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FILE NO. 190027 . - MOTION NO.

' [Final Ma'p 9530 - 595 Mariposa Street]

Motion approvnng Final Map 9530, a 20 resrdentlal unlt new condomlmum prOJect
located at 595 Marlposa Street, being a subdivision of Assessor s Parcel Block

No. 3995, Lot No. 022; and adopting findings pursuant to the General Plan, and the

eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

MO\/ED, That the-certain map entitled “FINAL MAP 95307, a 20 residential uni’r'new
condominium project, located at 595 Mariposa Street, being a subdivisjon of.Assessor’.s

Parcel Block No. 3995, Lot No. 022, comprisi'ng two eheets approved November 29, 2018, by

' Department of Public Works Order No. 200255 is hereby approved and said map is adopted
S asan Official Final Map 9530; and, be lt

' FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supe'rvisorsv adopts as its own
and 1ncorporates by reference herein as though fully set forth the findings- made by the

Plannlng Department, by its letter dated January 18, 2018, that the proposed subdivision is

- consistent with the General Plan and the eight priority poholes of Planmng Code :

Sectlon 101.1; and, be lt | o A ‘
FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors h.ereby‘ authorizes.
the Direotor of the Department of Public Works to en.ter all necessary reeording information on |
the Final Map and authorizes the Clerk of the Board of Sup’er\risore to exeoute the Clerk’s
Statement as set forth hereln and, be it |
FURTHER MOVED, That approval of this map is also conditioned upon Compllanoe by |
the subdivider with all apphoable provrsrons of the San Francisco Subdivision Code and

amendments thereto

Public Works

- BOARD OF SUPERVISORS SR o Page 1.
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Bruce R. Storrs, PLS

City and County Surveyor

Public Works
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

RECOMMENDy
% Pz

Mohammed Nuru

Director of Public Works.
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 80052296-BFAD-4637-B59F-600A2E1E2312

City and County of San Francisco ' San Francisco Public Works

GENERAL - DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
City Hall, Room 348
1 Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Place, S.F., CA 94102

. (415)554-6920 B wwiw.

Londoh N. Breed, Mayor
Mohammed Nuru, Director

Public Works Order No: 200255

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
~ SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS

'APPROVING FINAL MAP 9530, 595 MARIPOSA STREET, A 20 UNIT RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM

PROJECT, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF LOT 022 IN ASSESSORS BLOCK NO. 3995 (OR ASSESSORS
PARCEL NUMBER 3995-022). [SEE MAP]

A 20 UNIT RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM PROJECT

The City Planning Department in its letter dated JANUARY 18, 2018 stated that the subdivision is
consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of City Planning Code Section 101.1.

. The Director of Public Works, the Advisory Agency, acting in concurrence with other City agencies, has
determined that said Final Map complies with all subdivision requirements related thereto. Pursuant to
the California Subdivision Map Act and the San Francisco Subdivision Code, the Director recommends
that the Board of Supervisors approve the aforementioned Final Map.

Transmitted herewith are the following:

1. One (1) paper copy of the Motion approving said map — one k1) copy in electronic format.
2. One (1) mylar signature sheet and one (1) paper set of the “Final Map 9530”, comprising 2 sheets.
3

. One (1) copy of the Tax Certificate from the Office.of the Treasurer and Tax Collector certifying that there are
no liens against the property for taxes or special assessments collected as taxes.

4. One (1) copy of the letter dated January 18, 2018, from the City Planning Department stating the SUdeVlSIOﬂ
- . is consistent with the General Plan and the Pnonty Policies set forth in City Planning Code Section 101.1.

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt this legislation.
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San Francisco Public Works ’
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.
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| city and County of San Francisco
San Francisco Public Works --Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping

SAN FR»\HCISCO

RIS (€ | 1155 miarket Street, 3rd Floor - San Francisco, CA 94103
WORKS sfpublicworks.org - tel 415-554-5810 - fax 415-554-6161

TENTATIVE MAP DECISION

Date: November 29, 2017 . Project DB530

) i Project Type:20 Residential Units New Condominium Praoject
Department of City Planning Address# _[StreetName Block . JLot
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 508 NVARIPOSA ST 995 007

San Francisco, CA 24103

Tentative Map Referral

Attention: Mr. Scott F. Sanchez
Please review and reépond to this referral within 30 days in accordance with the Subdivision Map Act.

Sincerely,

AD R l A N Digltally signed by ADRIAN VERHAGEN
DN: cn=ADRIAN VERHAGEN, o, ou=DPW-
BSM, emall=adian.verhagen@sfdpw.org,

VERHAGEN g:alljeszﬂﬁ 11 29171028-0800 o

for, Bruce R. Storrs PL.S.
City and County Surveyor

[ ¥ | The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by-the Planning Department and does comply with applicable
ﬁia{fiéibns of the Planning Code. On balance, the Tentative Map is consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies
of Planning Code Section 101.1 based on the attached ﬁndmgs The subject referral is exempt from California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review as

categorically exempt Classz """}, CEQA Determination Datefgipanots —~~ ], based on the attached checklist.

j The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable
prov1s1ons of the Planming Code subject to the attached conditions.

i~

! i The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does not comply with apphcable
prov1s1ons of the Planning Code due to the following reason(s):

PLANN ING DEPAR'IMENT

Jeffrey Spenrs £

Date: 2015,01.8 131560 ot

Signed| Datc|118/18 .

Planner's Name ‘Jeffrey speirs
for, Scott F. Sanchez, Zomng Admlmstrator
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SAN FRANCGISGO

Certificate of Determination

EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Case No.: 2014.1579E

Project Address: 595 Mariposa Street

Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District
58-X Height and Bulk District |
Life Science and Medical Specxal Use District

Block/Lot: 3995/022

Lot Size; 3,800 square feet

Plan Aren: Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (Ce.ntral Waterfront)

- Project Sponsor:  Riyad Ghannam, RG Architecture, (415) 699-3640
" Staff Contact: Don Lewis — (415) 575-9168
don lewis@sfgov.org '
‘PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site is located on the southeast corner of Tenmessee and Mariposa streets on the block

1650 Mission St.
Stite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

ﬁecepﬁon:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6408

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

bounded by Mariposa Street to the north, Third Street to the east, 18th Street.to the south, and Tennessee .

Street to the west in, the Central Waterfront neighborhood. The project site is currently vacant with no
structures. The proposed project involves the consiruction of a 58-foot-tall (73-foot-tall with elevator
penthouse), five-story, 20-unit, residential building approximately 16,760 square feet in size with no off-
street parking. The proposed mix of units would be eleven one-bedroom units and nine two-bedroom
units. The proposed building would include 21 Class I bicycle spaces at the ground-floor level and 1 Class
1T bicycle space located on Tennessee Street. During the 14-month construction period, the proposed
project would require excavation of up to approximately six feet below ground surface and 140 cubic

{Continue on next page.)

EXEMPT STATUS

Exempt per Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and'California
Public Resources Code Section 21083.3

DETERMINATION

%www 24, 20/5™

Date
Environmental Remew Officer
cc:  Riyad Ghannarm, Project Sponsor Vima Byrd, MD.F
- Supervisor Malia Cohen, District 10 Exemption/Exclusion File

Doug Vu, Current Planning Division

1933

certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. -



"Certificate of Exemption ) : ' " 595 Mariposa Street
2014.1579E

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued)

yards of soil would be remo{red from the project site. The proposed project would include an
approximately 1,450-square-foot common roof deck. The proposed project would remove the existing
curb cut on Tennéssee Street and would plant eight new street trees. Pedestrian and bicycle access would
be from Tennessee Street. The project site is located Wxthm the Central Waterfront area of the Eastern .
N e1ghborhoods Plan Area .

PROJECT APPROVAL
The proposed project at 595 Mariposa Street would require the following approvals:

Actions by Clty Departments

s  Approval of a Site Mitigation Plan from the San Francisco Department of Public Health prior to
the commencement of any excavatiomwork. -

=  Approval of a Building Permit from the Depari:ment of Building Inspections (DBI) for new
construction, ’

The issuance of a building permit by DBI is the Approval Action. The Ap?roval Action date establishes
the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h)
of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

COMMUNiTY‘PLAN EXEMPTION OVERVIEW

- California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide am

exempton from environmental review for. projects that are consistent with the develdpinen’c density

. established by. existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) was certified, except as might be necessafy to examine whether there are project-
specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are pecuhar to the.project or
parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on

" the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially
significant off-site and Cu}nulaﬁve‘impacts that were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known
at the time that the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that
discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or
to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that
Jimpact.

'This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 595 Mariposa '
-Street project described above, and incorporates by reference information contained in the Programmatic
EIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR). Project-specific studies were
prepared for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any 51gmf1cant :
environmental jimpacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

1 Plarming Departnxer;t Case No. 2004.0160F and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048

SAN FRANGISCO . )
PLANMING DEPARTMENT . . 2
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Certificate of Exemption 595 Mariposa Street

2014.1579E

After several years of analysis, cOmmunify outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to sipport
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an’
adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distributiori; and repair (PDR) employment
and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also included changes to existing height and bulk
districts in some areas, indluding the project site at 595 Mariposa Street.

The Planning Commission held public hearings to consider the various aspects of the proposed Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and related Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments. On
August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 and
adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.23 '

In December 2008; after further public. hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor
signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Planning Code amendments. New zoning districts
include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. The
districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use d1stncts

T bt
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of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans,
as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods
Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives which focused
largely on the Mission District, and a “No Project” alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred
Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred
Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios
discussed in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estimated that implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan could result in approximately 7,400 to 9, 900 net dwelling units and 3,200,000 to

6,600,0000 square feet of net non-residential space (excluding PDR loss) built in the Plan Area throughout
the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025). .

A major issue of discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods. rezoning process was the degree to which
existing indush{ally—zoned‘land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus
_ reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other
topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the
rezoning by analyzing its effects on the City's ability to rneét its future PDR space needs as well as its
ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan. .

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site has been rezoned from M-2
(Heavy Industrial) to UMU (Urban Mixed Use). The UMU District is intended to promote a vibrant mix
of uses and serve-as a buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern
Neighborhoods. The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply and cumulative land use
effects is discussed further in the Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checldist, under Land Use. The 595
Mariposa Street project’ site, which is located ‘in the Central Waterfront area of the Eastern
Neighborhoods, was designated as a site with building up to 58 feet in height.

2San Frandsco Planning Department. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR),

Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, cerfified August 7, 2008. Available online aft: http//www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed August 17, 2012,

3 San Prancisco Planning Department San Frandsco Planning Commission Mo’non 17659, August 7, 2008. Available online at:
: . i 1 x?documentid=1768, accessed August 17, 2012.

SAN FRANGISCO
PLARKNING DEPARTMENT

1935



Certificate of Exemption ' -595 Mariposa Street
: ’ : ) 2014.1579E

Individual projects that could oceur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area
Plans will undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further
impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the Hme of development and to assess
whether additional environmental review would be required. This detérmination condudes that the
proposed project at 595 Mariposa Street is consistent with and was encompassed within the analysis in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, including the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR development projections.
This determination also finds that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR adequately anticipated and described
the impacts of the proposed 595 Mariposa Street project, and identified the mitigation-measures
applicable to the 595 Mariposa Street project. The proposed project is also consistent with the zoning
controls and the provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project site45 Therefore, no further
CEQA evaluation for the 595 Mariposa Street project is required. In sum, the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR and this Certificate of Exemption for the proposed pro]ect comprise the full and complete CEQA
‘evaluation necessary for the proposed project.

- PROJECT SETTING

The project site is located on the southeast corner of Tennessee and Mariposa streets on the block
bounded by Matiposa Street to the north, Third Street to the east, 18th Street to the south, and Tennessee
Street to the west in the Ceniral Waterfront neighborhood. Immediately adjacent to the pr0]ect site along
Tennessee Street is a two-story industrial building (constructed in 1907), a five-story live/work- building
with 16 units (constructed in 1998), a five-story live/work buﬂdipg with four units (constructed in 1997),
and a two-story warehouse structure (constructed in 1980). Across Tennessee Street to the west of the
project site from Mariposa to 18% streets is a one-story auto repair building (constructed in 1976), a two-

.story industrial warehouse building (constructed in 1946), a two-story two-unit residential building
(constructed in 1900), a two-étory four-unit residential building (constructed in 1900), and a two-story
single-family residential building (constructed in 1950). Across Mariposa Street to the north of the project
site is the recently constructed six-story medical center building (UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital).
Immediately adjacent to the east (rear) of the project site is a four-story live/work building with 38 units
(constructed in 2002). o

Approximately 1,000 feet to the north of the project site is the proposed Golden State Warriors’ project
(Case No. 2014.1441E) that is located on Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008. The proposed Warriors’ -
project would construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail,
open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site. The proposed event center would
host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round
venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events,
conferences and conventions. '

The surrounding area around the projeét site is characterized by a mix of residential, industrial, medical,
and comumercial uses in buildings ranging in height from one to six stories. Mariposa Park is located two
blocks west of the project site, and the nearest boundary of the Dogpatch Historic District is
approximately 250 feet south of the project site. All of the surrounding parcels are within the 45-X, 58-X,

¢ Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and
Policy Analysis, 595 Mariposa Street, June 10, 2015, This document, and other cited documents, are available for review at the
San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part 0f Case File No, 2014.1579E.

- 3 Joslin, Jeff, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current PIannmg Analysis,

B95 Mariposa Street, September 15, 2015,

SAN FRANGISCO , .
PLANMNING DEPARTHENT : 4
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Certificate of Exemption 595 Mariposa Street

2014.1579E

and 68-X height and bulk district. Zoning districts in the vicinity of the project site are UMU, and parcels
north of Mariposa Street are in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans
~ and policies; visual quality and urban design; populaﬁon, housing, business activity, and employment

(growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quali’cy; parks, recreation and open space; shadow;
archeolégical resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the
previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed
595 Mariposa Street project is in conformance with the height, use and density for the site described in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for the
Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. Thus, the plan analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR -
considered the incremental impacts of the proposed 595 Mariposa Street project. As a result, the proposed

project would not result in any new or substanhally more severe 1mpacts than were identified in the
Eastern Ne1ghborhoods PEIR.
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astern Neighborhoods PEIR for the
following topics: land use, hxstpnc archltectural resources, fransportation and circulation, and shadow. .
The approximately 3,800-square-foot project site at 595 Mariposa Street is currently vacant with no- -
" structures. The proposed project involves the construction of a five-story, 20-unit, residential building

which would preclude an opportunity for PDR uses. Due to the relatively small size of the project site,
_the proposed project would not contribute considerably to any impact related to loss of PDR uses that
was identified in the Central Waterfront Area Plan of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The proposed
project does not involve demolition of a structure and the project site is not located within a historic
district. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to the significant historic resource impact
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Traffic and tramsit ﬂdership generated by the project
would not considerably coniribute to the traffic and transit impacts identified in the Bastern
Neighborhoods PEIR. Based on the shadow fan analysis, the proposed building is not expected fo shade
any Planning Code Section 295 or non-Section 295 open spaces. The proposed project would shade
nearby private property at levels commonly expected in urban areas.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts
related to. noise, air quality, archeological resources, historical resources, hazardous materials, and '

‘transportation. Table 1 below lists the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
and states whether each measure would apply to the proposed project.

Table 1 - Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures

Mitigatioﬁ Measﬁre Ajpplicability' Compliance
. Noise ‘ |
F-1: Construction Noise (Pile | Not A};plicable: pile driving not N/A
Driving) proposed 3 . .
'F-2: Construction Noise Applicable: temporary construction |-The project sponsor has agreed

noise from use of heavy equipment | to develop and implement a set

of noise attenuation measures -

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMEMT
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Certificate of Exemption 595 Mariposa Street
2014.1579E
Mitigation Measure Applicability CompHance

during construction.

F-3: Interior Noise Levels Applicable: noise-sensitive uses The project sponsor has

where street noise exceeds 60 dBA | conducted and submitted a -

detailed analysis of noise
reduction requirements.

F-4: Siting of NoiseSensitive | Applicable: noise-sensitive uses The project sponsor has

Uses

where street noise exceeds 60 dBA

conducted and submitted a
detailed analysis of noise
reduction requirements.

E-5: Siting of Noise-Generating

Not Applicable: no noise-

N/A

Studies

not contain any previous
archaeological studies

Uses generating uses proposed
(vesidential use only)
| F-6: Open Space in Noisy | Applicable: new noise sensitive The project sponsor provided
Environments uses (dwelling units) proposed an environmental noise report. -
: |- that demonstrates that the
proposed open space is
adequately protected from the
‘existing ambient noise levels.
G. Air Quality
G-1: Construction Air Quality Not Applicable: project would N/A
comply with the San Francisco
Dust Control Ordinance
G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive | Not Applicable: project site isnot | N/A
Land Uses - | in the Air-Pollutant Exposure Zone |
‘G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit | Not Applicable: proposed ‘ N/A
DPM | residential uses are not uses that
would emit substantial levels of
DPM
G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit | Not Applicable: proposed N/A
other TACs ) residential land uses are not uses '
that would emit substantial levels
of other TACs
J. Axcheological Resources
];1: ProI.:'Erties with Previous | Not Applicable: project site does N/A

]~A2:'Pr'operties with no Previous
Studies

Applicable: project site is iocated in
an area with no previous

The project sponspr has agreed
to implement the Planning
Department’s Standard

SAN FRANCISCD .
PLAMMNING DEPARTHMENMT
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Certificate of Exemption

595 Mariposa Street
2014.1579E

Mitigation Measure

Applicability

Compliance

archaeological studies

Mitigation Measure #1
(Accidental Discovery).

J-3: Mission »
Axcheological District

Dolores

Not Applicable: project site is not

| located within the Mission Dolores
Archaeological District

N/A

K. Historical Resources

K-1: Interim Procedures for
Permit Review in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan area

Not Applicable: plan-level

mitigation completed by Planning -

Department

N/A

K-2: Amendments to Article 10
of the Planning Code Pertainiﬁg
to -Vertical Additions in the
South End Historic District (East

IRl W RN
SoMa)

Not Applicable: plén—leVel
mitigation completed by Planning
Commission - o

N/A

K-3: Amendments to Article 10
of the Planning Code Pertaining
to  Alterations . and Infill
Development in the Dogpatch
Historic District  (Central
Waterfront) .

Not Applicable: plan-level
mitigation completed by Planning
Commission

N/A-

L. Hazardous Materials

L-1:
Materials

Hazardous.

Building

Not Applicable: project does not

involve demolition of an existing
building

N/A

E. Transportation

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation

Not Applicable: plan level
mitigation by SEMTA

N/A

BE-2: Intelligent
Management

Traffic

Not Applicable: plan level
mitigation by SFMTA

N/A

E-3: Enhanced Funding

Not Applicable: plan level
mitigation by SEMTA & SFTA

1 NJA

B4 Intelligent

Traffic
Management '

Not Applicable: plan level

mitigation by SEMTA & Planning

Department

N/A

E-5: Enhanced Transit Finding

Not Applicable: plan level

‘mitigation by SEMTA

N/A

E-6: Transit Corridor

Not Applicable: plan level

N/A

SAN FRANCISCD )
PLANRING DEPARTMERT
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Certificate of Exemption

595 Mériposa Street

2014.1579E
Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance
Improvements mitigation by SEMTA
E-7: Transit Accessibility Not Applicable: plan level N/A
o mitigation by SEMTA °
E-8: Muni  Storage and | Not Applicable: plan level N/A
Maintenance mitigation by SEMTA
.E-9: Rider Improvements Not Applicable: plan level N/A
‘ ‘ mitigation by SEMTA
E-10: Transit Enhancement Not Applicable: plan level N/A
‘ mitigation by SEMTA
E-11: Transportation Demand | Not Applicable: plan level N/A
Management mitigation by SEMTA

A s

Please see the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporiing P rrogram (MMRP) for the complete text of
the applicable mitigation measures. With implementation of these mitigation measures the proposed
project would not result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastem Neighborhoods
PEIR.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

)

A “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” was mailed on April 22, 2015 to adjacent
occupants and owness of properties within 300 feet of the project site. Overall, concerns and issues raised
by the public in Iesponse to the notice were taken into consideration and incorporated in the
environmental review as appropriate for CEQA analysis. Responses included the concerns shown in the
bulleted list below. Text in italics indicates how the identified concerns have been addressed-in this
environmental document. :

° One commenter states that the proposed project would increase traffic. The transportation
impacts of the proposed.project are discussed in the Transportation and Circulation section of the attached
CPE Checklist. The amount of new vehicle trips would not substantially increase traffic volumes in the
project vicinity such that hazardous conditions or significant delays would be created. The proposed project-
is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods, and there would be no additional
project-level or cumulative impacts beyond those aﬁalyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

* One commenter states that proposed project would have an impact on pedestrian safety. As
discussed in the Transportation and Circulation section of the attached CPE Checklist, implementation of '
the proposed project would improve pedestrian circulation by removing the existing curb cut on Tennessee
Street and not providing off-street parking spaces at the project site. Furthermore, the new pedestrian trips
that would be generated by the proposed project could be accommodated on existing sidewslks and
crosswalks adjacent to the project site. Although the proposed project would result i an increase in the
number of vehicles in the vicinity of the project site, this increase would not be substantial enough to create
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrian or otherwise éubsttznﬁally interfere with pedestrian
accessibility to the site and adjacent areas. In addition, the project site was not identified as being in a
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high-injury corridor as defined by Vision Zero, which is the City’s adopted road safety policy that aims for
zero traffic deaths in San Francisco by 2024.

Commenters state that the proposed project should provide off-street parking because theze is
an extremely limited amount of on-street parking spaces. As discussed in the Aesthetics and

. Parking Impacts for Transit Priority Infill Development section of the attached CPE Checklist, Public

Resources' Code Section 21099(d) amended CEQA by stating that parking impacts of a residential profect
on an infill site located within a transit priority ares, such as this project, shall not be considered a-
significant impact on the environment. The project site is located in the UMU zoning district where under
Section 151.1 of the Planning Code, the proposed project would not be required to provide any off-street
parking spaces. In addition, the project site is well-served by transit lines (Muni lines 91-Owl, T-Third,
22-Fillmore, 55-16" Street, and 14X-Mission Express) and bicycle facil ities. The proposed project would
not result in a substantial parking shortfall that would create hazardous condufzans or significant delays
affecting traffic, franslt bicycles, or pedestrians.

Other non-environmental Comments submitted include general projéc‘t opposition and support, as well as

requests to receive future project updates. These comments have been noted in the project record, but do

not pertain to CEQA environmental review topics. The proposed project would not result in significant

adverse environmental impacts associated with the issues identified by the public beyond those
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

CONCLUSION

As summarized above and further discussed in tﬁe CPE Checklists:

1.

The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans;

The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the

project or the project site that were mot identified as s1gmf1cant effects in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR;

The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts
that were not idenfified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR;

The proposed project would not result in significant effects, Wthh as a result of substantial new
information that was not known at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified,
would be more severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and

The project- sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts.

Therefore, the proposed project is exempt from further environmental review pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.

6 The CPE Checklist is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Stfeet, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File
No. 2014.1579E.
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File No..2014.1579E
-585 Mariposa Street

Motion No. _____ "
August 19, 2015
Page 1 of 4
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM -
(lncludmg the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval)
, Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report Status/Date
MITIGATION MEASURES Implementation Schedule Responsibility Completed

Pro;ect Mltlgatlon Measure' 1 - Propertles With No Previous Studies
(Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure J-2}

This mitigation measure is required to aveid any potential adverse effect on
acmdentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined

in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c).

The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological
resource "ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project
subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile
driving, etc. firms); and to utilities firms involved in soils-disturbing activities
within the project site. Prior 1o any soils-disturbing activities being
undertaken, each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the "ALERT"
sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including machine operators, field
crew, pile drivers, and supervisory personnel. The project sponsor shall
provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from
the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firms)
to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies-of the
"ALERT" sheet.

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during
any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project head foreman and/or
project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately
suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinlty of the discovery until the
ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.

If the ERO détermines that an archeological resource may be present within
the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an
archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological consultants
maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological |
consultant shall advise the ERQ as to whether the discovery is an
archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential
scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present,
the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological
resource. The archeological consuitant shall make a recommendation as to
what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERQ may
require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be xmplememed by the

project sponsor.

Measures might include preservah’on in silu of the archeological resource, an

Project sponsor,
contractor, Planning
Department's
archeologist or
qualified
archaeological
consultant, and
Planning
Department's
Environmental
Review Officer

Prior {o issuance
of any permit for

soil-disturbing

activities and

during

construction.

Project Sponsor; ERQ; |

archeologist.

Considered complete
upon ERC's approval of
FARR.. :
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. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
{Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval)
Responsihility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report Status/Ddte
MITIGATION MEASURES Implementation Responsibility- Completed

Schedule
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archeological monitoring program, or an archeological testing program. If an

. archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required,
it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guldelines
for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor
immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is
at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. :

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

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as

| follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center
(NWIC) shall receive one copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the -
transmittal of the FARR fo the NWIC. The Environmental Planning Division of
the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy,
and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on a CD of the FARR along with -
.copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or
documentation for nomination 1o the National Register of Historic
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public .
interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report
content, format, and distribution from that presented above.

¥

NOISE

"7@2%&‘

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

Where environmental review of a development project undertaken
subsequent to the adoption of the proposed zoning controls determines that
construction noise controls are necessary due to the nature of planned
construction practices and the sensitivity of proximate uses, the Planning
Direclor shall require that the sponsors of the subsequent development
project develop a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures under the

Project Sponsor
along with Project
Cantractor of each -
subsequent
development project
undertaken pursuant
to the Eastern
Neighberhoods
Rezoning and Area
Plans Project.

During
construction

Each Project Sponsof
to provide Planning
Department with

. monthly reports during

construction period.

”Considered complete

upon receipt of final
monitoring report at
completion of
construction.

supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Responsibility for

Implementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Responsibility

Status/Date
Completed

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

of Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation will

be achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the
following control strategies as feasible:

»  Erecttiemporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site,
particul ary where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses;

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

+  Evaluate the feasmmw of noise control at the receivers by temporarily
improving the noise reduction capabllity of adjacent but dmgs housing
sensitive uses;

+ Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise
measurements; and

+ Post signs on-site pertaining to permmed construct[on days and hours
and complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem,
with telephone numbers listed. - ’

San Francisco Planning

Considered compiete

Project Mitigation Measure 3 — Interior Nolse Levels (Eastern
‘Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure F-3) ‘

For new development including noise-sensitive uses located along streets
with noise levels above 60 dBA (Ldn), as shown in EIR Figure 18, where
such development is not already subject to the California Noise Insulation
Standards in Title 24 of the Callfornia Code of Regulations, the project
sponsor shall conduct a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements.
Such analysis shall be conducted by person(s) qualified in acoustical
analysis and/or engineering. Noise insulation features identified and
recommended by.-the analysis shall be included in the design, as specified in
the San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for
‘Community Noise to reduce potential interior noise levels to the maximum

extent feasible.

Project Sponsor
along with Project
Contractor of each
subsequent
development project
undertaken pursuant
to the Eastern
Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area
Plans Project.

Design
measures to be

| incorporated into

project design
and evaluated in
environmental/
building permit
review, prior to
Issuance of a
final building
permit and
certificate of
occupancy

Department and the
Department of Building
Inspection

San Francisco Planning

upon approval of final
construction drawing sef.

Considered complete

Project Mitigation Measure 4 — Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses (Eastern
Nelghborhoods Mitigation Measure F-4)-

To reduce potential conflicts between existing noise-generating uses and

new sensitive receptors, for new development including noise-sensitive uses,

Project Sponsor
along with Project
Contractor of each
subsequent

‘development project

undertaken pursuant

Design
measures {o be
incorporated into
project design
and evaluated in
environmental/

Department and the
Department of Building
Inspection

upen approval of final
construction drawing set.
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the Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that
includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise-generating
uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site,
and including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise
level readings'taken at least every 15 minutes), prior to the first project
approval action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in .
acoustical analysis.and/or engineering and shall demonstrate with
reasonable certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be med,
and that there are no particular'circumstances about the proposed project
site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise levels in the

- vicinity. Should such concerns be present, the Department may require the

completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in
acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project appraval
action, in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels -
consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained.

to the Eastern”
Neighborhoods-

.Rezoning and Area

Plans Project.

7 building permit

review, prior to
issuance of a-
final building
permit and
certificate of
occupantcy

Considered complete

Project Mitigation Measure 5~ Open Space in Noisy Environments
{Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure F-§)

To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new development
including noise-sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall, through its
building permit review process, in conjunction with noise analysis required -
pursuant to Mitigation Measure F-4, require that open space required under
the Planning Code for such uses be protecied, to the maximum feasible
extent, from existing ambient noise levels that could prove annoying or
disruptive to users of the open space. iImplementation of this measure could
involve, among other things, site design that uses the building itself to shield
on-site open space from the greatest noise sources, construction of noise
barriers between noise sources and open space, and appropriate use of both
common and private open space in multi-family dwellings, and
implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of -

| urban design.

Project Architect of
each subsequent
development preject
undertaken pursuant
to.the Eastern
Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area
Plans Project

Design
measures to be
incorporated into
project design
and evaluated in
environmental/ -
building permit
review

San Francisco Planning
Department and the"
Department of Building
Inspection

upen approval of final
construt_:tion drawing set.
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist
Cgse No.: . 2014.1579E
Project Address: 595 Matiposa Street
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District
’ - 58-X Height and Bulk District

Life Science and Medical Special Use District

Block/Lot: 3995/022
Lot Size: 3,800 square feet :
Plan Area: Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (Central Waterfront)
Praject Sponsor:  Riyad Ghannam, RG Architecture, (415) 699-3640

Staff Contact: Don Lewis ~ (415) 575-9168 .

don 1pwm@qf0nv org

PROJECTDESCRIFTION -

The project site is located on the southeast corner of Tennessee and Mariposa streets on the block
bounded by Mariposa Street to the north, Third Street to the east, 18th Street to the south, and Tennessee
Street to the west in the Central Waterfront neighborhood. The prolect site is currently vacant with no
structures, The proposed project involves the construction of a 58-foot-tall (73-foot-tall with elevator
penthouse), five-story, 20-unit, residential building approxunately 16,760 square feet in size with no off-
street parking. The proposed mix of units would be eleven one-bedroom units and nine two-bedroom
units, The proposed building would include 21 Class I bicycle spaces at the ground-floor level and 1 Class
it bicycle space located on Termessee Sireet. During the 14-month construction period, the proposed
project would require excavation of up to approximately six feet below ground surface and 140 cubic
yards of soil would be removed from the project site. The proposed project would include an
.approximately 1,450-square-foot common roof deck. The proposed project would remove the existing
curb cut on Tennessee Street and would plant eight new street trees. Pedestrian and bicycle access would

be from Tennessee Street. The project site is located within the Central Waterfront area of the Bastern
Neighborhoods Plan Area. 4 -

PROJECT APPROVAL
The proposed project at 595 Mariposa Street would require the followmg approvals:

Actions by City Departments.

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

o Approval of a Building Permit from the Department of Building Inspections (DBI) for new
construction. '

The issuance of a building permit by DBI is the Approval Action. The Approval Action date establishes

the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h)
of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

1949

-1850 Mission St.

Suite 400
San Franiclsto,
CA 94103-2479

Reception: -
415.568.6378

Fax
415.558 8409

Planning
{nformation:
A15.558.6377
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist evaluates whether the environmental intpacts of the
proposed project are addressed in the Programmatic -Environmental mpact Report for the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR).! The CPE Checklist indicates
whether the proposed project would result in significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or
projéct site; (2) were not identified as significant project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the PEIR;
or (3) are previously identified significant effects, which as a result of substantial new information that
was not known at the time that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a
more severe adverse impact than discussed in the PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a
project-specific Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report. If no such impacts are
- identified, the proposed project is exempt from further environmental review in accordance with Pubhc
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.

Mmgatlon measures identified in the PEIR are discussed under each topic area, and measures that are
applicable to the proposed project are provided under the Mitigation Measures Section at the end of this .
checkhst

The Eastern Neiehborhoods PEIR identified alomificant dmmacte related in land e branssor Eo 35 v
0e Zasiem INeIghbDorhsod s aen

3=
DA A L R s S mru\.u ALICICL WU darile Wol, WddiopUulidiiul,

cultural resources, shadow, noise, air 'quahty, and hazardous materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified
significent cumulative impacts related to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation -
measures were identified for the above impacts and reduced all impacts to less-than-significant except for
those related to land use (cumulative impacts on Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) use),
transportation (program-level and cumulative traffic impacts at nine intersections; program-level and
cumulative transit impacts on seven Muni lines), cultural resources (cumulative impacts from demolmon
of historical resources), and shadow (program-level impacts on parks).

The proposed project involves the construction of a 58~foot—tall, ﬁve—story, 20-umit, residential building
approximately 16,760 square feet in size with no off-street parking and 21 Class I bicycle spaces at the
ground-floor level. As discussed below in this checklist, the proposed project would not result in new,
significant environmental effects, or effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Envuormental Impact Report (PEIR),
Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified. August 7, 2008. Available online at:
http://www.sf-plannine.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed February 24, 2015. .
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Figure 1. Project Location
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Figure 2. Proposed Site Plan
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Figure 3. Proposed Ground Floor
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Figure 4. Proposed Upper Floor
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Figure 5, Proposed Roof Plan
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_Figure 8. Proposed Mariposa Elevation

e

et
e D ——

Ay

[ SO LA,

. ot wArot et BETE CD
Comments:” Not to Scale .
Source: RG Architecture, September 14, 2015.
Case No. 2014.1579E , Page 8 I o 595 Marxiposa Street

‘Residential Mixed-Use Project



LGB

Figure 7, Proposed Tennesse Elevation
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CHANGES IN THE REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

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

- State statute regulating Aesthetics and Parking Impacts for Transit Priority Inﬁ]l, effective
January 2014 (see associated heading below);

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

- San Prancisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses Near Places
of Entertainment effective June 2015 (see Checklist section ”Noise”) ; '

- San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, ‘effective July 2008, and o
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Tnfill Sensitive Use Developments, effective December
2014 (see Checklist section ”Alr Quality”);

- San Franc:lsco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco
Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adop’uon in April 2014 (see Checklist
section “Recréation”);

- Usrban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 arid Sewer System Improvement Program
" process (see Checklist section ’”Uﬁlit'les and Service Systems”); and :

- Arfide 22A of ‘the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see Checklist secﬁon
: ”Hazardous Materials”).

CHANGES IN THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, as evidenced by the volume of -
development applications submitted to the Planning Department since 2012, the pace of development -
- activity has increased in the Bastern Neighborhoods plan areas. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
projected that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan could result in a substantial amount of
growth within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area, resulting in an increase of approximately 7,400 to
9,900 net dwelling units and 3,200,000 to 6,600,000 square feet of net non-residential space (exduding
PDR loss) through throughout the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025)2 The growth projected in the Eastern

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

SAN FRANC!SGO . :
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Neighborhbods PEIR was based on a soft site analysis (i.e., assumptions regarding the potential for a site
to be developed through the year 2025) and not based upon the created capacity of the rezoning options
(i.e., the total potential for development that would be created indefinitely).?

As of July 31, 2015, projects containing 8,559 dwelling units and 2,231,595 square feet of non-residential
space (excluding PDR loss) have completed or are proposed to complete énvironmental review* within
the Eastern Néighborhoods Plan area. These estimates include projects that have completed
environmmental review (4,885 dwelling units and 1,472,688 square feet of non-residential space) and
foreseeable projects, including the proposed project (3,674 dwelling units and 758,907 square feet of non-
residential - space). Foreseeable projects ave those projects for which environmental evaluation
~ applications have been submiited to the San Francisco Planning Department. Of the 4,885 dwelling units
that have completed environmental review, building permits have been issued for 3,710 dwelling units,
or approximately 76 percent of those units (information is not available regarding building permit non-

residential square footage). An issued building permit means the buildings containing those dwelling
umits are currently under construction or open for. occupancy. ’

‘Within the Central Waterfront subarea, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected that implementation

AL il Taatare e s Foly o) Faey 3 3 1 1
of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan could result in an increase of 830 to 3,600 net dwelling wnits and

i

60,000 to 90,000 square feet of net non-residéntial space (excluding PDR gain) through the year 2025. As
of July 31, 2015, projects containing 1,273 dwelling units and 66,514 square feet of non-residential space
(excluding PDR loss) have completed or are proposed fo complete environmental review within the list
Central Waterfront subarea. These estimates include projects that have completed environmental review
(1,053 dwelling units and 62,636 square feet of non-residential space) and foreseeable projects, including
the proposed project (220 dwelling units and 3,878 square feet of non-residential space). Of the 1,053
dwelling units that have completed envirorunental review, building permits have been issued for 684
dwelling units, or approximately 65 percent of those units.

Growth that has occurred within the Plan area since adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR has
been planned for and the effects of that growth were anticipated and considered in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR. Although the reasonably foreseeable growth in the residential land use category is
approaching the projections within the Eastexn Neighborhoods PEIR, the non-residential reasonably .
foreseeable growth is between approximately 34 and 69 percent of the non-residential projections in the
"Eastern- Neighborhoods PEIR. The Bastern Neighborhoods PEIR utilized the growth projections to
' analyze the physical environmental impacts associated with that growth for the following environmental
impact topics: Land Use; Population, Housing, Business Activity, and Employment; Transportation;
Noise; Air Quality; Parks, Recreation, and Open Space; Utilities/Public Services; and Water. The analysis
took into account the overall growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods and did not necessarily analyze in
isolation the impacts of growth in one land use category, although each land use category may have
differing severities of effects. Therefore, given the growth from the reasonably foreseeable projects have
" not exceeded the overall growth that was projected in the Eastern Neighbo_rhoodé PEIR, information that

separately in Tables 5, 7, 9, and 11 in the Draft EIR. Environmental impact assessments for these pipeline projects were
considered separately from the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning effort. .
3 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods, Rezoning Options Workbook, Draft,
February 2003, This document is available at: htip: www .sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=16784back round,
4 For this and the Population and Housing section, environunental review is defined as projects that have or are relying on the
growth projections and analysis in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for environmental review (Le, Community Plan

Exemptions or Focused Mitigated Negative Declarations and Focused Environmental Impact Reports with an attached
Comrmunity Plan Exemption Checklist).
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was not known at the time of the PEIR has not resulted in new significant environmental impacts or
substantially more severe adverse impacts than discussed in the PEIR.

AESTHETICS AND PARKING IMPACTS FOR TRANSIT PRIORITY INFILL DEVELOPMENT

Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking
impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”
Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to-be considered in determining if a project has the
potential to result in s1gmﬁcant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three
criteria:

a) The project is in a transit priority area;
b) The project is on an infill site; and
c) The pro;ect is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.

: The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this checklist does not consider
aesthetics or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.S The Planning
Department ackmowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision
makers. Therefore, this determination presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes,

the Transportation and C1rculahon Section.

Slgnificant Significant No Significant

Impact Peculiar Signiticant Impact due fo Impact not
. fo Projector | Impact not Substantlal New Previously
poics: Project Site Identified in PEIR .  Information Identified in PEIR
"1. LAND USE AND LAND USE
PLANNING—Would the project:
a) Physically divide an-established community? ' 1 ] X
by  Confiict with any applicable land use plan, policy, | ] | X
' or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal
programn, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
t) Have a substantial impact upon the existing 4 | ] ] X

character of the vicinity?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. determined that adoption of the Area Plans would result in an
unavoidable significant impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR. The proposed project
would not remove any existing PDR uses and would therefore not contribute to any impact related to loss
of PDR uses that was identified in the Bastern Neighborhoods PEIR. While the project site was zoned M-2
prior to the rezoning of Eastern Neighborhoods, which is a use district that encouraged PDR uses, the

5 San Francisco Planning Department. Transit- Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 595 Mariposa Street, May 6, 2015, This
document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File
No. 2014.1579E.
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pfoject site never contained a PDR use. The project site was vacant from 1946 to 2000 and was occupied
by an auto sales lot from 2000 to its close date of 2014.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Area Plans would not create
any new physical barriers in the Bastern Neighborhoods because the rezoning and Area Plans do not

provide for any new major roadways, such as freeways that would disrupt or divide the project area or
individual neighborhoods or subareas.

The Citywide Planning and Current Planning Divisions of the Planning Department have determined
that the proposed project is permitted in the UMU District and is consistent with applicable bulk, density,
and land uses as envisioned in the Central Waterfront Area Plan. The proposed project falls within the
“Northern Portion of Central Waterfront” 'generahzed zoning district, meant to encourage housing and
mixed uses, with some bioscience and medical-related uses. The plan also calls for transportation
improvements and parking policdes which encourage non-automobile travel. As a residential
development with no off-street parking, the proposed project is consistent with this designation.#’ The

proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan or policy adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Because the proposed project is consistent with the development density established in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoﬁing and area Plans, implementation of the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to land use and
land use planning, and no mitigation meastires are necessary.

Significant Signfﬁcant Ne Slgm;ﬁcant
impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
te Project ar Impact not Substantinl New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identifled In PEIR “Information identified in PEIR
2. POPULATION AND HOUSING~
Would the pro] ect:
a) Induce substantial populahon growth in an area, | 0O ‘ ! 0 =
.either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
Infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing M O O ¢
units or create demand for additional housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing? ' .
¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, 0 0o 0 X
necessitating the -construction of replacement ' ]

housing elsewhere?

Ore of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans is to identify appropriate locations for
housing in the City’s industrially zoned land to meet the citywide demand for additional housing, The
PEIR concluded that an increase in population in the Plan Areas is expected to occur as a secondary effect

& Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and
Policy Analysis, 595 Mariposa Street, June 10, 2015,

7 Joslin, Jeff, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determmahon Current Planning Analy51s,
595 Mariposa Street, September 15, 2015,
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of the proposed rezoning and that any pdpulaﬁon Increase would not, in'itself, result in adverse physical
effects, but would serve to advance key City policy objectives, such as providing housing in appropriate
locations next to Downtown and other employment generators and furthering the City’s Transit First
policies. It was anticipated that the rezoning would result in an increase in both housing development
and population in all of the Area Plan neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that
the anticipated increase jn population and density would not result in significant adverse physical effects
on the environment. No mitigation measures wezre identified in the PEIR.

With implementation of the proposed project, 20 new dwelling units would be added to San Francisco’s
housing stock. As stated in the “Changes in the Physical Environment” section above, these direct effects
of the proposed: project on population and housing are within the scope of the population and housing,
growth anticipated under the Central Waterfront Area Plan and evaluated i in the Eastern Nelghborhoods
Plan Area PEIR. '

For the above reasons, the proposed project would.not result in either projectdevel or cumulative
significant impacts on population and housing that were not identified in the Eastem Neighborhoods
PEIR.

Significant N Significant °  No Significant
Impact Pecullar Signiicant . Impactdueto Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New ° Previously
Toplcs Project Site Identified in PEIR  Information Identified in PEIR
3. CULTURAL AND
. PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES-—Would the project: '
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the = . [ | | ' X
significance of a historical resource as defined in : .
§15064.5, including those resources listed in
Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code? )
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the -D N [l ]
sxgmﬁcance of an archaeologlcal resource : "
pursuant to §15064.57 ) ) ‘
“cy Directly or indirectly destoy a unigue B ’ 0 1 X
paleontological resource or site or umque :
geologic feature?
d) - Disturb any human remains, including those 1 | ’ 0 X

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Hlstonc Arxchitectural Resources

" Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064. S(a)(l) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings
or structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or
are identified in a local register of historical resoufces, such as Axticles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code. The Fastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development facilitated
through the changes in use districts and height limits under the Bastern Neighborhoods Area Plans could
have substantial adyerse changes on the significance of both individual historical resources and on
historical districts within the Plan Areas. The PEIR determined that approximately 32 percent of the
known or potential historical resources in the Plan Areas could potentially be affected under the
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k preferred altemnative. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found this impact to be significant and
unavoidable. This impact was addressed .in a Statement of Overriding Considerations with findings and
adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009.

The PEIR identifiéd three mitigation measures that were tasked to the Planning Department that could
reduce the severity of impacts to historic resources as a result of development enabled under the Plan
Areas (Mitigation K-1 to K-3). These mitigation measures were the responsibility of the Planning
Department and do not apply to subsequent development projects. Demolition or substantial alteration of
a historic resource typically cannot be fully mitigated; therefore, the PEIR concluded that the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan would have a significant and unavoidable impact on historic resources.

The subject property is currently a vacant lot with no structures. In addition, the project site is not located
within a historic district? Tmmediately adjacent to the south of the project site is the 615 Tennessee Street
buﬂding which was constructed in 1907. This building was evaluated in the Central Waterfront Historic
Resource Survey in 2001 and was given a rating of “553,” which designates the property as “appears to be
individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation.”? A “substantial adverse -
change” on a historical resource is defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 as “physical demolition,

Aogiraiats
QESITUCHON, relocation, or alterad

on, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” While the proposed project would
be constructed adjacent to a building that is considered a potential historic resource, project construction
would involve conventional excavation and construction equipment and methods that would not be
considered to exceed acceptable levels of vibration in an urban environment. Construction adjacent to
historic resources is a common occurrence in San Frandisco, and the Department of Building Inspection
{(DBI) permit procedures adequately address this situation. In light of the above, the proposed project
would not materially impair the adjacent contributing resource and there would be no impacts to off-site
historic resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to the significant historic

respurce impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no historic resource mitigation
measures would apply to the proposed project. :

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant project-level or cumulative impacts
on historic architechural resources that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Archeological Resources

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

'8 The nearest boundary of the Dogpatch Historic District is approximately 250 feet to the south of the project site.

9 The evaluation of the 615 Tennessee Street building is available online at: http://50.17.237.182/docs/DPRForm _/3993015 df
accessed August 17, 2015.
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The proposed project at 595 Mariposa Street would involve approximately six feet of below ground
. surface excavation at its deepest for the elevator pit and foundation and approximately 140 cubic yards of
soil disturbance in an area where no previous archaeological studies have been prepared. Therefore, the
- proposed project ‘would be subject to Mitigation Measure J-2 (Project Mitigation Measure 1). In
accordance with Mitigation Measure J-2, a Preliminary Archaeological Review (PAR) was conducted by
Planning Department staff archeologists, which determined that the Planning Department's first standard
archeological mitigation measure (Accidental Discovery) would reduce the potential effect of the
proposed project on archeological resources to a less- ~than-significant level®® The project sponsor has
agreed to implement the Accidental Discovery mitigation measure as Pro;ect Mitigation Measure 1 (full
text provided in the “Mitigation Measures” section below).

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant project-level or cumulative
impacts on archeological resources that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant

Impact Pecullar Slgnificant Impact due to Impact not
. . fo Project or Impact not Subsfantial New Previously
Topics: . . Profect Slte Identified in PEIR Information Identified In PEIR

4. TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION—Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or ] 1 e X

: 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 1o intersections, streéts,
highways and freeways, pedestiian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion [ | 0 X
management program, including but not limited T . .
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

¢) Result in a chenge in air traffic pattemns, ] | Im| 'K
: including either an increase in traffic levels,
obstructions to flight, or a change in location,
that resulis in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 1 . O ' ] 3
. feature (e.g., sharp. curves or -dangerdus
intersections) or incompatible uses?

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access? ] | | X
f) Conflict with adopted policles, plans, or D O ] A%

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilltles?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, or construction.
As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Fastern Neighborhoods Rezoning

16 Randall Dean, San Francisco Planning Department Axcheological Review Log.
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and Area Plans, there would be no. additional impacts on pedestrians, bicydlists, loading, emergency
access, or construction beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

However, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes
could result in significant impacts on traffic and transit ridership, and identified 11 transportation
" mitigation measures, which are described further below in the Traffic and Transit sub-sections. Even with
mitigation, however, it was anficipated that the significant adverse cumulative traffic impacts and the

cumulative impacts on transit lines could not be fully mitigated. Thus, these impacts were found to be
 significant and unavoidable,

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

Trip Generation

The project site is currently vacant with no structures. The proposed project involves the construction of a
58-foot-tall, five-story, ZO—uhit, residential building approximately 16,760 square feet in size with'no off-
street parking. The proposed mix of units would be eleven one-bedroom units and nine two-bedroom
urits. The proposed building would include 21 Class I bicycle spaces at the ground-floor level.

" . Trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using information in the 2002 Transportation

Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco
Planning Department.!! The proposed project would generate an estimated 173 person trips (inbound and
outbound) on a Weekday daily basis, consisting of 94 person trips by auto, 53 transit trips, 7 walk txips
and 18 trips by other modes. During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate an
estimated 15 vehicle trips (accounting for vehicle occupancy data for this Census Tract).

Traffic

Mitigation Measures E-1 through E+4 in the Bastern Neighborhoods PEIR were adopted as part of the -
Plan with uncertain feasibility to address significant traffic impacts. These measures are not applicable to
the proposed project, as they are pIan—level mitigations to be implemented by City and County agencies.
Since cértification of the PEIR, SFMTA has been engaged in public outreach regarding some of the
~ parking-related measures identified in Mitigation Measures E-2 and E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management,
although they have not been implemented. Measures that have been implemented include traffic signal
installation at Rhode Island/16t streets as identified in Mitigation Measure E-1 and enhanced funding as
identified in Mitigation Measure E-3 through San Francisco propositions A and B passed in November
2014. Proposition A authorized the City to borrow $500 million through issuing general obligation bonds
in order to meet some of the transportation infrastricture needs of the City. These funds are allocated for
constructing transit-only lanes and separated bikeways, installing new boarding islands and escalators at
Muni/BART stops, installing sidewalk curb bulb-outs, raised crosswalks, median islands, and bicycle
parking and upgrading Muni maintenance facilities, among various other improvements. Proposition B,
which also passed in November 2014, amends the City Charter to increase the amount the City provided
to the SFMTA based on the City’s population, with such funds to be used to improve Muni service and

street safety. Some of this funding may be applied to transportation projects within the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan area.

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 595 Mariposa Street, May 6, 2015,
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist
The proposed project’s vehicle trips would travel through the intersections surroundmg the project block
Intersection operating conditions are characterized by the concept of Level of Service (LOS), which ranges
from A to F and provides a description of an intersection’s performance based on traffic volumes,
intersection capacity, and vehicle delays. LOS A represents free flow conditions, with litfle or no delay,
while LOS F represents congested conditions, with extremely long delays; LOS D (moderately high
delays) is-considered the lowest acceptable level in San Francisco. The intersections near the project site
(within approximately 2,500 feet) that were analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR include Third
Streef/l\l[ariposa Street, 16" Street/Third Street, Mariposa Street/I-280 NB off-ramp, and Mariposa Street/I-
280 SB on-ramp intersections. Table 1 provides existing and cumulative LOS data gathered for these
intersections, per. the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Transportation Study2

Table 1: Existing and Cumulative Intersection LOS (Weekday PM Peak Hour)

Intersection Existing 1L.OS (2007) | Cumnulative LOS (2025)
Thixd St./Mariposa St. ’ ' B C
16% St./Third St. ' ' D D
| Mariposa 5t./I-280 NB off-ramp ' C B
Mariposa 5t./1-280 8B on-ramp ¥ B

Source: Egstern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Transportation Study (2007)

More recent intersection turning movements were collected for the above four intersections as part of the

environmental review for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use

Development at Missiori Bay Blocks 29-32 project.® Table 2 provides intersection LOS under current
" conditions (2015) and existing plus the proposed Warriors development project conditions.

Table 2: Existing and Existixig—Plus—Proj ect Intersection LOS (Weekday PM Peak Hour)*

Intersection Existing LOS (2015) | Existing Plus Warriors Project
Thizd St./Mariposa St.: D D
164 St./Third St. - ., C : C
Mariposa St./I-280 NB off-ramp . - C C
Mariposa St./1-280 SB on-ramp - B B

Source: Golden State Wﬂrnurs Event Center and szed Use Deuelopment at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 DEIR (2015)

The proposed project would generate an estimated 15 new p.m. peak hour vehicle trips that could travel
through surrounding intersections. This amount of new p.m. peak hour vehicle trips would not
substantially increase traffic volumes at these or other nearby intersections, would not substantially
increase average delay that would cause intersections that currently operate at acceptable LOS to
deteriorate to unacceptable 1O, or would not substantially increase average delay at intersections that
currently operate at unacceptable LOS,

The proposed project would not contribute considerably to L.OS delay conditions as its contribution of an
. estimated 15 new p.m. peak-hour vehicle trips would not be a substantial proportion of the overall traffic
volume or the new vehicle trips generated by Eastern Neighborhoods” Plan projects. The proposed
project would also not .contribute considerably to 2025 cumulative conditions and thus, the proposed
project would not have any significant cumulative traffic impacts.

2 The Eastem Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Transportation Study is available for review at the San Frandisco Planning
" Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2004. 0160E

8 Planning Department Case Number 2014.1441E

1 The LOS data does not include when there is San Francisco Giants game.
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For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant 1mpacts on traffic that were
not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Transit

Mmgaﬁon Measures E-5 through E-11 in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR were adopted as part of the
Plan with uncertain feasibility to address significant transit impacts. These measures are not applicable to
the proposed project, as they are plan-level mitigations to be implemented by City and County agencies.
In compliance with a portion of Mitigation Measure E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding, the City adopted
impact fees for development in Eastern Neighborhoods that goes towards funding transit and complete
streets. In addition, the City is currently conducting. outreach regarding Mitigation Measures E-5:
Enhanced Transit Funcﬁng and Mitigation Measure E-11: Transportation Demand Management as part of
 the Transportation Sustainability Program.’s In compliance with all or portions of Mitigation Measure B-
6: Transit Corridor Improvements, Mitigation Measure E-7: Transit Accessibility, Mitigation Measure E-9:
Rider Improvements, and Mitigation Measure E-10: Transit Enhancement, the SEMTA is implementing
the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), which was approved by the SFMTA Board of Directors in March
2014. The TEP (now called Muni Forward) includes system-wide review, evaluaton, and
recommendations to m\}uO”V’E service and increase LLCUIDPUL tationt efﬁaency pAauL}ucS of transit pnorh]
. and pedestrian safety improvements within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area as part of Muni
Forward include the 14 Mission Rapid Transit Project, the 22 Fillmore Extension along 16% Street to
Mission Bay (expected construction between 2017 and 2020), and the Travel Time Reduction Project on
Route 9 San Bruno (initiation in 2015). In addition, Muni Forward includes service improvements to

various routes with the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area; for instance the implemented new Route 55 on
16% Streef.

Mitigation Measure E-7 also identifies implementing recommendations of the Bicyde Plan and Better
Streets Plan. As part of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, adopted in 2009, a series of minor, near-term, and
long-term bicycle facility improvements are planned within the Eastern Neighborhoods, including along
2nd Street, bth Street, 17th Street, Townsend Street, Illinois Street, and Cesar Chavez Boulevard. The San
Frandsco Better Streets Plan, adopted in 2010, describes a vision for the fature of San Francisco’s
pedestrian realm and calls for streets that work for all users. The Better Streets Plan requirements were
codified in Section 1381 of the Plarning Code and new projects consthlcted' in the Eastemn
Neighborhoods Plan area are subject to varying requirements, dependent on project size. Another effort
which addresses transit accessibility, Vision Zero, was adopted by various City agencies in 2014. Vision
Zero focuses on building better and safer streets through education, evaluation, enforcement, and
engineering. The-goal is to eliminate all traffic fatalities by 2024. Vision Zero projects within the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan area include pedestrian intersection treatments along Mission Street from 18th to
231rd streets, the Potrero Avenue Streetscape Project from Division to Cesar Chavez streets, and the
A Howard Street Pilot Project, which includes pedestrian intersection treatments from 4th to 6th streets.

The project site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Mumi lines 91-Owl,
T-Third, 22-Fillmore, 55-16% Street, and 14X-Mission Express. The proposed project would be expected to
generate 53 daily transit trips, including nine during the p.m. peak hour. Given the availability of nearby
transit, the addition of nine p.m. peak hour transit trips would be accommodated by existing capacity. As
-such, the proposed project would not result in unacceptable levels of transit service or cause a substantial
increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts on transit service could result.

15 hitp://tep.siplanning.org

SAN FRANCISCO
PLARNING DEPARTMENT

19
1967



Community Plan Exemption Checklist . " 595 Mariposa Street
: 2014.1579E

Each of the rezoning options in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant and unavoidable
cumulative impacts relating to increases in fransit ridership on Muni lines, with the Preferred Project
having significant impacts on seven lines: 9-5an Bruno, 22-Fillmore, 26-Valencia, 27-Bryant, 33-Stanyan,
- 48-Quintara/24% Street, and 49-Van Ness/Mission. Of those lines, the project site is located within a

quarter-mile of Miumi line 22-Fillmore,

The proposed project would not contribute considerably to these conditions as its minor contribution of
nine p.m. peak hour transit trips would not be a substantial proportion of the overall additional transit
volume generated by Eastern Nelghborhood projects. Thus, the proposed project would not contribute
con51derably to 2025 cumulative transit conditions and would not result in any 51gmf1cant cumulative
transit impacts.

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

Pedestrians -

The PEIR stated that given the low to moderate Jevels of baseline pedestrian actvity within most of the
Eastern Neighborhoods, the anticipated increase in pedestrian traffic could be accommodated by existing
sidewalks. The PEIR acknowledged that pedestrian circulation in the Central Waterfront is hampered by
discontinuous sidewalk networks and/or pedeétrian ways, a lack of crosswalks, and truck traffic. While
defidiencies in sidewalks are most pfonounced in the Central Waterfront, the sidewalks surro_undjng the
project site are adequate as the Mariposa sidewalk is approximately 12 feet wide and the Termessee
sidewalk is approximately 15 feet wide. In addition, there is a marked crosswalk in front of the project
site at the Tennessee and Mariposa streets intersection, and there is a new traffic Slgnal installed one
~ block west of the project site on Manposa Street at Minnesota Street.

The proposed project would generate approximately 10 pedestrian trips (1 walking trip and 9 frips
to/from nearby transit stops) during the typical p.m. peak hour. The new pedestrian trips could be
accommodated on existing sidewalks and crosswalks adjacent to the project site and would not -
" substantially overcrowd the sidewalks along either Mariposa Street or Tennessee Street. Implementahon
of the proposed project would improve pedestrian circulation by removing the existing curb cut on
Termessee Street and by not providing off-street parking at the project site. Although the proposed
project would result in an increase in the number of vehicles and pedestrians, this increase would not be
substantial encugh to create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrian or otherwise substantially
interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjacent areas. In addition, the project site was not
identified as being in a high-injury corridor as defined by Vision Zero, which is the City’s adopted road'
safety policy that aims for zexo traffic deaths in San Frandsco by 2024.%6 Therefore, impacts.on
pedestrians would be less than significant. '

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not vesult in significant pro]ect -level or camulative
pedestrian impacts that were not identified in the Eastern nghborhoods PEIR.

18 Vison Zero High Injury Network map, accessed on August 17, 2015, is available online at
htip://sfgov.maps.arcgis.com/apps/OnePane/basicviewer/index.himl?appid=335c508503374f5d94c95chb2al (344,
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peciilar Significant Impact due fo . Impact not
fo Project or - Impact not Substantial New Previously
Toples: Project Site Identified in PEIR information Identified in PEIR
5. NOISE~Would the project
a) Resultin exposure of persons to or-generation of 0 ’ 0 0O ' X
- noise levels in excess of standards established '
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies? }
b) Resuli in exposure of persons to or generation of ] O O =
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne .
noise levels?
¢) .Resultin a substannal permanent increase in . M ' 'D : 5
ambient noise levels In the project vicinity above .
tevels existing without the project?
d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic | 1 0 O 54
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
. e) For a project located within an airport land use 0 ' ) i m| 54
plan area,. or, where such a plan has not been ’
adoplcu, In an area within two miles of a public
_airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the area to
excessive noise levels?
f) . For a project located in the' vicinity of a private 0 M O X
airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels? )
g) Be substannally aﬁected by existing noise 1 O 0 5
levels?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potential conflicts related to residences and other noise-
sensitive  uses in  proxdmity to' mnoisy uses such - as PDR, retail,  entertainment,
culturél/instituﬁonal/educaﬁonal uses, and office uses. In addition, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
noted that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and Rezoning would incrementally
increase traffic-generated noise on some streets in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas and result in
construction noise impacts from pile driving and -other construction activifies. The Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR therefore identified six noise mitigation measures that would reduce noise impacts
- to less-than-significant levels.

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 relate to constraction noise. Mitigation
Measure F-1 addresses individual projects that include pile-driving, and Mitgation Measure F-2
addresses individual projects that include particulaily noisy construction procedures. The proposed
project would utilitze a mat building foundation that does not necessitate the use of pile-driving. Since
pile driving is not required Mitigation Measure F-1 is nbt applicable.’ Since heavy equipment would be
‘required during excavation and construction of the proposed building, Mitigation Measures F-2 is
applicable to the proposed project. The project sponsor has agreed to implement Eastern Neighborhoods

PEIR Mitigation Measure F-2 as Project Mitigation Measure 2 (full text prov1ded in the “Mitigation

Measures” section below).

In addition, all construction activitiesAfor the proposed project (approximately 14 months) would be
subject to and would comply with the San Frandsco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco
Police Code) (Noise Ordinance).. Construction noise is regulated by the Noise Ordinance. The Noise
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Ordinance requires that construction work be conducted in the following manner: (1) noise levels of
construction equipment, other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from
the source (the equipmént generating the noise); (2) impact tools must have intake and exhaust mufflers
that are approved by the Director of the Department of Public Works (DPW) or the Director of the -
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the
noise from the construction work would exceed the ambient noise levels at the sife property line by 5
dBA, the work must not be conducted between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. unless the Director of DPW
authorizes a special permit for conducting the work during that period.

DBI is responsible for enforcmg the Noise Ordinance for private construction projects during normal
business hours (8:00 am. to 5:00 p.m.). The Police Department is responsible for enforcing the Noise
Ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during the construction period for the proposed project of
approﬁmatély 14 months, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise.
Times may occur when noise could interfere with indoor activities in mearby residences and other
businesses near the project site and may be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties.
The increase in noise in the project area during project construction would not be considered a significant
impact of the proposed project, because the construction noise would be temporary, intermittent, and
restricted in occurrence and level, as the contractor would be required to comply with the Noise
Ordinance. :

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4 require that a detailed analysis of noise
reduction requirements be conducted for new development that includes noise-sensitive uses Tocated
along streets with noise levels above 60 dBA (Ldnm) or near existing noise-generating uses. Since’
certification of the PEIR, San Francisco adopted Noise Regulations Relating to Residential Uses Near
Places of Entertainment (Ordinance 70-15, effective June 19, 2015). The intent of the regulations is to
address noise coxxﬂicté between residential uses and in noise critical areas, such as in proximity to -
highways, country roads,‘dty streets, railroads, rapid transit lines, airports, nighttime entertainment
venues or industrial areas. Residential structures to be located where the day-night average sound level
(Ldn) or commumty nojse equivalent level (CNEL) exceeds 60 decibels shall require an acoustical
analysis with the application of a building permit showing that the proposed design will limit exterior
noise to the 45 decibels in any habitable room. Furthermére, the regulations require the Planning
Department and Planning Commission to consider the compatibility of uses when approving residential
uses adjacent to or near existing permitted places of entertainment and take all reasonably available
means through the City's design review and approval processes to ensuré that the design of such new
residential development projects take into account the meeds and interests of both the places of
entertainment and the future residents of the new development. '

The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Noise Regulations Relating fo Residential
" Uses Near Places of Entertainment are consistent with the provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure F-3 and
F-4. In accordance with PEIR Mitigation Measure F-3 and F-4, the project sponsor has conducted an
environmental noise study demonsirating that the proposed project can feasibly attain acceptable interior
noise levels.” The study concluded that cutdoor noise levels reach 72.8 dBA {Ldn) at the southeast corner
. of Tennessee and Mariposa streets. To meet the 45 dBA interior noise level, the noise study provided the
following recommendations: (1) the exterjor wall system should provide an Outside-Inside Transmission
Class (OTIC) rating of 56 for level T and 40 for the upper floors; (2) the exterior windows to living spaces
facing Mariposa and Tennessee Streets should have a minimum OTIC rating of 34 for all levels; and (3)

17 Shen Milson Wilke, Environmental Noise Report, 595 Mariposa Street, San Frémcisco, CA, May 29, 2015.
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- supplemental mechanical ventilation should be provided for all residential units to allow the windows to

be closed if desired. The noise study demonstrated that the proposed project can feasibly attain an

acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA in all dwelling units.

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Meastire F-5' addresses impacts related to individual projects
that include new noise-generating uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of
ambient noise in the proposed project site vicinity. The proposed residential project would introduce new
noise sensitive uses, but is not expected to-generate excessive noise levels. In addition, any noise
generated by the project including mechanical equipment would be subject to noise control requirements
pursuant o the Noise Orch'nance Thus, Mitigation Measure F-5is not applicable.

Mitigation Measure F-6 addresses impacts from ex1stmg ambient noise levels on open space required
under the Planning Code for new development that includes noise sensitive uses. The proposed project
includes a common roof deck. Mitigation Measure F 6 is therefore applicable to the proposed project,
_ and has been agreed to by the project sponsor as Pro]ect M1t1gat10n Measure 5 (full text provided in the
“Mitigation Measures"” section below). The noise stady prepared in accordance with Mitigation Measure
F-3 (Project Mitigation Measure 3) addressed noise levels at the proposed outdoor spaces, and concluded
that due to the distance to the primary noise source (Mariposa Street), the shielding effect from the
_proposed building itself, and the proposed four-foot-tall rooftop parapet, ambient noise levels on the
rooftop would below 60 dBA (Ldn) and would not limit the enjoyment of the open space.'s

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan aréa, within two miles of a public airport, or

in the vicinity of a private alrstmp Therefore, topic 12e and f from the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G is
not applicable,

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in signiﬁcanf project-level or comulative
noise impacts that were not identified in the Eastexn Neighborhoods PEIR.

Signiicant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Toples: - . . Project Site ' Identified in PEIR Information Identiffed in PEIR
6. AIR QUALITY —Would the pm]ect. .
a) Conﬂnct with or obstruct implementation of the 1 ' ' 5
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 0 X
substantially. o an existing or préjected air
quality violafion?
¢) Result in a cumdlatively considerable net . <
increase of any criterla pollutant for which the = = D . =
project region is. non-attainment under an
applicable federal, state, or reglonal ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)'7
d) Expose sensitive receptors to  substantial 0 <
pollutant concentrations?
g) Create objectionable odors affecting a :
substantial number of people? . U O - d X )
1 Ibid,
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The Bastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from
" construction activities and impacts to sensitive land uses’® as a result of exposure to elevated levels of
diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods
' PEIR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce these air quality impacts to less-than-
significant levels and stated that with implementation of identified mitigation measures, the ‘Area Plan
would be consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the applicable air quality plan at that time.
All other air quality impacts were found to be less than significant.

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 addresses air quality impacts during construction,
PEIR Mitigation Measure G-2 addresses the siting of sensitive land uses near sources of TACs and PEIR”
Mitigation Measures G-3 and G4 address proposed uses that would emit DPM and other TACs.

Construction Dust Conirol

‘Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality requires individual
projects involving construction activities to include dust control measures and to maintain and operate
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. The San
Francisco Board of Supervisors subsequently approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco
Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance
176-08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance is to reduce the
quantity of fdgiﬁve dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction WOI‘,‘k'iI‘l order to
protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and
to avoid orders to stop work by DBL Project-related construction activities would result in construction
dust, primarily from ground-disturbing activities. In compliance with the Construction Dust Control
Ordinance, the project sponsor and contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site
would be required to control construction dust on the site through a combination of watering disturbed '
areas, covering stockplled materials, street and sidewalk sweeping and other measures.

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

Criteria Air Pollutants

While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that at a program-level the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in significant regional air quality impacts, the PEIR states that
“Individual development projects undertaken in the future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans
would be subject to a significance determination based on the BAAQMLDY's quantifative thresholds for
individual projects.”2 The BAAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide
screening criteria?! for determining whether a project’s criteria air pollutant emissions would violate an

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

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastexn Naghborhood’s Rezoning anid Area Plans Final Envxronmental Impact Report. See

page 346. Available online at: http:/fwww. st—glannmg org/Modules/ShowDocument. aspx?documenﬁd—lloo Accessed hune 4,
2014.

© #Bay Area Alr Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011. See pp. 32 to 3-3.
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air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria’air pollutants. Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, projects that
meet the screening criteria do not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. Criteria air
pollutant emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project would meet the Air
Quality Guidelines screening criteria, as the proposed project involves the construction of a five-story, 20-
unit residential building which is well below the criteria air pollutant screening sizes for an Apartment,
Low-Rise Building (451 dwelling units for operational and 240 dwelling units for construction).
Therefore, the project would not have a significant impact related to criteria air pol]utants and a detalled
air quality assessment 1s not required.

Health Rlsk

Since cerhﬁcatlon of the PEIR, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective
December 8, 2014)(Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all
wrban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposuré Zone. The proposed proieét is
not within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone as defined in Article 38 are -
areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant sources, exceed health protective standards for

cirmulative PMas concentration, cumulative excess cancer risk, and” mcorporates health vulnerability
factors and proximity to freeways.

Constmchon

As discussed above, the project site is not located within an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.

' Therefore, the remainder of Miﬁgdtidn Measure G-1 that requires the minimization of constmction
- exhaust emissions is not applicable to the proposed project.

Siting Sensitive Land Uses

The proposed project would include development of 20 dwelling units which is considered a sensitive
land use for purposes of air quality evaluation: As discussed above, the project is not within an Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone and Article 38 is not applicable to the proposed project. Therefore, PEIR
Mitigation Measure G-2 Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses is not applicable to the proposed project, and
impacts related to sifing of new sensitive land uses would be less than significant.

Siting New Sources’

The proposed project would not be expécted to genexaté 100 trucks pex} day or 40 refrigerated trucks per
day. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-3 is not applicable. In addition, the
proposed project would not include any sources that would emit DPM or other TACs, Therefore, Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measute G4 is not applicable and impacts related to siting new sources
of pollutants would be less than significant.

Conclusion
For the above reasons, none of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR air quality mitigation measures are

applicable to the proposed project and the project would not result in significant air quality impacts that
were not identified in the PEIR,
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Signiffcant : Significant No Significant )
Impact Peculiar ~ Significant Impact due to Impact not
. . - . to Project or ' Impact not Substantlal New Previously .
Topics: . ' Project Site Identified In PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —
Would the projeck
‘a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either N O N ’ ‘ X

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

b} .Conﬂict. with any applicablev plan, policy, or 1 ' 1 A | K
regulation of an agency adepted for the purpose .
of reducing the emissions of greenhpuse gases?

- The-Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the GHG emissions that could result from rezoning of the
Central Waterfront Area Plan under the three rezoning options. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning
Options A, B, and C are anticipated to result in GHG emissions on the order of 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 metric tons
of COzE2 per service population,? respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that the
resulting GHG emissions from the three options analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods ‘Area Plans
wmﬂﬂ be less than qu?mﬁc:mf Nao mlhgahrm meastires were identified in the PEIR.

Regulations outlined in San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions have. proven
effective as San Francisco’s GHG emissions have measurably reduced when compared to 1990 emissions’
levels, demonstrating that the City has met and exceeded EO $-3-05, AB 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean
Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020, The proposed project was determined to be consistent
with San Francisco's GHG Reduction Strategy.?* Other existing regulations, such as those implemented
through AB 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s contribution to climate change. Therefore, the
proposed project’s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans .
and regulations, and thus the proposed project’s contribution to GHG emissions would not be
cumulatively considerable or generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a
: sighiﬁcant impact on the environment.

Because the proposed project is within the development projected under the Bastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on greenhouse gas emissions (including
cumulative fmpacts) beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

2 CO2E, defined as equivalent Carbon Dioxide, is a quantity that describes other greenhouse gasas in'terms of the amount of Carbon
' Dioxide that would have an equal global warming potential.

2 Memorandum from Jessica Range to Enviroranental Planning staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Commumty Plan Exemptions in
Eastern Neighborhoods, Apzil 20, 2010. This memorandum prov1des an overview of the GHG analysis conducted for the -
Bastern Neighborhoods PEIR and provides an analysis of the emissions using a service population (equxvalent of total number
of residents and employees) metric,

- 2 Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 595 Mariposa Street, May 5, 2015.
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Significant Significant No Significant '
Significant impact Impact not Impact due fo Impact not
Pacullar fo Project Identifled in Substantial New Previously
Taples: or Profect Site PEIR information Identified in PEIR
8. WIND AND SHADOW —Would the
project:
a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects O
public areas?

- b) Creale new 'shadow in a wmanner that . . <
substantially afiects outdoor recreation facilifies .
or other public areas?

Wind

Based upon experience of the Planning Department in reviewing wind analyses and expert opinion on
other projects, it is generally (but not always) the case that projects under 80 feet in height do not have the
potential to generate significant wind impacts. Although the proposed 58-foot-tall building (up to 73 feet
including the elevator penthouse) would be taller than the immediately adjacent two-story building to
the south, it would be similar in height to existing three- to six-story buildings in the surrounding area.
For the above reasons, the proposed project is not anticipated to cause significant 1mpacts related to wind
that were not identified in the Eastern Nelghborhoods PEIR.

Shadow

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

The proposed project would construct an approximately 58-foot-tall building (up to 73 feet including the
- elevator penthouse). The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis to determine
whetlier the proposed project would have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks. The results
of the shadow fan showed that the project had the potential to cast new shadow on Mariposa Park, a non-
Section 295 park that is located approximately 340 feet west of the project site. Therefore, a shadow study
was conducted for the proposed project. In comparison to the shadow fan analysis, the shadow study
captured existing shadow from intervening buildings and more accurately modeled the design and
location of the proposed building’s elevator penthouse. According to the shadow study, the project as

propose ed would not result in any new shading on Manposa Park, nor any other open space. in the
vicinity of the project site.?s

% Prevision Design, Shadow Analysis Report for the Proposed Project at 595 Mariposa Street, August 5, 2015.
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The proposed project would shade pottions of nearby streets and sidewalks and private prdperty at times
within ‘the project vicinity. Shadows wpon streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels commonly
expected in urban areas and would be considered a less-than-significant effect under CEQA. Although -
occupants of nearby property may regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in
shading of private properties as a result of the proposed project would not be considered a significant
impact under CEQA. o :

For the above reasons, the proposed project Would not result in significant project-level and cumulative
impacts related to shadow that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant -

.. Impact Pecuilar Significant Impact.gue fo | Impact not
3 . , to Profect or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topies: . Project Sife Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
"9, RECREATION—Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 1 O ) ’ X -
regional parks or other recreational faciities such
that substantial physical deferioration of ihe
faciliies would occur or be accelerated?-
b) Include recreational faciliies or require the R ’ ] .} XK
construction or expansion of recreational
- facllities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment? o
c) Physically degrade existing recreaﬁonal O - | O K

resources?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR conchuded that implementation of the. Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in substantial or accelerated deterioration of éxisﬁng
. recreational resources or require the construction or expansion of recreaﬁdnal facilities that may have an
adverse effect on the:environment. No.mitigation measures related to recreahonal resources were
1dent1ﬁed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR,

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

" An update of the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) of the General Plan was adop’ted in April
2014. The amended ROSE provides a 20-year vision for open spaces in the City. It includes information
and policies about accessing, ‘acquiring, funding, and managing open spaces in San Francisco. The -
amended ROSE identifies areas within the BEastern Neighborhoods Plan area for acquisition and the
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locations where proposed new open spaces and open space connections should be built, ‘consistent with
PEIR Improvement Measure H-2: Support for New Open Space. Two of these open spaces, Daggett Park
and at 17* and Folsom, are set to open in 2015 and 2016, respectively. In addition, the amended ROSE
identfifies the role of both the Better Streets Plari {refer to “Transportation” section for déScription) and the
Greéen Connections Network in open space and recreation. Green Connections are special streets and
paths that conmect people to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront, while enhancing the ecology of the
street environment. Six routes identified within the Green Connections Network cross the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan area: Mission to Peaks (Route 6); Noe Valley to Central Waterfront (Route 8), a
portion of which has been conceptually designed; Tenderloin to Potrero (Route 18); Downtown to
Mission Bay (Route 19); Folsom, Mission Creek to McLaren (Route 20); and Shoreline {Route 24).

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

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Pecullar Significant Impact due fo . Impact not
to Profect or . Impact not Substantial New Previously

Topics: Project Site Identified In PEIR Information:  ldentified in PEIR

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS—Would the projeck;

a) Exceed waslewater treatment requirements of 53
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control = - b o =
Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new ' ] . [ 0 X
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new 0 0 O )
storm waler drainage facilities or expansion of ’
existing faciliies, the construction of which could
cause slgnificant environmental effects? i

d) Have sufficdent water supply. available to serve 0 ' ] ) 0 )
the project from existing entitiements and
resaurces, or require new or expanded water”
supply resources or entitiements?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater O ' ' 0 0 =
treatment provider that would serve the project
that 1t has inadequate capacity to sefve the
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing cammitments? _

f)- .Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted . il 0 4

. capacity to accommodate the projects solid
waste disposal needs? ) ] .

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes O 0 0 4
and regulations related to solid waste?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not
result in-a significant impact to the provision of water, wastewater collection and treatment, and solid
waste collection and disposal. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. '
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Since certification of the PEIR, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) adopted the 2010
Urban Water-Management Plan (UWMP) in June 2011. The UWMP update includes City-wide demand
projections to the year 2035, compares available water supplies to meet demand and ,presents'water
demand management measures to reduce long-term water demand. Additionally, the UWMP update
includes a discussion of the conservation requirement set forth in Senate Bill 7 passed in November 2009
mandating a statewide 20% reduction in per capita water use by. 2020. The UWMP includes a
quantification of the SFPUC's water use reduction targets and plan for meeting these objectives. The
UWMP projects sufficient water supply in normal years and a supply shortfall during prolonged
_ droughts. Plans are in place to institute varying degrees of water conservation and rationing as needed in
response to severe droughts. ‘ '

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

- As the proposed pro]ect is within the development projected under the Eastern Ne1ghborhoods Rezorung
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on utilities and service systems beyond those
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

. s}gnlﬂcant Sigm‘ﬂcant‘ No Significant
Impact Pecullar Significant Impact duse to Impact not
X to Projector - Impact not Substantial New . Previously
Topics: . Project Site Identified in PEIR Information - Ildentified In PEIR
11. PUBLIC SERVICES—Would the
project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 1 . D 1 X

associated with the provision of, or the need for,

new or physically altered governmental facilities,

the construction of which could cause significant |
environmental Impacts, In order to maintain

acceplable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any public

services such as fire protection, police

protection, schools, parks, or other services?

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

Because the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional project-level or cumulative impacts on public
services beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR:
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Significant Slgnificant No Significant
-Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
. . fo Profect or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topies: R : ! Project SHe [dentified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

" 12, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES —Would
the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly | [1 O
- or through habitat modifications, on any species

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-

status specles in focat or regional plans, policies,

.or regulations, or by the California Department of

Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service?

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

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally M
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (inciuding, but noi fimited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct

removal filling, hydrological mterTupt\on, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any | ] 0
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or 1mpede the use of
native wildlife hursery sites? .

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 0 O
* protecting biclogical resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 0 1
Conservation  Plan, Natural  Community
Conservation Pian, or other approved local,
regional, or state habilat conservation plan?

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the Eastern NeighBorhodds Plan areaisina developed
urban environment that does not provide native natural habitat for any rare or endangered plant or
animal spedes. There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands in the Plan Area that
could be affected by the development anticipated under the Area Plan. In addition, development
envisioned under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan would not substantially interfere with the
movement of any resident.or migratory wildlife species. For these reasons, the PEIR concluded that

implementation of the Area Plan would not result in significant impacts on biological resources, and no
mitigation measures were identified.

The project site is located within Central Waterfront Plan area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan
and therefore, does not support habitat for any candidate, sensitive or special status species. As such,

implementation of the proposed project would not result in 51gmﬁcant Impacis to blologlcal Tesources not
identified in the Bastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Slgnificant ) Significant No Significant
{mpact Peculiar Significant tmpact due fo Impact not
to Project or Impact not - Substantfal New Previously
Topics: . . ) ) Project Site, Identified In PEIR Information Identified In PEIR
13.. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Would the
project:
a) Exbo,se people or structures to potenfial - ) . .'
" substantial adverse effects, including the risk of O o . U &
loss, injury, or death involving: .
)  Ruplure of a known earthquake fault, as : '
. defineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo U = D . &
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known
fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and
" Geology Special Publication 42.)
. iy Strong seismic ground shaking? O ] O X
iiiy Seismic-related ground failure, Including. 0 ] ] '
liquefaction?
iv) lLandslides? N ] 1 =
b)  Resuit in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 0 g . ] <
topsoil?
c)' Be located on geologlc unit or soll that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a U L D o
result of the project, and poleptially result in on- ..
or offsite landslide, lateral . spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
d) Be located oﬁ expansive soll, as defined in : :
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform- Building Code, H L L |X!
creating substantial risks to life or property? ) )
e} Have soils incapable of adequafely supporting - 0 ’ | . : <

the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater? :

f} Change substantially the topography or any O . ] [ Y
unique geologic or physical features of the site? ‘ .

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

A geotechmnical investigatiori was prépared for the proposed project? The investigation found that the
‘project site is underlain by heterogeneous fill and vary-ing depth to bedrock? and concluded that a mat

2 H. Allen Gruen, Geotechmical Engineer, Geotechnical Inveshgahon Planned Development at 595 Manposa Street, San Francisco,
California. December 7, 2014.-
7 Greenish brown serpentinite bedrock was located at 9 feect below ground surface.
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foundation would adequately support the proposed structure. The geotechnical report also stated that
drilled piers could be used to support the proposed structure. The project is required to conform to the
San Francisco Building Code, which ensures the safety of all new construction in the City. DBI will
review the project-specific geotechnical report during its review of the building permit for the project. In
addition, DBI may require additional site specific soils report(s) through the building permit application
process, as needed. The DBI requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit
application pursuant to DBI's implementation of the Building Code would ensure that the proposed
‘project would have no significant impacts related to soils, seismic or other geological hazards.

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact related to seismic and

geologic hazards and would not result in significant projéct—level or cumulative impacts related to-

geology and soils that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. No mitigation measures
are necessary.

Significant : Slgnificant No Significant
Impact Peculjar - Significant - Impact due fo Impact not

o Projecior Impact pot Substantial New Previcusly

Topics: Project Site " Identified In PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY —Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waéte D‘ 0
discharge requirements? ’

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or . O n

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge

such that there would be a net deficit.in aquifer

volume or a fowering of the local groundwater

table level (e.g., the production rate of pre- -

existing nearby wells would drop o a level which

would not support existing land uses or planned

uses for whichi permits have been granted)?

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

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattem of - [}
: the site or area, including through the alteration of

the course of a stream or river, or substantially

increase the rate or amount of surface runoffin a

manner that would result in flooding on- or off--

site? .

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

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

B
0
O
X

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

O
=
X

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area - 0
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?
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Significant - Significant No Slgnificant
Impact Pecullar - Slgnificant Impact due fo Impact not
. to Profect or Impact not . Substantial New Previously
Topics: R Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Jdentified in PEIR
)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk 1 1 0O X
of loss, injury or death involving fiooding, :
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam? . .
) Expose people or structures 1o a'signiﬂcant risk | O O . 1 K

X

of loss, injury or death involving inundation by
" seiche, tsunami, or mudfiow?

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

. The amount of imPer\iious surface coverage on the site would not change with implementation of the
proposed project as the entire project site is currently covered with asphalt. As a resulf, the proposed
project would not increase stormwater runoff beyond what was studied in the Eastern. Neighiborhoods
PEIR. ' ' : :

Therefore, the proposed'project would not result if any significant project-level or cumulative impacts
.related to hydrology and water quality that were not identified in the Fastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant

Impact Pecullar ’ Significant Impact due to Impact not
. ' .ta Project or Impact not Substantfal New Previously
Topics: : . Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Jdentified In PEIR

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS —Would the project:

“a) Create a significant hazard fo the public or the O | (] 5
environment through the routine transpor, use, i
. or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the O ’ 0 O 4
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions invoiving the
release of hazardous materials into  the
environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous ] o O 1 X
or acutely hazardous- materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school? ’

d) _Be located on a site which is included on a listof O 1 . o . & -
hazardous malerials sites compiled pursuant to : .
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
" public or the environment? ’

g) For a project located within an airport land use < 1 .| <
plan or, where such a plan has not been : :
" adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a -
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?
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Slgnificant . Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
tfo Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously .
Tapics: = Project Site identlfied In PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 0 o 0 : K
airstrip, would the project resull in a safety )
hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere O O O 3
with an adopted emergency response plan or : : :
emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk - O . | 0 = ‘
of loss, injury, or death invplv’mg fires? , ' -

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

Hazardous Building Materials

The Bastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development in the Plan Area may involve
demolition or renovation of existing structures containing hazardous building materials. Some building
materials commonly used in older buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during an
acddent or during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials
addressed in the PEIR include asbestos, electrical equipment such as transformers and fluorescent light
ballasts that contain PCBs or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent lights containing merciry
vapors, and Jead-based paints. Asbestos and lead based paint may also present a health risk to existing
building occupants if they are in a deteriorated ‘condition. If removed during demolition of a building,

these materials would also require special disposal procedures. The Eastern. Neighborhoods PEIR
identified a significant impact associated with hazardous building materials including PCBs, DEHP, and -

mercury and determined that that Mitigation Measure I-1: Hazardous Building Materials, as outlined
below, would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Because the proposed project would not
include demolition or renovation of an existing building, Mitigation Measure L-1 would not apply.

S0il and Groundwater Contamination

Since certification of thé,PEIR, Article 22A of the Health Code, also knoWn as the Maher Ordinance, was
expanded to include properties throughout the City where there is potential to encounter hazardous
materials, primarily industrial zoning districts, sites with industrial uses or underground storage tanks,
sites with historic bay fill, and sites in close proximity to freeways or underground storage tanks. The
over-arching goal of the Maher Ordinance is to protect public health and safety by 'requiIing appropriate
handling, treatment, disposal and when necessary, mitigation of contaminated soils that are encountered

in the building construction process. Projects that disturb 50 cubic yards or more of soil that are located’

on sites with potentially hazardous soil or groundwater within Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area are
subject fo this ordinance.
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The proposed pfoject is located within the Article 22A (Maher) area and would involve.up to
approximately .6 feet-of excavation below ground surface and approximately 140 cubic yards of soil
disturbance. Therefore, the project is subject to Article 22A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher
Ordinance, which is admirdstered and overseen by the Department of Public Health (DPH). The Maher
Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified professional to prepare a Phase
I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets the requirements of Health Code Section 22.A.6.

The Phase I would determine the pqtenﬁal for site contamination and level of exposure risk associated
with the project. Based on that information, the préject sponsor may be required to conduct soil and/or
groundwafer sampling and analysis. Where such analeis reveals the presence of hazardous substances
in excess of state or federal standards, the project sponsor is required to submit a site mitigation plan
(SMP) to the DPH or other appropriate state or federal agency(ies), and to remediate any site
contamination in accordance with an approved SMP prior to the issuance of any building permit.

In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor submitted a Maher Application and a

- Phase I ESA® to DPH.% Based on the Phase 1 ESA, the project site consisted of vacant land (circa 1900), a
wagon shed (cizca 1914), vacant lot (circa 1946-2000), and was occupied by an auto sales lot in the early.
2000’s before becoming unoccupied-in 2014. The Phase I ESA did not identify evidence of Recognized
Environmental Conditions in connection with the project site.

Since the project site is located in the Maher area and the proposed project would require more than 50
cubic yards of soil disturbance, the proposed project is subject to the Maher Ordinance, which is
administered and overseen by the Department of Public Health. Therefore, the proposed project would
not result in any significant impacts related to hazardous materials that were not identified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR. '

Naturalty Occurring Asbestos

The proposed project would involve up to approximately six feet of excavation below ground surface
and the project site is underlain by serpentine bedrock. Project construction could potentially release
serpentinite into the atmosphere. Serpentinite commonly contains naturally occurring chrysotile
asbestos (NOA) or tremolite-actinolite, a fibrous mineral that can be hazardous to human health if
airborne emissions are inhaled. In the absence of proper controls, NOA could become airborne
during excavation and handling of excavated materials. On-site workers and the public could be
exposed to airborne asbestos unless appropriate control measures are implemented. Although the
California Air Resources Board (ARB) has not identified a safe exposure level for asbestos in

. residential areas, exposure to low levels of asbestos for short periods of time poses minimal risk.? To
address health concerns from exposure, to NOA, ARB enacted an Asbestos Airborne Toxic
Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations in July
2001. The requirements established by the Asbestos ATCM are contained in California Code of
Regulations (CCR) Title 17, Section 93105% and are enforced by the BAAQMD.

The Asbestos ATCM requires construction activities in areas where NOA is likely to be found to
employ best available dust control measures. ‘Additionally, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors

2 AEI Consultants, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment at 595 Manposa Street, San Franmsco, Ca, August 28, 2014;
2 Russell Yim, SFDPH, email to Don Lewis, 595 Mariposa Street, May 6, 2015,

# California Air Resources Board, Fact Sheet #1 Health Information on Asbestos, 2002 Avaxlable onlme ab:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/Asbestos/lhealth pdf. Accessed August 18, 2014,

31 California Air Resources Board, Operations, fuly 29, 2002.
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approved the Construction Dust Control ‘Ordinance in 2008 to reduce fugitive dust generated
during construction activities. The requirements for dust conirol as identified in the Construction Dust -
Control Ordinance are as effective-as the dust control measures identified in the Asbestos ATCM. Thus,
the measures required in compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would protect the
workers themselves as well as the public from fugitive dust that may also contain asbestos. The project
sponsor would be required to comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would
ensure that significant exposure to NOA would not occur. Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in a hazard to the public or envuonment from exposure to NOA.

For the above reasons, the’ proposed project would not result in sxgmﬁcant 1mpacts related to
hazards or hazardons materials that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Slgnificant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due o Impact not
) {o Project or Impact not Substantial New " Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified In PEIR

T 7

i6. 1\/111\\'" ERAL nI\u ENERGY

RESOURCES — Would the project v '
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known | i N l |

X
mineral resource that would be of vafue to the =
region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally | I ‘ o <
important - mineral resource recovery site
_delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other jand use plan?

¢) Encourage activities which result in the use of 0 ] ) [ X

targe amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use
these in a wasteful manner?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the Area Plan would facilitate the construction of both
new residential units and commercial buildings. Development of these uses would not result in use of
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner or in the context of energy use throughout
the City and region. The energy demand for individual buildings would be typical for such projects-and

~ would meet, or exceed, current state and local codes and standards concerning energy consumption,

including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations enforced by DBI. The Plan Area does not include
any natural resources routinely extracted and the rezoning does not result in any natural resource
extraction programs. Therefore, the Eastern Nejghborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the

Area Plan would not result in a significant impact onx mineral and energy resources. No miﬁgaﬁoh
measures were identified in the PEIR. ‘ :

Because the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on mineral and energy resources beyond
those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Significant . . . Significant - No Significant
Impact Peculjar Significant - Impact due to Impact not
) . fo Project or Impact not Substantlal New - Previously
Toples: ) Project Site Jdentified In PEIR  Information Identified in PEIR

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST
RESOURCES:—~Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Fanmland, Unique Farmland, or . M 1 O E
Farmiand of Statewide Imporance, as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
- Califomia Resources Agency, to non~agr|cultural
use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, . 1 ) | 0 KA.
or a Williamson Act contract? - C :

X

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 0o M
_rezoning of, forest land (as defined in '‘Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or
fimberland (as defined by Public Resources -
Code Section 4526)7 . .

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of m ] : O
- forest land to non-forest use?

X

e) Involve other -changes in the existing O O . O
environment which, -due to theit location or :
nature, could result in conversion-of Farmiand to
. non-agricultural use or forest land fo non-forest
use?

v

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the Area Plam;
therefore the rezoning and community plans would have no effect on agricultural resources. No
ml’agahon measures were identified in the PEIR. The Eastern N elghborhoods PEIR did not analyze the
effects on forest resources.

‘Bécagse the proposed project is within the development projected under the Bastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on agriculture and forest resources
beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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" MITIGATION MEASURES
Archeological Resources

Project Mitigation Measure 1- Procedures for Accidental Dzscovery of Archeologtcal Resources
{Eastern Netghborhoods Mitigation Measure J-2)

" This mltxga‘aon measure is required to avoid any potential adverse’effect on accidentally

discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(a)(c). '

" The project sponsor shall distribute the San Francisco Plarming Departmeﬁt archeological
resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including
demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); and to utilities firms
involved in soils-disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing
activities being undertaken, each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is
dreulated to all field personnel, including machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, and
superviéory persanmel, The project sponsor shall provide the ERO with a signed affidavit from
the responsible paries (pritne contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firms) to the ERO
confirming that all field persornel have received copies of the “ALERT” sheet.

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils-disturbing
activity of the project, the project head foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify
the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vidnity of the
discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken,

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified
archeological consultants maintained by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist.
The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological
resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If.

+ an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the
archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what
action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted
specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.

Measures might ‘include preservation in situ of the archeological resource, an archeological
monitoring program, or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring
program or archeclogical testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the
Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require
that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program -if the archeological
.resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Axcheological Resources Report (FARR)

to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any .djscove.red archeological resource and

describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological

monitoring/data recovery progfam(s‘) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any,
" archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final réport_
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Copies of the Diaft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval, Once approved by
the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site

Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one copy and the ERO shall receive a
copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the. N WIC. The Environmental Planning Division of the.
San Francisco Planning. Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy, and one
unlocked, séarchable PDF copy on a CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public
interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and
distribution from that presented above.

Project Mttlgatwn Measure 2 — Construction Noise (Eastem Neighborhoods Mtttgaﬁon Measure
E-2)

Where environmental review of a deVelopmerit project undertaken subsequent to the adoption of
the proposed zoning controls determines that construction noise controls are necessary due to the

- nature of ‘planned construction practices and the sensitivity of proximate uses, the Planning

Director shall require that the sponsors of the subsequernt development project develop a set of
site-specific noise attenuation measures under the supervision of a qualified acoustical

‘consultant. Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures shall be submitted to the

Department of Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation will be
achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control strategies as
feasible:

¢ Erect temporary plywood noise barziers around a construction s1te, particularly where a site
adjoins noise-sensitive uses; :

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

» Evaluate the feasibi]ity of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise
reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses; '

* Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking hoise measurements;

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

Project Mitigation Measure 3 — Interior Nmse Levels (Eastern Netghborhoods Mztzgatton
Measure F-3)

For new development including noise-sensitive uses located along streets with noise levels above:
60 dBA (Ldn), as shown in EIR Figure 18, where such development is not already subject to the
California Noise Insulation Standards in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the project
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sponsor shall conduct a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements. Such analysis shall be
conducted by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering. Noise insulation
features identified and recommended by the analysis shall be included in the design, as specified
in the San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise to
réduce potential interior noise levels to fhie maximum extent feasible.

Project Mitigation Measure 4 — Siting of Nmse—Sensztwe Uses (Eastern Nelghborhoods
Mitigation Measure F-4)

To reduce potential conflicts between existing noise-generating uses and new sensitive receptors,
for new development including noise-sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall require the
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a sife survey to identify potential noise-
~ generating uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site, and
_including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken at
least every 15 minutes), prior to the first project approval action. The analysis shall be prepared
by persons qualified in ‘acoustical analysis and/or engineering and shall demonstrate with .
reasonable certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and that there are nio
parhcular circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened
concern about noise levels in the vicinity. Should such concerns be present, the Department may
require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis
and/or engineering prior to the first project approval action, in order to. demonstrate that
acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained.

Project Mttwatlon Measure 5 — Open Space in Nozsy Environments (Eastern Nelghborhoods
-Mitigation Measure F-6) : N,)

{
To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new development ihcluding noise-
sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall, throﬁgh its building permit review process, in
_ conjunction with noise analysis required pursuant to Mitigation Measure F-4, require that open
© space required under the Planning Code for such uses be protected, to the maximum feasible
~ extent, from existing ambient noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the
open space, Implementation of this measure could involve, among other things, site design that
uses the building itself to shield on-site open space from the greatest' noise sources, construction
of noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and appropriate use of both common

and private open space in muldti-family dwellings, and implementation would also be undertaken
- consistent with other principles of urban design.

SAN FRANGCISCO
PLARNING DEFARTIRERT
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DA José Cisneros, Treasurer
Property Tax Sactibh

TAX CERTIFICATE

I, David Augustine, Tax Collector of the City and County San Francisco, State of
h California, do hereby certify, pursuant to the provisions of California Govemnment Code |
Section 66492 et. seq., that according to the records of my office regarding the subdivision

identified below: | |

1. There are no liens for unpaid City & County property taxes or special assessments
collected as taxes, except taxes or assessments not yet payable.
2. The City and County property taxes and special assessments which are a lien, but not

yet due, including estimated taxes, have been paid.

Block: 3995
Lot: 022
Address: 595 Mariposa St -

David Augustine, Tax Collector

Dated this 19th day of April 2019. This certificate 1s valid for the earlier of 60 days from -
this date or December 31, 2019. If this certiﬁcaté is no longer valid please contact the
Office of Treasurer and Tax Collector at tax certificate@sfgov.org to obtain another

certificate.
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