of Anglo California National Bank, which became Crocker First National Bank in 1955. As
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of the late 1930s, Herbert was “generally regarded as the West Coast’s No. 2 financier”; however,
legal troubles were said to have damaged his career in banking. Until 1970, the building at 10
South Van Ness Avenue was owned by the Fleishhacker Foundation, which used rent revenues to
invest in causes of interest to the foundation.

Bill Graham

Bill Graham was one of the most influential and controversial figures in the annals of American
rock music. As Rolling Stone writer Ben Fong-Torres wrote (following Graham’s 1991 death),
“When in the mid-Sixties San Francisco came to represent nothing left to lose, there was a
handful of identifiable pioneers that changed the face, the sound and the style of pop culture. The
changers included...Bill Graham.”

After attending City College of New York, where he studied business administration, Graham
made a visit to San Francisco just as the flower child/hippie movement was emerging. During that
visit, Graham saw a performance of the San Francisco Mime Troupe in Lafayette Park, which
prompted him to move to San Francisco. Once in San Francisco, after holding a number of jobs,
Graham worked as the regional office manager for Allis-Chalmers, a manufacturer of industrial
machinery. Graham soon moved on to become the business manager for the San Francisco Mime
Troupe. Although his time there was short, it paved the way for Graham to begin producing
music and live events under the “Bill Graham Presents” label that remained his brand throughout
his career.

Graham staged his first rock concert in December 1965 at the Fillmore Auditorium, the precursor
to the Fillmore West located at 1805 Geary Boulevard; the venue quickly served as an important
stage for the most influential and innovative bands of the late 1960s. Graham’s Fillmore
Auditorium and Fillmore West regularly staged performances by the Grateful Dead, Santana,
Quicksilver Messenger Service, Boz Scaggs, and Hot Tuna and its predecessor, Jefferson
Airplane. About three years after opening the original Fillmore, with the popularity of the shows
growing and the venue limited in size, Graham moved the Fillmore West to the subject building.

The reputation of the Fillmore grew to the point that in late 1968, the New York Times noted that
“the Fillmore (is) now what the Savoy, the Paramount and the Apollo used to be—great stages on
which anyone who counts appears; to make it on them is to make it with the whole youth market.
Graham’s talent as a promoter had much to do with his interest in staging diverse groups, to
expose new audiences to a range of performers. As Graham told San Francisco reporter Belva
Davis, in a CBS interview in 1969:

We don’t just run a dancehall, I don’t think we’re in the ballroom business only.
We’re in the business of changing the taste of the public, introducing different
types of acts, creating an environment... we don’t just put an act on the stage.
...we’re very much concerned with what happens to Joe and Jane date when they
come in here...what happens to them, not just in relation to the talent on the
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stage. But in relation to the place and the other people here...[s]ubconsciously
you’re dropping your inhibitions, which will make it more conducive for you to
listen freely and be affected freely, and you to affect others.

In subsequent years, the 1971 closing of the Fillmore West coincided with the end to San
Francisco’s flower power era and heyday of the psychedelic music scene. Fillmore West occupied
10 South Van Ness Avenue for less than three years, closing in July 1971. Graham’s Fillmore
Auditorium (located at Fillmore Street and Geary Boulevard) continues to operate today.

Graham helped popularize an approach for staging music that remains the norm by dispensing
with seating and providing a more participatory experience, similar to the atmosphere of outdoor
venues. Through the Fillmore West, Graham exposed concertgoers not only to rock’s new sound
but also to its roots. He understood the appetite of young audiences for the new “San Francisco
sound,” and the relevance of a wide range of musicians. Graham-created lineups at the Fillmore
West were masterful and eclectic, providing San Francisco and America a crash course in the
history of American popular music.

In October 1991, 20 years after the closure of the Fillmore West, Graham died in a helicopter
crash at the age of 60. More than 300,000 people attended Graham’s memorial concert, held on
the Golden Gate Park Polo Fields. Three months after his death, Graham was inducted into the
Rock & Roll Hall of Fame.

Existing Status under Historical Resource Registers*
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE ARTICLE 10

The project site does not contain any San Francisco Planning Code (planning code) article 10
landmarks or structures of merit, nor is the project site located in an article 10 historic district.

A contributor to the discontiguous Market Street Masonry Historic District® is located
approximately 115 feet from the northwest corner of 10 South Van Ness Avenue at 1580-1598
Market Street.

The status codes listed here were retrieved from the San Francisco Planning Department’s San Francisco
Property Information Map database for block/lot 3506/004, http://propertymap.sfplanning.org, accessed
January 30, 2018.

The Market Street Masonry Historic District is a noncontiguous landmark district comprising seven
buildings on Market Street between 12" and Valencia streets and an eighth structure at Franklin and Fell
streets.
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SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE ARTICLE 11

The existing building at 10 South VVan Ness Avenue is not within any conservation district as
designated by article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code.

SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING ARCHITECTURAL
QUALITY SURVEY, 1976

This 1976 survey was a citywide reconnaissance (‘“windshield”) survey that identified and rated
properties deemed to be architecturally significant. The survey did not include contextual or
building-specific research. Given the limited scope and date of completion, the 1976 survey was
not officially recognized by the San Francisco Planning Department as a valid local register of
historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. The 1976 survey did not rate the 10 South Van
Ness Avenue building as significant.

SAN FRANCISCO ARCHITECTURAL HERITAGE SURVEY, 1978

This survey, led by San Francisco Architectural Heritage in 19771978, considered properties
throughout the downtown area, assigning status codes ranging from A (highest importance) to D
(minor or no importance). In 1984, the survey area was expanded from downtown, to include the
South of Market area. 10 South Van Ness Avenue was documented in the 1978 survey and
assigned a status code of C (contextual importance).®

MARKET & OCTAVIA AREA PLAN HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEY
EVALUATION, 2006/2007

Following the adoption of the Market & Octavia Area Plan in 2007, the community, in
partnership with the planning department, hired Page & Turnbull Associates to complete a
historic survey of the plan area. In February 2009, the survey was adopted and the remainder of
the year was dedicated to integrating the results of the survey into the area plan.

The survey found that the subject building does not appear eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR),
but that it does appear eligible for local listing or designation due to its continuous use by
businesses within the same industry and role as an anchor at the prominent intersection of Market
Street and South Van Ness Avenue. The survey, accordingly, assigned the subject building a
California Historical Resource Status Code of 5S3 (eligible for local listing or designation).

& Category C. Contextual Importance: Building which are distinguished by their scale, materials,
compositional treatment, cornice and other features. They provide the setting for more important
buildings and they add visual richness and character to the downtown area. Many C-group buildings may
be eligible for the NRHP as part of historic districts. Cited from Foundation for San Francisco
Architectural Heritage, Splendid Survivors: San Francisco Downtown Architectural Heritage, 1979,

p. 13.
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The survey did not reach any conclusion as to the property’s significance with respect to its
association with Bill Graham and Fillmore West. However, it acknowledged that with further
future study, the building could potentially be found eligible for listing in the CRHR for its
association with Bill Graham’s Fillmore West.” Therefore the survey recommends that, “with the
passage of time,” the building be reevaluated for listing on the CRHR. 8

The HRE for the current 10 South VVan Ness Project undertakes the reevaluation of the property
as recommended by the Market & Octavia Area Plan Historic Resource Survey.

AUTOMOTIVE SUPPORT STRUCTURES HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEY,
2009/2010

This survey was completed to identify significant themes and properties related to Van Ness
Avenue’s remarkable concentration of automobile-related properties. As part of the survey, more
than 100 properties were considered. The findings of this survey are presented in Van Ness Auto
Row Support Structures — A Survey of Automobile-Related Buildings along the Van Ness Avenue
Corridor, which was adopted by the San Francisco Planning Commission in 2010.

As part of the Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures historic context statement and survey, 10
South Van Ness Avenue was evaluated under CRHR criterion 3 (architecture) for its potential
eligibility as a longtime automobile-related property. The building was found ineligible for
national, state, or local listing, both individually and as part of a district (status code 6Z). The
survey concluded that alterations to the 10 South Van Ness property had rendered it ineligible due
to a lack of integrity resulting from the application of screens that obscured the facade and the
removal of the building’s original ornament.

Evaluation of the Property as an Historical Resource
UNDER CALIFORNIA REGISTER

According to Public Resources Code section 5024.1(c), a resource, either an individual property
or a contributor to a historic district, may be listed in the CRHR if the State Historical Resources
Commission determines that it meets one or more of the following criteria, which are modeled on
NRHP criteria:

" Page & Turnbull, Inc., 12 South Van Ness Avenue, Department of Parks and Recreation Primary
Record, Series 523A Form; August 11, 2006; Page & Turnbull, Inc., 12 South Van Ness Avenue,
Department of Parks and Recreation Building, Structure, and Object Record, Series 523B Form, March
2007. On file with the San Francisco Planning Department.

8 1lhid.
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e Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.

e Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

e Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values.

e Criterion 4: It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in history or
prehistory.

Criterion 1 (Events)

The 2016 historic resources evaluation prepared for the proposed project concluded that the
subject building appears eligible for the CRHR under criterion 1 (events), for its association with
the internationally celebrated and iconic Fillmore West. This venue embodied the counterculture
art and spirit of San Francisco in the 1960s and early 1970s. The legacy and importance of this
venue continues to be reflected in the now-iconic, psychedelic Fillmore West concert posters. The
Fillmore West’s legacy also lives on in the many “Live at the Fillmore West” recordings, which
have become highly significant in the annals of American music.

Criterion 2 (Persons)

The property also appears eligible under CRHR criterion 2 (persons) for its direct association
with music promoter, and impresario Bill Graham. As discussed above, Bill Graham was one of
the most influential and controversial figures in the annals of American rock music. The period of
significance is 1968 to 1971.

Criterion 3 (Design/Construction)

The Historic Resource Evaluation for the proposed project did not revisit the conclusion of the
earlier 2009/2010 Automotive Support Structures Historic Resource Survey. That survey
concluded that the property did not appear to be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR under
criterion 3 (Design/Construction) because the building was obscured by screens and most of its
ornament had been obscured or removed. As such, the property lacks sufficient integrity of design
to convey its significance under criterion 3.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential)

Criterion 4 is commonly understood to apply primarily to archeological resources. Information in
the historical record about such resources may be unavailable or sparse. Such resources may lack
physical integrity or physical accessibility (they may be buried or submerged) to describe their
features and evaluate their significance. As such, the significance of archeological resources
under CEQA is premised on their potential to yield important historical or scientific information.
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Archeological research and physical investigative methods are necessary to realize the
information potential of such resources.

The surface architectural resources within the project site are from a relatively recent historic era
that is well documented in the historic record. These resources are therefore unlikely to yield
important scientific or historical information under CRHR Criterion 4 that is not already
documented and available in the historic record.

The potential for the presence of subsurface pre-historic and historic archeological resources
within the project site that predate the existing development is addressed in the initial study,
Topic E.3. Cultural Resources (see EIR Appendix B).

INTEGRITY

In addition to meeting these criteria, a property must retain historic integrity, which is defined in
National Register Bulletin 15 as the ability of a property to convey the reasons for its
significance. To assess integrity, the National Park Service recognizes seven aspects or qualities
that, considered together, define historic integrity. Resources whose historic integrity does not
meet NRHP criteria may still be eligible for listing in the CRHR. To retain integrity, a property
must possess several, if not all, of these seven qualities:

1. Location: The place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the
historic event occurred.

2. Design: The combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and
style of a property.

3. Setting: The physical environment of a historic property.

4. Materials: The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular
period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.

5. Workmanship: The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during
any given period in history or prehistory.

6. Feeling: A property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of
time.

7. Association: The direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic
property.

Overall, the property retains sufficient integrity of location, design, setting, and association to
enable it to convey its significance under CRHR criterion 1 (Events) and criterion 2 (Persons).
This finding is based on a consideration of the resource’s rareness and sociocultural (rather than
architectural) significance, as the location of the Fillmore West and in direct association with Bill
Graham. The retention of integrity under CRHR criterion 1 (Events) and criterion 2 (Persons) is
also based on the presence of extant (though currently covered) character-defining features on the
exterior and interior, and the reversibility of a number of alterations (such as the auto-lifts in the
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interior ballroom space), the removal of which would reinforce the property’s association with
historical events and persons. The significance of 10 South Van Ness is not premised on its
possessing an intact and cohesive visual or functional relationship with nearby properties, or by
the importance of the building’s architectural features. Each of the seven qualities in relation to
the 10 South Van Ness property is discussed below.

1. Location: Fillmore West retains integrity of location. The venue’s prominent location
at the corner of South VVan Ness Avenue and Market Street is particularly critical in
conveying its sociocultural significance.

2. Design: Fillmore West retains integrity of design. The property displays several
visible changes in design that reflect its ongoing evolving uses over time. These include
the removal of the original Fillmore West blade sign and marquee atop the Market Street
entrance, as well as the removal of the marquee over the 10 South Van Ness Avenue
entrance. In addition, the original deeply recessed theater entrance of the Fillmore West is
currently covered by concrete slabs. Overall, however, the property retains sufficient
integrity of design to convey its significance under CRHR criterion 1 (Events) and
criterion 2 (Persons).

Extant exterior character-defining features that express the building’s design include the
overall symmetrical design composition and decorative pilasters and ornament; the
rhythmic bays and fenestration pattern; and the decorative Spanish Colonial Revival-style
parapet. Some of these features are obscured by metal screens on the north, east, and
south elevations; if the metal screens were removed, the essential form of the building
and these character-defining features remain intact.

Character-defining features on the interior include the open plan, with few walls or
divisions, overall spatial relationships of the open plan to the arcaded spaces along the
periphery, and the incorporation of decorative arches. On the interior, a number of steel
automobile lifts were bolted to the concrete floor of the ballroom. If the automobile-lifts
were removed, the essential form of the ballroom (its open-plan and relationship to the
arcaded spaces and decorative arches) would remain intact. In this way, the interior space
appears to retain its original dimensions, as designed in 1926 to serve as an open
ballroom. The main design motif in the ballroom is a series of distinctive, elaborately
curved arches that a concertgoer from 1970 would recognize.

By the time Bill Graham opened the Fillmore West, the elements of the building that
conveyed its overall design included not just the building’s ornamental detailing and
style, but also the distinctive triangular plan of the 1926-1927 building (which anticipated
the eventual planned extension of South Van Ness through the lot in 1931).

3. Setting: Fillmore West retains integrity of setting. The significance of the property
under CRHR criterion 1/A (Events) and criterion 2/B (Persons) is not premised on its
possessing a cohesive visual, architectural, or functional relationship with surrounding
properties. Its setting at the corner of South Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, in an
area of the Market & Octavia Area Plan area known for its eclectic development history
and uses, remains sufficiently intact to convey significance.

4. Materials: Fillmore West does not retain integrity of materials. There have been
enough alterations to the ballroom exterior, entrance, and interior facilities (alterations
that would have reflected its use as a concert hall) that the property does not retain
integrity of materials.
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Workmanship: Fillmore West does not retain integrity of workmanship. Similarly,
there have been enough alterations to the ballroom facilities overall, as a concert hall, that
the property does not retain integrity of workmanship.

Feeling: Fillmore West does not currently retain integrity of feeling, because of the
extensive changes to the building’s interior and exterior.

Association: Fillmore West has integrity of association. It was the home of the now-
legendary music venue, Fillmore West, established by the nationally significant San
Francisco music promoter and impresario, Bill Graham.

Based on these findings, the Fillmore West at 10 South Van Ness Avenue retains integrity such
that it is able to convey its significance under CRHR criteria 1 and 2, and therefore qualifies as an
historical resource under CEQA.

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES

The character-defining features of 10 South Van Ness are as follows:

Exterior Features (Building Overall)

Reinforced, concrete construction

Corner siting and orientation, facing intersection of Market Street and Van Ness
Set flush to the sidewalk

Irregularly shaped building plan

Spanish Colonial Revival-influenced ornament and detailing

Decorative pilasters, dividing bays

Symmetrical design composition

Varied massing, primarily two stories, with a three-story pop-out on the west and a one-
story block on the south

Repeating, rhythmic bays, separated by attached piers with ornamental detailing

Metal-framed, grouped, and multilight windows, casements, and transoms

Interior Features (Ballroom)

Interior circulation from downstairs to ballroom entrance (original)
Open plan of the ballroom

Concrete floors

Doubled-back stairway

Decorative metal banister leading upstairs to the venue

Elaborate, decorative arch motif encircling the ballroom

Office spaces, accessed off stairwell via single wood doors
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Nearby Historical Resources

One article 10 historic district (the Market Street Masonry Historic District, adopted in April
2013), three article 11 properties, and several other properties that are eligible for the CRHR and
considered historical resources under CEQA are located within 500 feet of 10 South Van Ness
Avenue, as discussed below.

ARTICLE 10

The following article 10 property is located in the vicinity of the project site. It is one of eight
contributors to the Market Street Masonry Historic District, adopted in April 2013.

e 1580-1598 Market Street, approximately 120 feet to the northwest of 10 South Van Ness
Avenue (also designated under article 11 as discussed below).

ARTICLE 11

The following article 11 properties located in the vicinity of the project site have been designated
significant or contributory under article 11 of the planning code:

e 1580-1598 Market Street, approximately 120 feet to the northwest of 10 South Van Ness
Avenue (also designated under article 10 as discussed above);

e 11 Van Ness Avenue, approximately 260 feet to the north of 10 South Van Ness Avenue;
o 50 Oak Street, approximately 325 feet to the northwest of 10 South Van Ness Avenue.

MARKET & OCTAVIA AREA PLAN HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEY
EVALUATION

The Market & Octavia Area Plan Historic Resource Survey identified the following properties as
eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources:

e 1601 Market Street, across 12th Street to the west of 10 South VVan Ness Avenue

e 40 12th Street, across 12th Street to the west of 10 South VVan Ness Avenue

e 42 12th Street, across 12th Street to the west of 10 South VVan Ness Avenue

e 68 12th Street, across 12th Street to the west of 10 South VVan Ness Avenue

e 30 Otis, Street, approximately 140 feet to the south of 10 South VVan Ness Avenue

e 14-18 Otis Street, approximately 210 feet to the south of 10 South Van Ness Avenue

o 1629 Market Street, approximately 475 feet to the southwest of 10 South Van Ness
Avenue
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Regulatory Framework

Federal

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

The National Register of Historic Places is the nation’s master inventory of cultural resources
worthy of preservation. It is administered by the National Park Service, which is represented at
the state level by the state historic preservation officer. The NRHP includes listings of buildings,
structures, sites, objects, and districts that possess historic, architectural, engineering,
archeological, or cultural significance at the federal, state, or local level. The NRHP includes four
evaluative criteria to determine eligibility of a historic property, as described below in Section
4.1.4,10 South Van Ness Avenue Significance Evaluation.

Although there are exceptions, certain kinds of resources are not usually considered for listing in
the NRHP: religious properties, moved properties, birthplaces and graves, cemeteries,
reconstructed properties, commemorative properties, and properties that are less than 50 years
old. In addition to qualifying for listing under at least one of the evaluative criteria of the NRHP,
a property must possess sufficient integrity to be considered eligible for inclusion. According to
National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,
integrity is defined as “the ability of a property to convey its significance.”® The National
Register Bulletin defines seven characteristics of integrity as described below in Section 4.1.4, 10
South Van Ness Avenue Significance Evaluation. According to National Register Bulletin 15,
“[t]o retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and usually most, of the
aspects.”

State

CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The CRHR, established in Public Resources Code section 5024.1, is a guide to cultural resources
that must be considered when a government agency undertakes a discretionary action subject to
CEQA. The register helps government agencies identify and evaluate California’s historical
resources, and indicates which properties are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible,
from substantial adverse change.® Any resource listed in, or eligible for listing in, the CRHR is to
be considered during the CEQA process. A cultural resource is evaluated under four CRHR
criteria to determine its historical significance. To be considered significant, a resource must meet
one or more of the four criteria as described above on pp. 4.1.13-4.1.14.

® National Park Service, National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for
Evaluation, 1997, p. 44.
10 Public Resources Code section 5024.1(a).
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In addition, sufficient time must have passed to allow a “scholarly perspective on the events or
individuals associated with the resource.” Fifty years is used as a general estimate of the time
needed to understand the historical importance of a resource.'! To protect potential resources, the
California Office of Historic Preservation recommends documenting, and taking into
consideration in the planning process, any cultural resource that is 45 years or older.!?

The CRHR also requires that significant resources possess integrity, defined as “the authenticity
of a historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed
during the resource’s period of significance. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.”*® These seven aspects
of integrity are described above on p. 4.1.14.

Local

SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN

The following objectives and policies in the general plan’s Urban Design Element are applicable
to historic preservation:

o Obijective 2: Conservation of resources which provide a sense of nature, continuity with
the past, and freedom from overcrowding.

o Policy 2.4: Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or
aesthetic value, and promote the preservation of other buildings and features that
provide continuity with past development.

o Policy 2.5: Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than
weaken the original character of such buildings.

o Policy 2.6: Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new
buildings.

The Market & Octavia Area Plan, an area plan within the San Francisco General Plan, contains
the following objective and supporting policies that address historic preservation:

e Obijective 3.2: Promote the preservation of notable historic landmarks, individual historic
buildings, and features that help to provide continuity with the past.

11 California Code of Regulations title 14, section 4852(d)(2).

12 California Office of Historic Preservation, Instructions for Recording Historical Resources, March 1995,
http://www.ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/manual95.pdf, accessed July 18, 2017. The 45-year
criterion is in place to account for a projected 5-year interval between resource identification and
planning decisions. The criterion ensures that resources that will reach the age requirement in the interim
are fully considered during the environmental review and decision-making processes.

13 California Office of Historic Preservation, California Register and National Register: A Comparison
(for purposes of determining eligibility for the California Register), Technical Assistance Series #6,
N.D., 2011,
http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1069/files/technical%20assistance%20bulletin%206%202011%20update.p
df, accessed July 18, 2017.
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o Policy 3.2.5: Preserve landmark and other buildings of historic value as invaluable
neighborhood assets.

o Policy 3.2.6: Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of historic buildings and
resources.

o Policy 3.2.8: Protect and preserve groupings of cultural resources that have integrity,
convey a period of significance, and are given recognition as groupings through the
creation of historic or conservation districts.

o Policy 3.2.9: Preserve resources in identified historic districts.

o Policy 3.2.11: Ensure that changes in the built environment respect the historic
character and cultural heritage of the area, and that resource sustainability is
supported.

o Policy 3.2.12: Encourage new building design that respects the character of nearby
older development.

o Policy 3.2.14: Apply the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties” for all projects that affect individually designated buildings at the
local, state, or national level.

o Policy 3.2.16: Preserve the cultural and socioeconomic diversity of the plan area
through preservation of historic resources.

o Policy 3.2.17: To maintain the City’s supply of affordable housing, historic
rehabilitation projects may need to accommodate other considerations in determining
the level of restoration.

As set forth in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, of this draft EIR, the Accountable Planning
Initiative (Proposition M of 1986) added eight priority policies to the planning code and to the
preamble to the general plan that “shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the General
Plan are resolved” (San Francisco Planning Code section 101.1). Priority policy 7 is “that
landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.” As noted in Chapter 3, demolition of the building
on the project site could be inconsistent with this priority policy.

City decision-makers, in consideration of the proposed project’s general plan consistency, will
evaluate all relevant general plan objectives and policies, including, for example, those that
address providing affordable housing and promoting neighborhood-serving retail uses, and that
discourage the use of commuter automobiles. City decision-makers will evaluate whether, on
balance, the project would be consistent with the general plan, including the eight priority policies
added by the Accountable Planning Initiative. Inconsistency with a particular general plan policy
does not indicate that a project is inconsistent with the general plan as a whole. Further, such a
policy conflict, in and of itself, does not represent a significant adverse effect on the environment,
although it may serve as an indicator that such an effect could arise.
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SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE
Article 10 Landmarks

San Francisco Planning Code Article 10, Preservation of Historical, Architectural and Aesthetic
Landmarks, provides for official designation of landmarks and historic districts that have “a
special character or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value.” Landmarks can
be buildings, sites, or landscape features. Landmark status provides the greatest level of
protection for historic resources in San Francisco; in general, alteration of a landmark requires
approval by the Historic Preservation Commission in the form of a Certificate of
Appropriateness.

Article 11, Buildings and Conservation Districts

San Francisco Planning Code Avrticle 11, Preservation of Buildings and Districts of Architectural,
Historical, and Aesthetic Importance in the C-3 Districts, governs downtown buildings. There are
five ratings for buildings under article 11. Category I and IT buildings (“Significant Buildings™)
are the most important. Contributory Buildings have a lesser level of significance and are
classified as category Il or category 1V, depending on whether they are within an identified
conservation district. Buildings in categories | through IV are considered historical resources
under CEQA. Unrated or noncontributory buildings are assigned to category V.

An important provision of article 11 is the establishment of conservation districts, defined as
“substantial concentrations of buildings that together create subareas of special architectural and
aesthetic importance.”

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT CEQA REVIEW PROCEDURES
FOR HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The San Francisco Planning Department’s CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources
provides guidance for the CEQA review process with regard to historic resources. As a certified
local government and the lead agency in CEQA determinations, the City has instituted guidelines
and a system for initiating CEQA review of historical resources. The planning department’s
CEQA review procedures for historical resources incorporate the CEQA guidelines into the
City’s existing regulatory framework. To facilitate the review process, the planning department
has organized some 27 criteria into three major categories that classify properties based on their
evaluation and inclusion in specified registers or surveys, as outlined in San Francisco
Preservation Bulletin 1677 and summarized here (category A is divided into two subcategories):'4

14 San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Bulletin No. 16, CEQA Review Procedures for
Historic Resources, Draft, March 31, 2008.
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e Category A.1: Resources Listed on or Formally Determined to Be Eligible for the
California Register of Historical Resources. These properties are historical resources.

o Category A.2: Adopted Local Registers, and Properties That Have Been Determined
to Appear or May Become Eligible for the California Register. These properties are
presumed to be historical resources for purposes of CEQA, unless a preponderance of the
evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or culturally significant.

e Category B: Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review. Properties that
do not meet the criteria for listing in categories A.1 or A.2, but for which the City has
information indicating that further consultation and review will be required to evaluate
whether a property is a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.

e Category C: Properties Determined Not to Be Historical Resources or Properties for
Which the City Has No Information Indicating That the Property Is a Historical
Resource. Properties that have been affirmatively determined not to be historical
resources, properties less than 50 years of age, and properties for which the City has no
information indicating that the property qualifies as a historical resource.

The San Francisco Planning Department considers a listing of historical resources approved by
ordinance or resolution of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors or the San Francisco Planning
Commission to be a local register of historical resources for purposes of CEQA evaluation. These
lists include articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code, as well as other adopted
historical resource surveys, including the Here Today survey, the 1977—-78 Downtown Survey
(Splendid Survivors), the Dogpatch Survey, the Central Waterfront Survey, and the North Beach
Survey. Other historical resource surveys, such as the Architectural Heritage surveys, and the
1990 Unreinforced Masonry Building survey, are not approved by ordinance or resolution, but
contain useful initial information as the basis for further study.

Even if a property is not listed in any federal, state or local register of historical resources, a lead
agency may still determine a property is an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA
provided that the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the
whole record (see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a)(3))

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Thresholds

The significance thresholds in this analysis are consistent with the environmental checklist in
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, which was adopted and modified by the San Francisco Planning
Department. The project would have a significant effect on a historic architectural resource if it
would:

o Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, including those resources listed in article 10 or
article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code.
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A “substantial adverse change” is defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 as “physical
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings
such that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired.” The significance
of a historical resource is “materially impaired,” according to CEQA Guidelines section
15064.5(b)(2), when a project “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those
physical characteristics” of the resource that do any of the following:

(A) Convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for,
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources

(B) Account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(K) or its identification in a historical resources survey
meeting the requirements of Public Resources Code section 5024.1(g), unless the public
agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence
that the resource is not historically or culturally significant

(C) Convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the
California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes
of CEQA

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(b)(2) states, “In some circumstances, documentation of a
historical resource, by way of historic narrative, photographs or architectural drawings, as
mitigation for the effects of demolition of the resource will not mitigate the effects to a point
where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur.” In such cases, the impact on
the environment from demolition or substantial alteration of a historical resource would be
significant and unavoidable even after the historical documentation has been completed.

Approach to Analysis

This section identifies impacts on historical resources and considers direct and indirect impacts
on historic architectural resources based on the definitions set forth in CEQA Guidelines section
15064.5. Either the proposed project or the variant would demolish the existing structure on the
project site. Because the impacts would be similar, the proposed project and variant are discussed
together.

Once a resource has been identified as significant, it must be determined whether the project
would cause a “substantial adverse change” that would materially impair the significance of the
resource. Material impairment occurs when there is demolition or alteration of the resource’s
physical characteristics such that it can no longer convey its historical significance and justify its
inclusion in the CRHR or other applicable listing. Mitigation of effects on historical architectural
resources may involve avoiding demolition of the resource, revising a proposed project to
minimize the effect, or, where avoidance or minimization is not feasible, documenting the
resource. As noted above, documentation may not reduce significant effects on a historical
architectural resource to a less-than-significant level.
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Project Features

Implementation of the proposed project or variant would include demolition of the existing
buildings (consisting of the 1926-1927 building at the north portion of the project site and a
concrete garage addition constructed shortly thereafter) on the project site (a historical resource
for the purposes of CEQA) and construction of a mixed-use development that would include
residential, commercial, parking, and open space uses. No existing building features would be
incorporated into the proposed new structure(s) on the project site. A complete project description
is included in Chapter 2.0, Project Description.

Impact Analysis

Impact CR-1: The proposed demolition of the building at 10 South Van Ness Avenue would
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)

Implementing the proposed project or variant would require demolishing the existing building at
10 South Van Ness Avenue. As discussed previously, the building is individually eligible for
listing in the CRHR under Criterion 1 (events) for its association with the Fillmore West concert
venue and under Criterion 2 (persons) for its association with Bill Graham. Demolishing the
existing 10 South Van Ness Avenue building would materially impair the significance of the
historical resource and, as such, would cause a substantial adverse impact on a historical resource.
This would be considered a significant impact under CEQA.

Implementing Mitigation Measures CR-1a, CR-1b, and CR-1c would lessen the impact of the
proposed demolition of the existing historic building at 10 South Van Ness Avenue through
documentation, salvage, and public outreach through interpretive display. The documentation and
outreach would highlight the resource’s individual importance and the building’s historical
context as the internationally celebrated and iconic Fillmore West founded by Bill Graham.
However, these mitigation measures cannot reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. As
a result, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a: Documentation

Prior to demolition or the issuance of site permits for the 10 South Van Ness Avenue
project, the project sponsor shall undertake Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-
level documentation of the property. The documentation shall be funded by the project
sponsor and undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history,
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate) set forth in the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (Code of Federal Regulations title 36, part
61). Before beginning work on any aspect of the documentation, the professional
overseeing the documentation shall meet with the preservation staff of the Planning
Department for review and approval of a coordinated documentation plan. The
documentation package created shall consist of the items listed below.
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¢ Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale,
and dimensions of the property. The Planning Department’s preservation staff will
accept the original architectural drawings or an as-built set of architectural drawings
(e.g., plan, section, elevation). The preservation staff will assist the consultant in
determining the appropriate level of measured drawings.

e HABS-Level Photography: Digital photographs of the interior and exterior of the
property. Large-format negatives are not required. The scope of the digital
photographs shall be reviewed by the Planning Department’s preservation staft for
concurrence, and all digital photography shall be conducted according to current
National Park Service standards. The photography shall be undertaken by a qualified
professional with demonstrated experience in HABS photography.

o HABS Historical Report: A written historical narrative and report, per the HABS
Historical Report Guidelines.

o Video Recordation: The project sponsor shall undertake a video documenting the
affected historical resource and its setting. The documentation shall be conducted and
narrated by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural
history, or architecture (as appropriate) set forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards (Code of Federal Regulations title 36, part 61).
The documentation shall include as much information as possible—using visuals in
combination with narration—about the materials, construction methods, current
condition, historic use, and historic context of the historical resource.

e Print-on-Demand Book: The project sponsor shall make the content from the
historical report, historical photographs, HABS photography, measured drawings,
and field notes available to the public through a pre-existing print-on-demand book
service. This service will print and mail softcover books containing the
aforementioned materials to members of the public who have paid a nominal fee.
The sponsor shall not be required to pay ongoing printing fees once the book has
been made available through the service.

The professional(s) shall submit the completed documentation for review and approval
by a member of the Planning Department’s preservation staff before demolition or site
permits are issued. Documentation may be used in the interpretive display or signage
described in Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b. The final approved documentation shall be
provided to the planning department and offered to repositories including but not limited
to the History Room of the San Francisco Public Library; the Environmental Design
Library at the University of California, Berkeley; the Northwest Information Center;

San Francisco Architectural Heritage; and the California Historical Society. The
Planning Department will make electronic versions of the documentation available to the
public at no charge.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b: Interpretation

The project sponsor shall install and maintain a permanent interpretive display
commemorating the historical significance of the Fillmore West and Bill Graham.
Interpretive display(s) shall develop a connection between the general public and the
subject building’s history. These installations may include, for example, interactive
sound or video installations showcasing historic performances at Fillmore West or booths
designed to record or play oral histories (see below), and historically oriented
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programming for a publicly accessible space. The interpretive program may also include
more traditional interpretive materials such as commemorative markers and plaques,
displays of photographs, and news articles. Emphasis shall be placed on the many
posters advertising concerts that took place at the subject building during its period of
significance. The high-quality interpretive displays shall be installed within the project
site boundaries, made of durable, all-weather materials, and positioned to allow for high
public visibility and interactivity.

To assist in the collection of information that will inform and direct the historical
interpretation, the sponsor shall fund a historical study prepared by the qualified historic
consultant preparing the interpretative program to identify significant trends and events
associated with the music of the 1960s counterculture in San Francisco, as well as
identify associated buildings and sites throughout San Francisco. The project sponsor, at
his or her election, may also incorporate the art and culture of the 1960s counterculture in
San Francisco into this study. The objective of this study is to provide background
information that will enrich the historical contexts that have already been established for
the subject building and to place the subject building within the wider context of 1960s
counterculture, for the benefit of the general public.

Additionally, the sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified historian to undertake an
oral history of the Fillmore West. This oral history project will consist of interviews and
recollections of people present at the concerts performed during the period of
significance, including performers, organizers, and concertgoers, to the extent feasible.
The success of this effort will depend primarily on the ability of the project sponsor to
locate such persons, and on their willingness/ability to participate. Therefore, the project
sponsor shall make a good-faith effort to publicize the oral history project, conduct public
outreach, and identify a wide range of potential interviewees. To accomplish this, the
sponsor shall employ a range of measures that may include hosting a commemorative
concert or event, installing booths that allow participants to record their recollections,
and/or hosting a website that allows interviewees to contribute remotely. Prior to
undertaking this effort, the scope and methodology of the oral history project shall be
reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer, in consultation with
preservation staff.

In addition to potentially being utilized for the on-site interpretive program, the
recordings made as part of the oral history project shall be transcribed, indexed, and made
available to the public at no charge through the Planning Department and other archives
and repositories in order to allow for remote, off-site historical interpretation of the
subject building.

A general plan that will lay out the various components of the interpretive program shall
be developed in consultation with an architectural historian who meets the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, and approved by Planning
Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or demolition permit. This plan shall
include the historical study and the oral history program described above.

The substance, media, and other characteristics of the interpretive display shall be
developed by a consultant experienced in urban architectural interpretive displays. Prior
to finalizing the display, the sponsor and consultant shall attempt to convene a
community group consisting of local preservation organizations and other interested
parties to receive feedback on the adequacy of the interpretive display.
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A detailed final design showing the substance and appearance of the interpretive displays,
as well as maintenance plans, shall be approved by Planning Department preservation
staff before the final certificate of occupancy can be issued.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for
Public Information or Reuse

Prior to demolition of the subject building, the project sponsor shall either use salvaged
architectural materials on the site as part of the interpretive program or make such
architectural materials from the site available to museums, archives, curation facilities,
the public, and nonprofit organizations to preserve, interpret, and display the history of
the historical resource. The project sponsor shall provide representatives of these groups
the opportunity to salvage materials for public information or reuse in other locations. No
materials shall be salvaged or removed until HABS recordation and documentation are
completed and an inventory of key exterior and interior features and materials is
completed by Secretary of the Interior—qualified professionals.

Impact CR-2: Demolition and new construction on the project site or variant would not
have a substantial adverse effect on any offsite historical resource, as defined in section
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. (Less than Significant)

Construction Vibration Impacts on Offsite Historic Resources

Offsite historical resources are physically separated from the project site. Groundborne vibration
generated during construction of the proposed project would not result in a direct physical impact
on offsite historic resources. As stated in Section 4.3, Noise, of this draft EIR, construction
activities under the proposed project or variant would not result in physical damage to adjacent
offsite historical resources. None of the predicted project construction-related vibration levels
listed in Table 4.3.15 in Section 4.3, Noise, p. 4.3.36, would exceed the building damage risk
threshold of 0.12 in/sec for the most sensitive of buildings, based on Federal Transit
Administration guidance. Based on these estimates, construction vibration impacts on offsite
historic resources would be less than significant. Additionally, project operation under either the
proposed project or the variant would be unlikely to create sources of enduring vibration that
would result in damage to offsite historic structures (Section 4.3, Noise), and this impact would
be less than significant.

Impact of Demolition on Offsite Historic Resources

The project site is not located within any identified or potential historic district and is physically
separated from any offsite historical resources. As such demolition and new construction under
the proposed project or variant would have no direct physical impact on nearby historic
architectural resources.

The proposed project or variant could have an indirect visual impact on offsite resources by
altering their immediate visual setting. However, the integrity and historic significance of nearby
offsite historic architectural resources is not premised on their possessing an intact and cohesive
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visual for functional relationship with the project site. The proposed project would not destroy
historic features and materials that characterize nearby historic architectural resources. New
construction within the project site would be contemporary in design and materials and would not
convey a false sense of historic development. The character-defining features and form of nearby
historic architectural resources would continue to be clearly evident.

For these reasons, the indirect visual impacts of the Proposed Project are not those of a project
that “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for
inclusion in the CRHR as determined by the lead agency for purposes of CEQA.” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2)(C)). No mitigation measures are necessary.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact-C-CR-1: The proposed project or variant, in combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not substantially
contribute to cumulative impacts related to historical resources. (Less than Significant)

As described above, the Fillmore West building at 10 South Van Ness Avenue is individually
eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 1 (events) and Criterion 2 (persons).

Cumulative projects are identified in Table 4.0.1: Cumulative Projects, on EIR p. 4.0.10, and in
Figure 4.0.1: Cumulative Projects, on EIR p. 4.0.11. The impacts of foreseeable projects on
identified historical resources in the vicinity of the project site (like 30 Otis Street and 1500
Mission Street) would not combine with impacts of the proposed project. The significance of 10
South Van Ness is not premised on its possessing an intact and cohesive visual or functional
relationship with nearby properties. Likewise, and reciprocally, the significance of nearby offsite
historical resources is not premised on their having an intact and cohesive visual or functional
relationship with the project site. As such, the proposed project’s or variant’s impact on the
significance of the 10 South Van Ness historical resource is independent of the impacts of nearby
foreseeable projects on the significance of nearby historical resources. Such impacts would not
combine to result in a significant cumulative impact.

There is no substantial evidence in the record that the proposed project or variant would make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant impact resulting from a broader collective
loss of historical resources associated with Bill Graham or the counterculture of 1960’s San
Francisco. Unlike contributors to a contiguous historic district, the integrity and collective
historical significance of such related, but discontiguous, resources throughout San Francisco is
not premised on their possessing an intact and cohesive visual or functional relationship with each
other or with the existing building on the project site. With demolition of the existing historical
resource at 10 South Van Ness Avenue, the proposed project or variant would not contribute to a
material impairment of the ability of remaining sites to continue to convey their individual and
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collective significance and their association with the 1960’s counterculture music scene in San
Francisco.

For these reasons, the impact of the proposed project or project variant on historical resources
would not combine with those of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects to
result in a significant cumulative impact on historical resources. No mitigation measures are
required. Note however, that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b: Interpretation,
presented above as mitigation for the significant impact resulting from the demolition of the 10
South Van Ness historical resource, would increase public awareness of the significance of the
project site as an iconic 1960’s countercultural music venue. It would thereby enhance the
association of the site with other sites throughout San Francisco associated with the
countercultural music scene of the 1960’s.
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation, describes the existing environmental and regulatory
setting related to transportation and circulation, and addresses the potential transportation and
circulation—related impacts of the proposed project, the variant, and the straight-shot streetscape
option when its operation could be different from the proposed project and might result in
impacts related to traffic hazards, truck and passenger loading, bicycle travel, emergency access,
and on-street parking. The initial study (EIR Appendix B) found that implementation of the
proposed project or variant could have potentially significant impacts related to transportation and
circulation thresholds. As such, the transportation analysis in this EIR considers impacts related
to vehicle miles traveled (VMT),! traffic hazards, transit, pedestrians, bicycles, loading,
emergency vehicle access, and automobile parking, as well as the transportation-related impacts
of construction activities. All of these transportation topics are addressed in the discussions of
existing conditions, existing plus project conditions, and cumulative (year 2040) conditions.

The impact discussion in this section is supported primarily by the 10 South Van Ness Avenue
Final Transportation Impact Study prepared for the proposed project and the straight-shot
streetscape option, and a supplemental technical memorandum that analyzes, the variant.?

Summary of Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Final EIR
Transportation and Circulation Section

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Final EIR Setting

The Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Final EIR described existing transportation
conditions in the vicinity of the project site including the existing roadway network, intersection
operating conditions, the transit network, parking supply and occupancy, pedestrian conditions,
and bicycle conditions. The assessment of cumulative impacts was based on a comparison of the
2025 with Central Freeway Parcels/Near-Term Transportation Improvements and 2025 with Plan
conditions against the 2025 Without Plan conditions. Significance criteria included level of
service, increases in transit demand, potential secondary effects of parking (such as cars circling),
substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, the creation of hazardous conditions for bicyclists,
increase in loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities, and construction-related
impacts.

1 VMT measures the amount and distance that a project might cause people to drive, accounting for the
number of passengers in a vehicle.

2 CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Residential Project Final
Transportation Impact Study, December 2017, Case No. 2015-004568ENV; and CHS Consulting Group,
10 South Van Ness Avenue Single-Tower Project Variant — Final Memorandum, December 21, 201.

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2015-004568ENV 42.1 October 17, 2018



4. Environmental Setting and Impacts
2. Transportation and Circulation

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Final EIR Impacts and
Mitigation Measures

Under the 2025 with Plan conditions, 12 of the 32 study intersections were anticipated to operate
at an unsatisfactory level of service E or F, 3 more than in 2025 without implementation of the
plan. Under the project-level conditions for 2025 with Central Freeway Parcels/Near Term
Transportation Improvements, 11 of the study intersections would operate at unsatisfactory
levels. Several mitigation measures were identified to lessen impacts at these intersections in
2025 under both the with Plan and the Project-Level with Central Freeway Parcels/Near Term
Transportation scenarios:

e Mitigation Measure 5.7A, Traffic Mitigation Measure for Hayes and Gough Streets
Intersection, to re-establish the westbound travel lane on Hayes Street, eliminating the
Plan’s proposal to provide an eastbound lane between Gough Street and Van Ness
Avenue.

e Mitigation Measure 5.7B, Traffic Mitigation Measure for Hayes and Franklin Street
Intersection, to re-establish the westbound travel lane, as for Measure 5.7A.

o Mitigation Measure 5.7C, Traffic Mitigation Measure for Laguna / Market / Hermann /
Guerrero Streets Intersection, to adjust signal timing to provide protected left turns for
northbound Guerrero and southwest bound Market streets.

e Mitigation Measure 5.7D, Traffic Mitigation Measure for Market/Sanchez/Fifteenth
Streets Intersection, to make minor changes in signal timing and add a right-turn pocket
on the westbound approach on Fifteenth Street.

e Mitigation Measure 5.7E, Traffic Mitigation Measure for Market/Church/Fourteenth
Streets Intersection, to make minor changes in signal timing.

e Mitigation Measure 5.7F, Traffic Mitigation Measure for Mission Street/Otis
Street/South VVan Ness Avenue Intersection, to make minor changes in signal timing and
add right-turn pockets on the southbound approach on Mission Street and the northbound
approach on South Van Ness Avenue.

¢ Mitigation Measure 5.7G, Traffic Mitigation Measure for Hayes Street/\Van Ness Avenue
Intersection, to either re-establish the westbound travel lane on Hayes and provide no
eastbound lane, or retain the proposed two-way Hayes Street configuration and
redistribute westbound traffic to Fell Street via southbound Van Ness Avenue.

However, the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Final EIR concluded that there would still
be potential for significant and unavoidable impacts with mitigation, based mainly on the fact that
to maintain acceptable levels of service along Hayes Street, the Plan could not be implemented in
that location and that the feasibility of signal timing changes could not be fully assessed.

Implementation of the Market and Octavia Plan was not found to result in a significant impact on
transit capacity. However, implementation of the proposed change from one-way to two-way
travel on Hayes Street was found to cause delays to San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni)
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service on the 21 Hayes route that were identified as a significant impact. Implementing
Mitigation Measures 5.7A and 5.7B would eliminate that impact. Mitigation Measure 5.7H,
Transit Mitigation Measure, was also identified to address the impact related to degradation of
transit service from the increase in delays at the intersections of Hayes Street with Van Ness
Avenue, Franklin Street, and Gough Street during the p.m. peak hour. This mitigation measure
would reroute the 21 Hayes bus line to avoid the intersections of Hayes/Franklin streets and
Hayes/Gough streets. This measure was determined to be infeasible, as it would require adding
new overhead wires along the new portions of the route and the rerouting could result in other
delays on this transit route.

Environmental Setting

The transportation study area generally encompasses a two-block radius around the project site,
and is bounded by Fell Street to the north, 13th Street to the south, 10th Street and Howard Street
to the east, and the Central Freeway and Octavia Boulevard to the west. Data was collected at the
following intersections within the study area:

Market Street/VVan Ness Avenue (U.S. Highway 101)

Market Street/Franklin Street/Page Street/12th Street

Mission Street/South Van Ness Avenue/Otis Street/12th Street

Mission Street/11th Street

Gough Street/Market Street/Haight Street

Gough Street/Otis Street/McCoppin Street

Market Street/Octavia Boulevard/U.S. 101 on- and off-ramps

11th Street/Howard Street

=

© © N o a k~ wDN

Van Ness Avenue/Fell Street
10. South Van Ness Avenue/13th Street/U.S. 101 on-ramp
11. Mission Street/Otis Street/Duboce Avenue/U.S.101 off-ramp.

The study area and intersections counted are shown in Figure 4.2.1: Transportation Study
Area.
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Roadway Network

REGIONAL ACCESS

The study area is served by three regional roadways:

U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) connects San Francisco with the Peninsula/South Bay and
the North Bay. South of the project site, U.S. 101 follows the Central Freeway east to an
interchange with Interstate 80 (1-80) approximately 0.75 mile southeast of the project site,
then continues south through the southeastern neighborhoods of San Francisco to the
Peninsula/South Bay as the Bayshore Freeway. Between the study area and the Presidio
in the northwestern part of San Francisco, U.S. 101 leaves the Central Freeway (which
terminates at Market Street/Octavia Boulevard) and follows major local streets including
Mission Street/South Van Ness Avenue and Van Ness Avenue.

Access to and from the Peninsula/South Bay is provided by the northbound off-ramp at
Mission Street/13th Street/Duboce Avenue/Otis Street (or, alternatively, the northbound off-
ramp from the Central Freeway at Market Street/Octavia Boulevard) and by the southbound
on-ramp at South VVan Ness Avenue/13th Street. Access to and from the North Bay is
provided by the major local streets described above and by other connecting local streets.

Interstate 80 (I1-80) connects San Francisco with the East Bay via the San Francisco—
Oakland Bay Bridge and provides additional access to portions of the North Bay in
Solano, Napa, and Sonoma counties via the Carquinez Bridge. Access to and from 1-80 is
provided by U.S. 101 and the U.S. 101/1-80 interchange approximately 0.75 mile
southeast of the project site. Alternative access is provided by the westbound off-ramp at
Eighth Street/Harrison Street and the eastbound on-ramp at Eighth Street/Bryant Street.

Interstate 280 (1-280) provides regional access between San Francisco and the
Peninsula/South Bay. 1-280 terminates at Sixth Street/Brannan Street in the Central South
of Market (SoMa) area, with additional ramps at Fifth Street/King Street in China Basin
and 18th Street/Mariposa Street in Potrero Hill/Dogpatch/Mission Bay. However, the
closest access to and from the project site is provided by U.S. 101, which connects with
1-280 at the Alemany Maze interchange in southeastern San Francisco.

LOCAL ACCESS

Local roadway access to the project site is provided by the local street network, which includes
the key roadways described below.?

3 The descriptions include a general characterization of the function and cross-section of each street, as well as
relevant classifications under the Better Streets Plan and the San Francisco General Plan. The latter
specifically defines several different types of functions and hierarchies for streets and other components of the
transportation network serving San Francisco, including the regional freeway network; vehicular streets,
including Congestion Management Program (CMP) streets and other streets; the Metropolitan Transportation
System (MTS); transit preferential streets, including primary transit streets (transit-oriented streets and transit-
important streets), secondary transit streets, and transit centers; rail transit; the citywide pedestrian network;
neighborhood pedestrian streets, including neighborhood commercial streets and neighborhood network
connection streets; the bicycle route network; and freight traffic routes.
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Market Street

Market Street is downtown’s primary multimodal thoroughfare and is oriented in a northeast-
southwest direction at the confluence of the finer-grained, roughly cardinal (north, south, east,
west) street grid to the north and the diagonal, larger-spaced street grid in the SoMa area.*
Designated as a Ceremonial street in the Better Streets Plan,> Market Street serves only a minor
function for vehicular traffic, but is a major corridor for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
circulation, both locally and at a citywide level.® Market Street is downtown’s most important
transit corridor, with multiple bus and streetcar lines at street level and local and regional rail
service provided underground in the Market Street Subway.

Through downtown, Market Street generally features two travel lanes in each direction, with the
center lanes designated as transit-only lanes at all times (eastbound from 12th Street to Third
Street and westbound from Third Street to Van Ness Avenue/South Van Ness Avenue). The
curbside lanes operate as general-purpose lanes, shared by private vehicle traffic, transit vehicles,
and bicycles.

In the vicinity of the project site, Market Street features class 11 bikeways (bicycle lanes) from
west of Eighth Street to Valencia Street (westbound) or Gough Street (eastbound). Market Street
also features an enhanced pedestrian realm, with widened sidewalks and curb cut restrictions east
of 12th Street to accommodate high-volume pedestrian activity, streetscape and landscape
features, subway station entrances, and public open spaces. On-street parking is generally
prohibited along Market Street east of Octavia Boulevard, but on-street passenger and
commercial loading bays are provided in multiple locations. Various traffic restrictions are also in
effect along Market Street, including left-turn restrictions at multiple intersections and forced
eastbound right-turn movements at 10th Street and Sixth Street.

4 The SoMa street grid consists of streets that are parallel and perpendicular to Market Street, but the street
grid is usually defined in the east-west direction for simplicity, with Market Street and parallel streets
defined as east-west streets and numbered streets (e.g., 10th Street, 11th Street, 12th Street) and other
perpendicular streets defined as north-south streets.

The Better Streets Plan states that Ceremonial (or Civic) streets are “grand civic places which serve as

major gathering spots for marches, parades, and rallies, and serve as world renowned public spaces and

attractions. Ceremonial streets should be uniquely designed in each case; they should exhibit a high
degree of design consistency, formality, and care.”

& The San Francisco General Plan defines Market Street in the vicinity of the project site as a CMP transit
conflict street (east of 12th Street/Franklin Street/Page Street) and CMP major arterial and MTS street
(west of 12th Street/Franklin Street/Page Street); a transit-oriented street (east of Gough Street/Haight
Street) and transit-important street (west of Gough Street/Haight Street); a citywide pedestrian network
street; a neighborhood commercial street; a part of the bicycle route network; and a major arterial for
freight traffic (west of 12th Street/Franklin Street/Page Street).
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Mission Street

Mission Street is a major multimodal thoroughfare that parallels Market Street through
downtown, before turning south and continuing through the Mission and southern San Francisco
neighborhoods into Daly City and beyond. At its intersection with South VVan Ness Avenue
adjacent to the project site, the westbound/southbound lanes of Mission Street become Otis
Street, a one-way southbound four-lane street, for two blocks. The southbound Otis Street travel
lanes become the southbound lanes of Mission Street at Duboce Avenue/13th Street under the
elevated Central Freeway (see Figure 4.2.1). Between Duboce Avenue/13th Street and the
intersection of South Van Ness Avenue/12th Street, Mission Street is one way
northbound/eastbound and provides four travel lanes. Mission Street both east of and south of the
South Van Ness Avenue/12th Street/Mission Street intersection generally has two travel lanes in
each direction in the vicinity of the project site, with curbside lanes generally designated as
transit-only lanes.” In the study area, Mission Street is designated as a Downtown Commercial
street under the Better Streets Plan, and Otis Street is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial
street. Mission Street in the vicinity of the project site is a major transit corridor and
accommodates some key functions for vehicular traffic (serving as a portion of northbound U.S.
101) and other modes.? On-street parking is generally provided on both sides of the street.

Van Ness Avenue and South Van Ness Avenue

Van Ness Avenue is a major north-south arterial roadway that runs along the western edge of
downtown. This roadway generally has three travel lanes in each direction, with left-turn pockets
at intersections, although ongoing construction related to the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
project has reduced vehicular traffic to two travel lanes in each direction and eliminated most left-
turn movements between Market Street and Bay Street except northbound at Lombard Street and
southbound at Broadway, plus northbound at Hayes Street on a temporary basis. South of Market
Street, Van Ness Avenue becomes South Van Ness Avenue, which continues south (parallel to
Mission Street) through the Mission District and is also defined as a major arterial, ending at
Cesar Chavez Street and its connection to the U.S. 101 freeway.

Together, Van Ness Avenue and South Van Ness Avenue serve an important role for vehicular
circulation (accommodating a key portion of the U.S. 101 route between the Central Freeway and

" In the project vicinity, transit-only lanes in the westbound/southbound direction are in effect Monday
through Friday from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m., east of 11" Street and at all times west/south of 11%" Street. In the
eastbound direction, transit-only lanes are provided east of 11™ Street, in effect Monday through Friday
from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m.

8 The San Francisco General Plan defines Mission Street in the vicinity of the project site as a CMP transit
conflict street; a transit-oriented street (including Otis Street); a citywide pedestrian network street; a
neighborhood commercial street (including Otis Street); and a part of the bicycle route network
(including Otis Street from 11th Street westbound to Gough Street, continuing along McCoppin Street).
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the Golden Gate Bridge for most of its length) and is also a major transit corridor.® In the
immediate vicinity of the project site, the Better Streets Plan designates Van Ness Avenue and
South Van Ness Avenue as Downtown Commercial streets.

12th Street

12th Street is a minor north-south collector roadway through The Hub Plan Area and the Western
SoMa neighborhood, but is discontinuous at the intersection with South Van Ness Avenue.
Northbound vehicular traffic must turn right onto northbound South Van Ness Avenue (no access
is provided onto 12th Street toward Market Street), while southbound vehicular traffic must
merge onto South Van Ness Avenue, then turn left onto the continuing segment of 12th Street
after crossing Otis Street and Mission Street. The Better Streets Plan designates the segment of
12th Street adjacent to the project site between Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue as a
Downtown Residential street. This street segment features one travel lane in each direction, with
on-street parking (in a combination of parallel and perpendicular spaces) on both sides of the
street.

There are no existing transit services or bikeways on 12th Street. The street primarily provides
local access for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

Other Key Streets in the Project Vicinity

Other key streets near the project site include Octavia Boulevard, Duboce Avenue/13th Street; the
Fell Street/Oak Street, Franklin Street/Gough Street, Ninth Street/10th Street, and Howard
Street/Folsom Street couplets for vehicular traffic;° and Hayes, Haight, and 11th streets for
transit service.

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

Table 4.2.1: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita—Existing Conditions
summarizes average daily VMT per capita by land use for the Bay Area and for the
transportation analysis zone (TAZ)! that contains the project site (TAZ 578), which is bounded

9 The San Francisco General Plan defines Van Ness Avenue and South Van Ness Avenue in the vicinity
of the project site as CMP major arterials; MTS streets; transit important streets (for South VVan Ness
Avenue only to Mission Street); citywide pedestrian network streets (for South VVan Ness Avenue only to
Mission Street); neighborhood commercial streets (for South Van Ness Avenue only to Mission Street);
and together as a major arterial for freight traffic.

10" A roadway couplet is a pair of one-way streets — two parallel streets that provide for one-way vehicular
travel in opposite directions.

11 TAZs represent geographical areas of the city in transportation planning models and can be used for
transportation analysis and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city blocks in the
downtown core to multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in historically industrial
areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard.
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by Market Street to the north, Otis and McCoppin streets to the south, South Van Ness Avenue to
the east, and Valencia Street to the west.

As shown in Table 4.2.1, average daily VMT per capita in TAZ 578 is substantially lower than
the corresponding regional average for residential and retail uses. Residential uses in TAZ 578
generate an average daily VMT per resident of 3.7, compared to 17.2 for the Bay Area as a
whole. Retail uses in TAZ 578 generate an average daily VMT per employee of 8.9, compared to
14.9 for the Bay Area as a whole.

Table 4.2.1: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita—EXxisting Conditions
Average Daily VMT per Capita

San Francisco Bay Area

Land Use (regional average) TAZ 578
Residential (per resident) 17.2 3.7
Retail (per employee) 14.9 8.9

Notes: TAZ = transportation analysis zone; VMT = vehicle miles traveled

Source: CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Residential Project Final Transportation Impact Study,
December 2017, Case No. 2015-004568ENV.

Transit Network

The project site is located at the southwestern edge of downtown San Francisco, and is well
served by both local and regional public transit.

REGIONAL TRANSIT
Regional Transit Providers

Major regional transit providers serving San Francisco include the Bay Area Rapid Transit
District (BART); Caltrain; the Alameda—Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit); the San
Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans); the Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation
District (Golden Gate Transit); and ferry services.

Bay Area Rapid Transit

BART provides regional light rail service between the East Bay (outer terminals at Pittsburg/Bay
Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton, and Warm Springs/South Fremont), San Mateo County
(outer terminals at San Francisco International Airport and Millbrae), and San Francisco. BART’s
Civic Center/United Nations Plaza Station is located approximately 0.4 mile to the northeast
along Market Street between Seventh Street/Charles J. Brenham Place and Eighth Street/Hyde

10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR
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Street/Grove Street. The BART 16th Street Station is located approximately 0.7 mile south of the
project site, at the intersection of 16th and Mission streets.

Caltrain

Caltrain provides passenger rail service on the Peninsula corridor between San Francisco and San
Jose, connecting San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties.'? Caltrain’s northern
terminus at San Francisco Station, along Fourth Street between Townsend Street and King Street,
approximately 1.5 miles east of the project site, is accessible via Muni service including the

47 Van Ness, N Judah, and T Third Street lines/routes.

Alameda—Contra Costa County Transit District

AC Transit operates bus service in western Alameda and Contra Costa counties, including a
network of “Transbay” routes connecting the East Bay with San Francisco and San Mateo
counties. AC Transit operates 27 Transbay routes between the East Bay and downtown

San Francisco’s Transbay Temporary Terminal.®® The terminal is just under 2 miles northeast of
the project site in the Transbay neighborhood and is accessible by multiple Muni routes,
including five Muni Metro lines in the Market Street Subway and two Muni surface lines — the
9/9R San Bruno/San Bruno Rapid along Market Street and the 14/14R Mission/Mission Rapid
along Mission Street — that are adjacent to and serve the project site.

San Mateo County Transit District

SamTrans operates bus and rail service in San Mateo County. In addition to funding Caltrain
service, SamTrans operates a network of local buses in the county and additional routes into
adjacent portions of San Francisco and Santa Clara counties. SamTrans Routes KX and 292 serve
downtown San Francisco and provide connections to and from various locations in San Mateo
County. In the vicinity of the project site, these routes generally operate along Mission Street to
and from the Transbay Temporary Terminal before turning south along Ninth Street/10th Street.
The closest stops to the project site are at Ninth Street/Folsom Street and Mission Street/Ninth

2 |imited additional service is available south of San Jose, serving Gilroy and other communities in
southern Santa Clara County.

13 The Transbay Temporary Terminal is a temporary facility replacing the former Transbay Terminal and is
located in the Transbay area of East SoMa, occupying the entire block bounded by Howard Street to the
north, Folsom Street to the south, Main Street to the east, and Beale Street to the west. Construction is 'y
complete on the future Transbay Transit Center, the permanent replacement for the Transbay Terminal,
which extends from Main Street to just east of Second Street, between Minna Street and Natoma Street.
The first phase of the Transbay Transit Center opened for bus service in August 2018; the Transhay
Temporary Terminal will be decommissioned in the relatively near future, following repairs to portions
of the new facility ongoing in October 2018.
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Street in the inbound direction and at Mission Street/Ninth Street and 10th Street/Howard Street
in the outbound direction.

Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District

The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District operates bus and ferry service
between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma counties) and San Francisco under the Golden Gate
Transit and Golden Gate Ferry brands. Golden Gate Transit operates 18 “commute” routes and
four “regional” routes into and out of San Francisco across the Golden Gate Bridge.'* The closest
Golden Gate Transit stops to the project site are at Hyde Street/Grove Street (inbound) and
McAllister Street/Polk Street (outbound), served by regional routes and some commute routes via
Van Ness Avenue or Geary Boulevard. Passengers connecting with other commute route services
along Beach Street/North Point Street and Battery Street/Sansome Street transfer at the Golden
Gate Bridge toll plaza, which is served by all of Golden Gate Transit’s routes in San Francisco.

Golden Gate Ferry operates ferry service connecting Larkspur, Sausalito, and Tiburon with San
Francisco’s Ferry Building, accessible via multiple Muni routes including Muni Metro lines in the
Market Street Subway and Muni surface lines along Market and Mission streets.

Water Emergency Transportation Authority

The Water Emergency Transportation Authority operates regional ferry service to/from nine
terminals on San Francisco Bay.™ The nearest regular-service terminal to the project site is the
San Francisco Ferry Building, accessible by connecting Muni service including Muni Metro lines
in the Market Street Subway and Muni surface lines along Market Street and Mission Street.

Regional Transit Capacity

Regional transit service into and out of San Francisco are evaluated using screenlines defined by
the San Francisco Planning Department in the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review, known as the SF Guidelines.'® Table 4.2.2: Regional Transit
Screenlines—EXxisting Conditions summarizes existing ridership and capacity utilization at the

14 An additional route, Route 93, connects the Civic Center area with the Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza.

15 Terminals are located in Alameda (Main Street and Harbor Bay), Oakland (Jack London Square), San
Francisco (Ferry Building, Pier 41, and AT&T Park), South San Francisco (Oyster Point), and Vallejo
(Georgia Street and Mare Island).

16 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental
Review, October 2002. Screenlines represent a grouping of transit services, usually by a common
direction or origin/destination served, reflecting the fact that multiple transit options or alternatives are
generally available to transit passengers on their journeys. For downtown, for example, the planning
department typically describes transit ridership and capacity in terms of three screenlines for regional
transit (East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay) and four screenlines for local transit (northeast, northwest,
southeast, and southwest).
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maximum load point for regional transit providers on the downtown screenlines.!” For regional
operators, the maximum load point is typically at the San Francisco city limit (e.g., the East Bay
maximum load point would occur at the Transbay Tube and on the Bay Bridge). Data are shown
for the inbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour and for the outbound direction
during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because these are the dominant travel patterns during the
respective time periods. For regional transit providers, the established capacity utilization
threshold®® is 100 percent and equals the number of available seats, except for BART, for which
the capacity utilization threshold also includes standing capacity.

Table 4.2.2:  Regional Transit Screenlines—EXxisting Conditions
Weekday A.M. Peak Hour? Weekday P.M. Peak Hour?
Capacity Capacity
Utilization Utilization
Screenline Ridership Capacity | (Inbound) |Ridership Capacity | (Outbound)

East Bay Screenline

BART 25,399 23,256 109% 24,488 22,784 107%

AC Transit 2,256 3,926 57% 2,256 3,926 57%

Ferries 805 1,615 50% 805 1,615 50%

Subtotal 28,460 28,797 99% 27,549 28,325 97%
North Bay Screenline

Sglggn Gate Transit | 1 3g4 2,817 49% 1384 2817 49%

Ferries 968 1,959 49% 968 1,959 49%

Subtotal 2,352 4,776 49% 2,352 4,776 49%
South Bay Screenline

BART 14,150 19,367 73% 13,500 12,561 107%

Caltrain 2,377 3,100 7% 2,377 3,100 7%

SamTrans 141 320 44% 141 320 44%

Subtotal 16,668 22,787 73% 16,018 15,981 100%
Total 47,480 56,360 84% 45,919 49,082 94%
Notes:

AC Transit = Alameda—Contra Costa County Transit District; BART = Bay Area Rapid Transit; SamTrans = San Mateo County Transit

District

Bold indicates capacity utilization of 100 percent or greater.
! Shows the a.m. peak hour as inbound (i.e., toward downtown) only and the p.m. peak hour as outbound (i.e., away from

downtown) only.

Source: CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Residential Project Final Transportation Impact Study, December
2017, Case No. 2015-004568ENV.

As shown in Table 4.2.2, BART currently exceeds the established capacity utilization standard on
the East Bay screenline during the weekday a.m. peak hour and on the East Bay and South Bay
screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Because of crowding on BART, the South Bay

17 The maximum load point for each transit route is the point along the route where the maximum number
of passengers is on board.
18 The capacity utilization threshold represents the ideal maximum level of crowding, as measured by the
ratio of ridership to capacity.
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screenline as a whole also exceeds the established capacity utilization threshold. All other
regional operators are currently within established utilization standards.

LOCAL TRANSIT
Local Transit Corridors and Routes

Primary local public transit access to and from the project site is provided by Muni, which
operates bus, cable car, and light rail lines in San Francisco. On Market Street, the project site is
served by surface routes (F Market & Wharves, 6 Haight/Parnassus, 7 Haight/Noriega, 9 San
Bruno, 9R San Bruno Rapid) and underground light rail (Muni Metro) lines (J Church, K
Ingleside, L Taraval, M Ocean View, N Judah, and T Third Street) operating in the Market Street
Subway. Van Ness Avenue, South Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street are also major corridors
for Muni service, carrying the 47 Van Ness and 49 VVan Ness/Mission on Van Ness Avenue and
South Van Ness Avenue; and the 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, and 49 Van Ness/Mission on
Mission Street in the project vicinity. Other Muni corridors in the vicinity of the project site
include Hayes Street, Haight Street, and 11th Street.

Figure 4.2.2: Existing Transit Network shows transit routes near the project site. Table 4.2.3:
Muni Service in the Project Vicinity summarizes Muni service in the project vicinity.

Local Transit Capacity

Ridership and capacity for local transit service between the project site and downtown San
Francisco are evaluated using screenlines, similar to the screenlines for regional transit. Because
most of San Francisco’s local transit system is arranged to carry passengers into and out of
downtown, Muni service can be grouped into four screenlines that surround downtown San
Francisco, as defined in the SF Guidelines.?® Table 4.2.4: Muni Downtown Screenlines—
Existing Conditions summarizes existing ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load
point for the routes crossing the four downtown screenlines.?’ Data are shown for the inbound
direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour and for the outbound direction during the weekday
p.m. peak hour, because they are the dominant travel patterns during the respective time periods.

19 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental
Review, October 2002.

20 Ridership data are from the automated passenger-count data collected by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in September and October 2013. Data regarding capacity (headways
and vehicle types) from the same period, the most recent data available, were also obtained from
SFMTA.
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Table 4.2.3:  Muni Service in the Project Vicinity
Weekday Headways! (minutes)
A.M. Peak P.M. Peak Nearest Stop to the Project Site
Route Inbound Outbound | Inbound Outbound Inbound \ Outbound
F Market & Wharves 8 8 7 7 Market at Van Ness/South Van Ness
J Church 9 9 9 9
K Ingleside 8 8 8 8
L Taraval 8 8 8 8 .
M Ocean View 9 9 9 9 Van Ness Station
N Judah 7 7 7 7
T Third Street 8 8 8 8
6 Haight/Parnassus 10 10 10 10
7 Haight/Parnassus 10 10 10 10 Market at Van Ness/South Van Ness
. Oak between Franklin
7X Noriega Express 9 10 and Gough Fell at Gough
9 San Bruno 12 12 12 12
- 11th at Mark
9R San Bruno Rapid 9 9 9 9 that Market
12 Folsom/Pacific 15 15 15 15 Folsom at 11th
14 Mission 8 8 8 8 Mission at South VVan Ness
14R Mission Rapid 8 8 8 8 Mission at 11th
21 Hayes 6 7 9 9 Grove at Van Ness | Hayes at Van Ness
. Bryant at
27 Bryant 15 15 15 15 11th at Harrison Division/13th/11th
South Van Ness at
Mission Van Ness at
47 Van Ness 8 8 8 8 Market/ Oak/South
Van Ness at Van Ness
Market/South Van Ness
Van Ness at
South Van Nessat |\ o/ Oak/South
e Mission
49 Van Ness/Mission 8 8 8 8 Van Ness
Van Ness at

Market/South Van Ness

Mission at South
Van Ness/12th

Notes:

Muni = San Francisco Municipal Railway
! Time period definitions (approximate): a.m. peak = 6 a.m.—10 a.m.; p.m. peak = 3 p.m.—7 p.m.
2 Muni vehicles are typically defined as either traveling “inbound” (i.e., toward downtown) or “outbound” (i.e., leaving downtown).
Sources: Data compiled by AECOM in 2018.
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Table 4.2.4:  Muni Downtown Screenlines—EXxisting Conditions

Weekday A.M. Peak Hour?

Weekday P.M. Peak Hour?

Capacity Capacity
Screenline Ridership? Capacity? | Utilization | Ridership  Capacity Utilization
Northeast Screenline
Kearny/Stockton 2,211 3,050 2% 2,245 3,327 68%
Other lines 538 1,141 47% 683 1,078 63%
Subtotal 2,749 4,191 66% 2,928 4,405 67%
Northwest Screenline
Geary 1,821 2,490 73% 1,964 2,623 75%
California 1,610 2,010 80% 1,322 1,752 75%
Sutter/Clement 480 630 76% 425 630 68%
Fulton/Hayes 1,277 1,680 76% 1,184 1,323 90%
Balboa 758 1,019 74% 625 974 64%
Subtotal 5,946 7,829 76% 5,519 7,302 76%
Southeast Screenline
Third Street 350 793 44% 782 793 99%
Mission 1,643 2,509 65% 1,407 2,601 54%
San Bruno/Bayshore 1,689 2,134 79% 1,536 2,134 72%
Other lines 1,466 1,756 83% 1,084 1,675 65%
Subtotal 5,147 7,193 2% 4,810 7,203 67%
Southwest Screenline
Subway lines 6,330 6,205 102% 4,904 6,164 80%
Haight/Noriega 1,121 1,554 2% 977 1,554 63%
Other lines 465 700 66% 555 700 79%
Subtotal 7,916 8,459 94% 6,435 8,418 7%
Total 21,758 27,671 79% 19,693 27,328 2%
Notes:

Muni = San Francisco Municipal Railway
Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.
1 Shows the a.m. peak hour as inbound (i.e., toward downtown) only and the p.m. peak hour as outbound (i.e., away from

downtown) only.

2 Columns may not add to subtotals or totals due to rounding.

Source: CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Residential Project Final Transportation Impact Study, December 2017,
Case No. 2015-004568ENV.
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The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board has adopted an 85 percent
performance standard for capacity utilization and has determined that this performance standard
most appropriately reflects actual operations and the likelihood of “pass-ups” (vehicles not
stopping to pick up more passengers).?! The capacity is measured as a full seated and standing
load of passengers.

As shown in Table 4.2.4, most directional screenlines and corridors within the screenlines
currently operate below the 85 percent performance standard, but some exceed the standard.
Corridors exceeding 85 percent capacity utilization include the Subway lines during the weekday
a.m. peak hour (102 percent) and the Fulton/Hayes and Third Street corridors during the weekday
p.m. peak hour (90 percent and 99 percent, respectively). The Southwest screenline also exceeds
85 percent capacity utilization during the weekday a.m. peak hour (94 percent).

Bikeway Network
BIKEWAYS AND BICYCLE FACILITIES

Bikeways can typically be classified into four general categories based on the separation from
motorized traffic:

e Class | bikeways provide a completely separated right-of-way for the exclusive use of
bicyclists and pedestrians, with cross-flow minimized. These facilities typically consist of
off-street bicycle paths or trails and are generally shared with pedestrians.

e Class Il bikeways provide a striped lane for one-way bicycle travel on a street or
highway. These facilities typically consist of striped bicycle lanes on roadways,
providing a minimum of 4-5 feet of space for bicyclists.

o Class Il bikeways provide a shared travel lane with automobile traffic. These facilities
consist of designated and signed bicycle routes where bicyclists share the roadway with
other vehicles, and may include other features such as pavement markings (e.g.,
sharrows??) to reinforce their shared nature.

o Class IV bikeways are typically referred to as “separated bikeways” or “cycle tracks,”
and provide enhanced facilities for the exclusive use of bicyclists, generally falling
between class | and class Il bikeways in terms of protection for bicyclists, with physical
separation between the bikeway and adjacent automobile traffic.?®

2L San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Short Range Transit Plan Fiscal Year 2017 — Fiscal
Year 2030. 2017, p. 40, https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/agendaitems/2017/6-6-
17%201tem%2011%20%20Short%20Range%20T ransit%20Plan.pdf, accessed August 8, 2017.

22 A sharrow is a pavement marking showing a bike and chevron within the travel lane to indicate that
bicyclists and vehicles share the travel lane. Sharrows are used on class Il bicycle facilities, and are
intended to help bicyclists position themselves better within the lane (outside the door zone) and to alert
motorists that bicyclists may be present.

2 The physical separation may be achieved through grade separation, flexible posts, inflexible physical
barriers, on-street parking, or raised islands.
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Figure 4.2.3: Existing Bikeway Network illustrates existing bikeways in the vicinity of the
project site. Key bikeways in the project vicinity include facilities along Market Street (class
11/111), Valencia Street (class 1), Polk Street (class Il), 11th Street (class Il), Howard
Street/Folsom Street (class I1), and McCoppin Street and Otis Street (class I/11) connecting to the
class I bike route on Mission Street between South Van Ness Avenue and 11th Street. Other
nearby bikeways include facilities along 14th Street (class I1/111), Harrison Street (class I1),
Octavia Boulevard (class I11), Page Street (class 111), Grove Street (class I1/111), and 10th Street
(class ).

Market Street and Van Ness Avenue in the vicinity of the project site are identified in the Vision
Zero High Injury Network?* as high injury corridors for bicyclists.

The closest Ford GoBike bikeshare station is at South VVan Ness Avenue and Market Street on the
east side of South Van Ness Avenue, immediately south of Market Street.

BICYCLE ACTIVITY

Bicycle turning movement counts collected at the study intersections in the p.m. peak period (4
p.m. to 6 p.m.) for various proposed projects in 2015 and 2016, as well counts collected in 2017
in the a.m. peak period (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) show that at most locations, bicycle activity is on the
order of 50100 bicycles or fewer per intersection approach per hour.2> However, activity
concentrations are higher at intersections along Market Street, with as many as 500-600 bicycles
per hour in the eastbound direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour and in the westbound
direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Field observations during the weekday midmorning
(10 a.m. to 11 a.m.), midday/midafternoon (12 p.m. to 2 p.m.), and p.m. peak periods (4 p.m. to
5:30 p.m.) generally corroborated these conditions.

Pedestrian Network

PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

The project site is located within an established pedestrian network with: continuous sidewalks,
curb ramps, and painted, high-visibility crosswalks at intersections. Signalized intersections in the
project area generally include Americans with Disabilities Act-compliant curb ramps, marked
crosswalks, and pedestrian signal heads with countdown timers in all directions, although some

24 The City’s adopted Vision Zero policy aims to eliminate all traffic-related fatalities by 2024. Additional
information on Vision Zero is provided under the “Regulatory Framework.”

%5 CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Residential Project Final Transportation
Impact Study, December 2017, Case No. 2015-004568ENV, p. 40.
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intersection corners or legs may lack one or more of these features. In the immediate vicinity of
the project site, the Mission Street/South Van Ness Avenue/Otis Street intersection and all
intersections on Market Street have pedestrian countdown timers.

The project site is currently accessed via three curb cuts on South Van Ness Avenue and four
curb cuts on 12th Street. Sidewalks in the project vicinity are generally 15-25 feet wide along
main streets and 5-8 feet wide along alleys. The South VVan Ness and Market Street sidewalks
adjacent to the project site are each 20 feet wide, and the 12th Street sidewalk is 15 feet wide.
Both Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue are identified in the Vision Zero High Injury
Network as high injury corridors for pedestrians, indicating that pedestrian safety is a concern in
the study area.

The confluence of various distinct street grids at intersections along Market Street and in the
surrounding area results in several large, irregularly shaped intersections. Field observations
conducted during the weekday morning, midday/midafternoon, and evening periods noted several
instances of pedestrians having difficulty completing crossings at the Mission Street/South Van
Ness Avenue/Qtis Street intersection during the allocated pedestrian signal phase. To avoid being
stranded in the middle of the street, pedestrians must cross up to six to seven traffic lanes on
South Van Ness Avenue in a single phase.

Observations at the intersection of Mission Street/South Van Ness Avenue/Otis Street/12th Street
also found a notable number of pedestrians crossing Otis Street outside of the designated
pedestrian signal phase. Pedestrians often do not wait for the designated crossing phase because
of the long signal cycle length and generally low volumes of conflicting vehicular traffic.

There are also several stop-controlled, channelized turn movements?® in the vicinity of the project
site, including the right-turn movements merging from southbound 12th Street and
northbound/eastbound Mission Street onto southbound South VVan Ness Avenue. Although
marked crosswalks are provided at these locations, field observations identified frequent
violations of pedestrian right-of-way by vehicles. A lack of adequate gaps in traffic flow along
South Van Ness Avenue also resulted in occasional instances of vehicle queuing within
crosswalks, requiring crossing pedestrians to weave through traffic.

PEDESTRIAN ACTIVITY

Crosswalk counts conducted for several nearby projects in 2015 and 2016 during the weekday
a.m. and p.m. peak periods, in addition to a.m. and p.m. peak period counts in March 2016
collected for the 10 South VVan Ness project, show that the highest-activity crossings in the

% Channelized turn movements are created with painted lines or physical barriers (often concrete triangular
shaped) placed in the street that separate turning vehicles from the rest of the intersection’s traffic and
guide drivers through the turn.
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immediate vicinity of the project site are at the Market Street/Van Ness Avenue/South Van Ness
Avenue intersection, with 200-450 pedestrians per hour during the weekday a.m. peak hour and
300-800 pedestrians per hour during the weekday p.m. peak hour crossing each intersection leg.?’
Activity was lower at the Mission Street/South Van Ness Avenue/Otis Street/12th Street
intersection, with approximately 100-250 pedestrians per hour crossing each intersection leg
during each of the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Field observations conducted during the weekday late morning, midday/midafternoon, and
evening periods in February 2016 corroborated these conditions, and found the highest
concentrations of pedestrian activity along South Van Ness Avenue between Market Street and
Mission Street and along Market Street between 10th Street and South VVan Ness Avenue. Despite
some concentrated pedestrian activity at some locations, sidewalks and other pedestrian facilities
were observed to operate at free-flow conditions and without substantial overcrowding.

Loading Conditions

Field observations of loading activities conducted during the weekday midday/midafternoon and
evening periods (1 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.) found that the four on-street commercial loading spaces
along 12th Street, three on the west side and one on the east side of the street, were generally
underused. No freight/delivery vehicles were observed to be double-parked in the vicinity of the
project site during these periods. The two on-street loading spaces about a block away on the
north side of Otis street west of South Van Ness Avenue also were generally underused by
commercial vehicles. Vehicular traffic associated with the existing automobile dealership and
service center on the site is also occasionally staged on adjacent sidewalks.

Passenger loading activities in the immediate vicinity of the project site included commuter
shuttles using the designated commuter shuttle stop along southbound South VVan Ness Avenue at
Market Street adjacent to the project site.?® The main passenger loading activities observed were
transit riders at bus stops on Market, Mission and Otis streets.

Emergency Vehicle Access

Emergency vehicle access to the project site is currently provided along most main streets in the
vicinity of the project site, including Market Street, South Van Ness Avenue, and Mission Street.
Access is also provided from 12th Street southbound via Market Street and northbound via a left-
turn from southbound South VVan Ness Avenue. The nearest San Francisco Fire Department

27 CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Residential Project Final Transportation
Impact Study, December 2017, Case No. 2015-004568ENV, p. 36.
2 These commuter shuttle stops were subsequently discontinued and removed in May 2016.
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station is Station 36 at 109 Oak Street at Franklin Street, approximately 0.1 mile to the northwest
of the project site.?

The closest hospital to the project site is California Pacific Medical Center’s Davies Campus
(Duboce Avenue at Noe Street), approximately 0.8 mile southwest of the project site. The
California Pacific Medical Center Van Ness Campus (Van Ness Avenue at Geary Street, on
Cathedral Hill) is currently under construction, approximately 0.8 mile north of the project site.

Automobile Parking Conditions

Field surveys of on-street parking in the study area were conducted on a typical weekday evening
period between 8 p.m. and 10 p.m. The surveys were conducted in the area generally bounded by
Oak Street and Market Street to the north, Mission Street/Otis Street to the south, 10th Street to
the east, and Gough Street to the west.** As of March 2016, there were a total of 469 on-street
parking spaces in this study area, generally consisting of time-limited (2-hour-limit) unmetered
parking, with some areas subject to residential parking permit restrictions.3 Some unrestricted
parking, however, is permitted on Colton Street. Overall, on-street parking occupancy during the
survey period was approximately 71 percent, although some concentrated areas north of Market
Street were at practical capacity (85 percent occupancy or greater).

Regulatory Framework

Federal

No federal statutes or regulations related to transportation and circulation are applicable to the
proposed project, the variant, or the straight-shot streetscape option.

State

Senate Bill (SB) 743 (CEQA section 21099), effective September 2013, directed the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to prepare, develop, and transmit to the California
Natural Resources Agency for certification and adoption, proposed revisions to the CEQA
Guidelines to establish criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts that
“promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” SB 743 recommended vehicle miles

29 QOther nearby San Francisco Fire Department stations include Station 5 (1301 Turk Street at Webster
Street), 0.7 mile to the northwest; Station 6 (135 Sanchez Street at Henry Street), 0.8 mile to the
southwest; and Station 7 (2300 Folsom Street at 191" Street), 0.8 mile to the southwest.

30 CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Residential Project Final Transportation
Impact Study, December 2017, Case No. 2015-004568ENV, pp. 41-42.

3L Portions of the on-street parking survey area are within Residential Parking Permit Area S. Motorists
without a valid residential parking permit are restricted to a 2-hour time limit when using designated
parking spaces.
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traveled (measured as the amount and distance that a project might cause people to drive,
including the number of passengers in a vehicle) as an appropriate metric for establishing those
criteria. In addition, SB 743 stated that upon certification of the CEQA Guidelines by the
California Natural Resources Agency, “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service
or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a
significant impact on the environment” pursuant to CEQA.

In January 2016, OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates
to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, recommending that
transportation impacts for projects be measured using a VMT metric.3? On March 3, 2016, the
San Francisco Planning Commission, by Resolution No. 19579, removed automobile delay as
described by level of service or similar measure of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion and
adopted VMT as the principal criterion for determining significant transportation impacts based
on the evidence in the January 2016 technical advisory document from OPR, and on the City’s
independent review of the literature on level of service and VMT .33 34

Regiona

No regional regulations related to transportation and circulation are applicable to the proposed
project, the variant, or the straight-shot streetscape option.

Local

The following City plans and policies are relevant in evaluating the potential transportation and
circulation impacts of the proposed project, the variant, and the straight-shot streetscape option.

32 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Implementing Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013), January
20, 2016, available online at http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_ VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal
January 20 2016.pdf, accessed June 26, 2018.

33 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact
Analysis. Hearing date: March 3, 2016.

34 On January 28, 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency published a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking to amend the CEQA Guidelines, including among other changes an amendment to add
section 15064.3 determining the significance of transportation impacts using, in most cases, vehicle
miles traveled. The public comment period for the proposed amendments extended through March 15,
2018. The proposed amendments to the Guidelines have not yet been adopted. See California Natural
Resources Agency, Title 14, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Amendments and Additions to the State
CEQA Guidelines, January 26, 2018, available online at
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/update2018/notice-of-proposed-rulemaking.pdf. accessed June 25,
2018.
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SAN FRANCISCO TRANSIT FIRST POLICY

In 1998, San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (article 8A, section 8A.115) to include
the Transit First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit First Policy is a set of principles underscoring the
City’s commitment that travel by transit, by bicycle, and on foot be given priority over the private
automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the general plan’s
Transportation Element. All City boards, commissions, and departments are legally required to
implement transit first principles in conducting City affairs.

SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

The Transportation Element of the general plan includes objectives and policies that relate to the
eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion
Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods
Management.® The element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction,
and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the project.
Relevant objectives relate to locating development near transit investments; encouraging transit
use; and timing traffic signals to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a
balanced multimodal transportation system. The general plan also emphasizes alternative
transportation through positioning building entrances, improving the pedestrian environment, and
providing safe bicycle parking facilities.

SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan,* approved by the board of supervisors in 1999 and updated in
2009, describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote
bicycling as a transportation mode. The bicycle plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network
and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., class I, class 1, class I, or class IV facility) for each
route. The plan also identifies near-term improvements to be implemented within the 5 years of
adoption of the bicycle plan, as well as policy goals, objectives, and actions to support these
improvements. Most near-term improvement projects have been implemented. The bicycle plan
also includes minor improvements and long-term improvements that would be implemented to
facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.

3 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Transportation Element, amendments
by Board of Supervisors Ordinance 101193 adopted on December 7, 2010.
3 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, June 26, 2009.
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SAN FRANCISCO BETTER STREETS PLAN

The San Francisco Better Streets Plan®” focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment
through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase
pedestrian safety. The plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines
as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the
guidelines are for design of sidewalks and crosswalks; however, in some cases, the better streets
plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, such as intersections.

VISION ZERO

Vision Zero is a policy adopted by both the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and SFMTA in
2014 to eliminate traffic deaths in the city by 2024. The goal of Vision Zero is also to reduce
inequities in severe injuries across neighborhoods, transportation modes, and populations.
Implementation of this policy has particularly focused on pedestrians and bicyclists, who are
generally the most vulnerable roadway users. Example improvements include pavement markings
(e.g., crosswalk striping, intersection “daylighting” using red zones); signal timing/phasing
changes; sidewalk/curb extensions (e.g., corner bulbs); road diets (reducing the number of
vehicular travel lanes or the amount of road space devoted to vehicular traffic); street conversions
from one-way to two-way traffic; and bikeway facilities (e.g., bicycle lanes, cycle tracks).

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

In response to scientific evidence suggesting that human behavior is accelerating climate change,
the City adopted a climate action plan addressing actions it could take to reduce San Francisco’s
contribution to climate change. The Climate Action Plan for San Francisco® describes the
potential effects of climate change on San Francisco based on scientific research and presents an
inventory of San Francisco’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, the leading human
contributor toward accelerating climate change. The plan also recommends a greenhouse gas
emissions reduction target and describes specific measures that the City could take to reach its
target, including recommendations for reducing trips by automobile.

TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY PROGRAM

The Transportation Sustainability Program is an initiative aimed at improving and expanding the
transportation system to help accommodate new growth. The program seeks to create a policy
framework in which private development contributes to minimizing its impacts on the
transportation system, including by helping to pay for the system’s enhancement and expansion.

37 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Better Streets Plan, adopted by the Mayor and
Board of Supervisors in December 2010.

38 San Francisco Department of the Environment and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Climate
Action Plan for San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions, September 2004.
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The Transportation Sustainability Program is a joint effort by the Mayor’s Office, the San
Francisco Planning Department, SFMTA, and the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority, and consists of the following three objectives:

¢ Fund Transportation Improvements to Support Growth. The transportation
sustainability fee is assessed on new development, including residential development, to
help fund improvements to transit capacity and reliability as well as bicycle and
pedestrian improvements. This fee was passed by the board of supervisors and signed
into law by the mayor on November 25, 2015 (Board of Supervisors File No. 150790).%°

o Modernize Environmental Review. The planning department prepared proposed
revisions to its guidelines for transportation-related environmental review in accordance
with SB 743 and CEQA section 21099. These revisions followed OPR’s
recommendations in its Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, and proposed replacing automobile delay
and level of service with the VMT metric*® when evaluating the transportation impacts of
projects. On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of future certification by the California
Natural Resources Agency of OPR’s revised CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco
Planning Commission adopted the proposed revisions as part of Resolution 19579.

e Encourage Sustainable Travel. This component of the Transportation Sustainability
Program would help manage demand on the transportation network through a
transportation demand management program, reducing VMT from new development and
making it easier for new residents, tenants, employees, and visitors of these developments
to get around by sustainable travel modes such as transit, walking, and biking.
Amendments to the San Francisco Planning Code (planning code) to implement the
transportation demand management program, along with program standards, were
approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission on August 4, 2016 (Resolutions
19715 and 19716). The Transportation Demand Management Program Standards were
updated on January 17, 2017 (Resolution 19838), and the planning code amendments
were adopted by the board of supervisors on February 7, 2017 (Ordinance 34-17).

MARKET & OCTAVIA AREA PLAN

The Market & Octavia Area Plan is an area plan within the San Francisco General Plan that
covers portions of Hayes Valley, the Western Addition, Duboce Triangle, Upper Market/Castro,
and surrounding blocks. The area plan’s primary objectives are to enhance the neighborhood as a
mixed-use urban neighborhood, strengthen its physical fabric and character, provide for
development of infill construction throughout the plan area, preserve existing housing stock, and
promote the preservation of historic buildings. The plan’s transportation-related objectives
include improving public transit’s reliability, attractiveness, convenience, and responsiveness to
increasing demand; developing and implementing parking policies that encourage public transit

3% Two additional files were created at the board of supervisors regarding the transportation sustainability
fee and considerations for hospitals and health services, grandfathering, and additional fees for large
projects: File No. 151121 and File No. 151257.

40 The VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of impacts on nonautomobile modes of travel such as
riding transit, walking, and bicycling.
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and other alternatives to private automobiles and reduce traffic congestion; eliminating or
reducing the effects of parking on neighborhood character and quality; managing parking
resources to maximize service and accessibility to all; establishing a safe and attractive bikeway
network for local and citywide travel; and improving vehicular circulation.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Thresholds

The significance thresholds listed below are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation
impact analysis; however, the transportation significance thresholds are essentially the same as
the ones in the environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, modified to
address the changes being implemented as a result of SB 743 and San Francisco Planning
Commission Resolution 19579. The applicable thresholds used to determine whether
implementing the proposed project, the variant, or the straight-shot streetscape option would
result in a significant impact on transportation and circulation are described below.

For the purpose of this analysis, the following significance criteria were used to determine
whether implementing the project would result in a significant impact on transportation and
circulation. Implementation of the project would have a significant effect on transportation and
circulation if the project would:

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

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

e Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks;

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

o Result in inadequate emergency access; or

o Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

As part of implementing CEQA requirements in San Francisco, the City has established the
following additional criteria, organized by transportation mode to facilitate the transportation
analysis. The transportation significance thresholds are similar to those in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines as listed above, except for the criteria related to traffic hazards and VMT. The
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following criteria were used to determine whether implementing the proposed project or variant
would result in a significant impact on transportation and circulation:

e Vehicle Miles Traveled

o The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause
substantial additional VMT

o The 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 travel lanes) or by
adding new roadways to the network

e Traffic Hazards — The project would have a significant adverse impact on the
environment if it would cause major traffic hazards.

e Transit

o The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a
substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent
transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service

o The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a
substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts
in transit service levels could result

o Pedestrians — The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would
result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous
conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site
and adjoining areas.

e Bicycles — The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would
create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere
with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

e Loading

o The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a
loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be
accommodated within proposed onsite loading facilities or convenient on-street
loading zones

o The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create
potentially hazardous conditions affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians or
significant delays affecting transit

o Emergency Access — The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it
would result in inadequate emergency access.

e Construction — The project would have a significant effect on the environment if, in
consideration of the project site location and other relevant project characteristics, the
duration and magnitude of temporary construction activities would result in substantial
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interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicular circulation and accessibility to
adjoining areas, thereby resulting in potentially hazardous conditions.

e Automobile Parking — As explained in the “Approach to Analysis” section below, the
EIR does not consider the adequacy of the parking supply in determining the significance
of impacts of the proposed project. Because parking conditions may be of interest to
some members of the public and decision-makers, a parking demand analysis is presented
for informational purposes.

Approach to Analysis

This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and the approach to
developing travel demand forecasts for the proposed project. The analysis of the project was
conducted for existing plus project conditions and 2040 cumulative conditions. The “existing plus
project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project or variant, while the
“2040 cumulative” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project or variant in
combination with growth forecast to occur by the year 2040 using the San Francisco Chained
Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) that accounts for reasonably foreseeable future
development. Additionally, for the cumulative analysis, some street and transit improvements
near or adjacent to the project site, were also accounted for, as discussed further below under
“Cumulative Impacts,” pp. 4.3.53-4.3.56. The year 2040 was selected because it is the latest year
that travel demand forecasts are available from the San Francisco Transportation Authority’s SF-
CHAMP model.

The straight-shot streetscape options for both the proposed project and the variant are discussed
only where the differences in loading, passenger drop-off, and pedestrian facilities would affect
the analysis. The options retain essentially the same vehicular access with one 11-foot-wide
travel lane in each direction but a different driveway location for the proposed project and the
variant. Therefore, the two options are discussed in the topics of induced automobile travel from
transportation improvements (in the discussion of VMT impacts), traffic hazards, bicycles,
pedestrians, loading, and emergency access.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The project’s impacts on the surrounding roadways were analyzed using the guidelines set forth
in the SF Guidelines and in San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution 19579 and
supporting materials, which provide direction for analyzing transportation conditions and
identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project in San Francisco.

As discussed in Section 4, Chapter Introduction, pp. 4.0.2-4.0.3, and above in the “Regulatory
Framework” subsection, pp. 4.2.22-4.2.23, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public
Resources Code section 21099(d) eliminating the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban
infill projects in transit priority areas. Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in
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determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects
that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project and variant meet all of
the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking
in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the planning
department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the
decision-makers. Therefore, this EIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational
purposes at the end of this section and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with
constrained supply if the project results in a substantial parking deficit (e.g., queuing by drivers
waiting for on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the
following transportation impact analysis.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

The following identifies thresholds of significance and screening criteria used to determine
whether a land use project would result in significant impacts under the VMT metric:

o For residential projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it would
exceed the average daily regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent.**4?

e For retail projects, the San Francisco Planning Department uses a VMT efficiency metric
approach. A retail project would generate substantial additional VMT if it would exceed
the average daily regional VMT per retail employee minus 15 percent. This approach is
consistent with CEQA section 21099 and the thresholds of significance for other land
uses recommended in OPR’s proposed transportation impact guidelines.

e For mixed-use projects, each proposed land use is evaluated independently, in accordance
with the significance thresholds described above.

OPR’s proposed transportation impact guidelines provide screening criteria to identify the types,
characteristics, or locations of land use projects that would not exceed these VMT thresholds of
significance. OPR states that if a project or land use proposed as part of the project meets either
of the screening criteria listed below, then VMT impacts are presumed to be less than significant
for that land use and a detailed VMT analysis is not required:

e Map-Based Screening for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects. OPR recommends
mapping areas where VMT is less than the applicable threshold for that land use.
Accordingly, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority has developed maps
depicting existing VMT levels in San Francisco for residential, office, and retail land uses

41 OPR’s proposed transportation impact guidelines state that a project would cause substantial additional
VMT if it would exceed both the existing city household VMT per capita minus 15 percent and the
existing regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent. In San Francisco, the city’s average VMT
per capita is lower (8.4) than the regional average (17.2). Therefore, the city average is irrelevant for the
purposes of the analysis.

42 As documented in OPR’s proposed transportation impact guidelines, a 15 percent threshold below
existing development is “both reasonably ambitious and generally achievable.”
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based on the SF-CHAMP 2012 base-year model run. The San Francisco Planning
Department uses these maps and associated data to determine whether a proposed project
is located in an area of the city that is below the VMT threshold.

e Proximity to Transit Stations. OPR recommends that residential, retail, and office
projects, as well as projects that are a mix of these uses, proposed within % mile of an
existing major transit stop (as defined by CEQA section 21064.3) or an existing stop
along a high-quality transit corridor (as defined by CEQA section 21155) would not
result in a substantial increase in VMT.*3

Induced Automobile Travel

The following identifies the thresholds of significance and screening criteria used to determine
whether transportation projects would result in significant impacts by inducing substantial
additional automobile travel.

According to OPR’s proposed transportation impact guidelines, a transportation project would
substantially induce automobile travel if it would generate more than 2,075,220 VMT per year.
This threshold is based on the fair-share VMT allocated to transportation projects required to
achieve California’s long-term greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030.

OPR’s proposed transportation impact guidelines (and the planning department’s most recent
guidelines) list the types of transportation projects that would not likely lead to a substantial or
measurable increase in VMT. If a project fits within the general types of projects (including
combinations of types) described below, then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than
significant and a detailed VMT analysis is not required:

e Active Transportation, Rightsizing (aka Road Diet), and Transit Projects:

o Infrastructure projects, including safety and accessibility improvements, for people
walking or bicycling

o Creation of new or addition of roadway capacity on local or collector streets,
provided the project also substantially improves conditions for people walking,
bicycling, and, if applicable, riding transit (e.g., by improving neighborhood
connectivity or improving safety)

43 The presumption of less-than-significant VMT impacts under the Proximity to Transit Stations screening
criterion would not apply if the project would have a floor area ratio of less than 0.75; provide more
parking available for use by residents, customers, or employees of the project than required or allowed,
without a conditional use authorization; or be inconsistent with the applicable sustainable communities
strategy (i.e., would be located outside of areas that the strategy contemplates for development).
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e  Other Minor Transportation Projects:

o Rehabilitation, maintenance, replacement, and repair projects that are designed to
improve the condition of existing transportation assets* and do not add additional
motor vehicle capacity

o Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic lanes that are not for through traffic*

o Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic control devices, including transit
signal priority features

o Removal of off- or on-street parking spaces
o Adoption, removal, or modification of on-street parking or loading restrictions*

Transit

For the transit capacity analysis, the impact on local and regional transit providers from additional
transit ridership generated by the proposed project or the variant during the weekday a.m. and
p.m. peak hours was assessed by comparing projected ridership to available transit capacity. The
analysis considered both Muni’s downtown screenlines, and the regional transit screenlines.

A qualitative analysis of transit operations was also conducted to assess the impacts of the
proposed project, variant, or straight-shot streetscape option on delays to and operating costs for
transit service.

Bicycles

Similar to the existing conditions discussion under “Bikeway Network™ on pp. 4.2.17-4.2.18 in
Environmental Setting, the effect of the proposed project or variant on bicycle conditions in the
project vicinity, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and conflicts with
traffic, was assessed qualitatively.

Pedestrians

Similar to the existing conditions discussion under “Pedestrian Network™ on pp. 4.2.18-4.2.20 in
Environmental Setting, the effect of the proposed project, variant, or straight-shot streetscape
options on pedestrian safety and hazards (e.g., potential conflicts with traffic) and on crowding in
pedestrian facilities (e.g., the adjacent sidewalks) was evaluated qualitatively.

4 Examples include highways, roadways, bridges, culverts, tunnels, transit systems, and bicycle and
pedestrian facilities.

4 Examples include left-, right-, and U-turn pockets, or emergency breakdown lanes that are not used as
through lanes.

46 Examples include parking meters, time limits, accessible spaces, and preferential/reserved parking
permit programs.
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Loading

Loading was analyzed by comparing the supply of on- and off-street loading accommodations to
the projected loading demand and qualitatively evaluating whether the proposed project, variant,
or straight-shot streetscape option could create hazardous conditions affecting traffic, transit,
bicycles, or pedestrians or significant delays affecting transit if the projected loading demand is
not met by the loading supply.

Emergency Vehicle Access

Potential effects on emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively.

Construction

Construction impacts were assessed qualitatively, based on the staging and duration of
construction activity, estimated daily numbers of trucks and workers, and temporary street lane
and/or sidewalk closures that may be required..

PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND

Project travel demand refers to the new vehicular (including service and delivery vehicle), transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian traffic that would be generated by the project. The project’s estimated
travel demand and freight loading/service vehicle demand are based primarily on the
methodology and information presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented by trip rates and
other information published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers in Trip Generation (9th
edition).

Although there is an existing, active use at the project site (an automobile dealership that formerly
included a service center) that would be demolished with the project, trip credits for these uses
were not taken, and the travel demand calculations should be considered conservative.

Trip Generation

Table 4.2.5: Trip Generation by Mode and Land Use (Proposed Project) summarizes the
estimated trip generation of the proposed project. Overall, the proposed project would generate
approximately 12,300 person-trips on an average weekday, including approximately 1,300
person-trips during the weekday a.m. peak hour and 1,750 person-trips during the weekday p.m.
peak hour.
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Table 4.2.5:  Trip Generation by Mode and Land Use (Proposed Project)
Week- Weekday A.M. Peak Hour Weekday P.M. Peak Hour
da_y Person-Trips Person-Trips
Daily
Person- Vehicle Vehicle
Land Use | Trips | Auto Transit Walk Other | Total | -Trips | Auto Transit Walk Other | Total |-Trips
Residential 7,750 339 178 218 | 1,193 336 380 515 201 245 | 1,341 378
Retail 4,553 31 48 13 111 18 117 70 177 47 410 67
Total 12,303 370 226 231 | 1,304 354 497 585 377 292 | 1,750 445

Source: CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Residential Project Final Transportation Impact Study, December 2017, Case No.

2015-004568ENV.

The variant’s land uses would be the same as those in the proposed project, but with
approximately 100 additional gross square feet of retail use and a slightly different mix of studio,
one-bedroom, two-bedroom and three-bedroom dwelling units (the total number of units would
remain the same). These differences, however, would result in a negligible increase in the overall
travel demand for the variant, which would be similar to that of the proposed project. During the
weekday p.m. peak hour, for example, the variant would result in five more vehicle-trips, six
more transit person-trips, three more walk person-trips, and three more bicycle person-trips than
the proposed project.*’

Freight Loading/Service Vehicle Demand

Table 4.2.6: Freight Loading/Service Vehicle Demand (Proposed Project) summarizes the
estimated freight loading/service vehicle demand of the proposed project. Overall, the proposed
project would generate approximately 35 truck trips on an average weekday, including one to two
trips during the average loading hour and two trips during the peak loading hour.*

Table 4.2.6:  Freight Loading/Service Vehicle Demand (Proposed Project)
Freight Loading/Service Vehicle Demand
(spaces)
Land Use Daily Truck Trips Average Hour Peak Hour
Residential 28.1 13 1.6
Retail 6.7 0.3 0.4
Total 34.8 16 2.0

Source: CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Residential Project Final Transportation Impact Study, December

2017, Case No. 2015-004568ENV.

47 CHS Consulting Group, 10 South Van Ness Avenue Single-Tower Project Variant - Final Memorandum,

December 21, 2017, Case No. 2015-004568ENV.
48 The peak loading hour is the hour with the greatest number of freight and service vehicles typically

during the period between 10 a.m. and 1 p.m. The average hour is the total daily freight/service vehicle

demand based on a 9-hour delivery day assuming a 25-minute stay per delivery.
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As discussed previously, the variant would be similar to the proposed project with the same
number of residential units and 100 gross square feet more commercial retail space. The minor
differences from the proposed project would not change the estimated freight loading/service
vehicle demand.*®

Project Features

The proposed project or variant would demolish the existing building on the project site and
construct a mixed-use development that would include residential, commercial, parking, and open
space uses. A complete project description is included in Chapter 2, Project Description. This
section includes a description of project features that are pertinent to transportation and
circulation. Proposed project and variant common features are described in tandem while other
features are discussed separately. The differences between the proposed project and the variant
and their straight-shot streetscape options are discussed in relation to induced automobile traffic,
potential traffic hazards, pedestrian travel and passenger and freight loading, as only on-street
loading and passenger drop-off/pickup areas, the presence or absence of on-street parking, and
the width of sidewalks along 12th Street would change with these options.

PROPOSED PROJECT

Under the proposed project, the existing building on the project site would be demolished and two
podiums would be constructed, with one tower above each podium. The buildings would have a
maximum height of approximately 400 feet above the ground (420 feet total, including roof
screens and the stair/elevator penthouse on each tower) and would have 20-foot-tall parapets. The
podium portion would be 