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Time: Not before 1:00 PM
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Case Type: Environmental (Draft Environmental Impact Report)
Hearing Body: Planning Commission
PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION
Project Address: 3333 California Street Case No.: 2015-014028ENV
Cross Street(s): California Street, Presidio Avenue, Building Permit: Not filed yet
Masonic Avenue, Euclid Avenue, Applicant/Agent: Laurel Heights Partners,
Laurel Street, & Mayfair Drive Don Bragg
Block /Lot No.: 1032/003 Telephone: (415) 857-9324
Zoning District(s): Residential, Mixed, Low Density E-Mail: dbragg@pradogroup.com#
[RM-1] District
40-X Height and Bulk District
Plan Area: Not applicable

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared a draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) in connection
with this mixed-use project.

The project site is an approximately 10.25-acre parcel in San Francisco’s Presidio Heights neighborhood. The
proposed project would demolish the existing annex building, surface parking lots, and circular garage ramp
structures. Also, the existing four-story office building, which has been determined to be an historic resource, would be
partially demolished and divided into two separate buildings, vertically expanded to include new levels (proposed
building heights of 80 and 92 feet), and adapted for residential use. Thirteen new buildings ranging in height from 37 to
45 feet would be constructed along the perimeter of the site: three multi-story buildings (residential, office, child care,
and ground-floor retail uses) along California Street between Laurel Street and Presidio Avenue; a single multi-story
building (residential uses) along Masonic Avenue; a single multi-story building (residential and ground-floor retail uses)
near the intersection of Euclid and Masonic avenues; seven multi-story townhomes along Laurel Street; and a multi-
story residential building near the intersection of Laurel Street and Mayfair Drive. Overall, the proposed project would
include 558 dwelling units within 824,691 gross square feet of residential floor area; 49,999 gross square feet of office
floor area; 54,117 gross square feet of retail floor area; a 14,690-gross-square-foot child care center; 428,773 gross
square feet of parking with 896 parking spaces; and 236,000 square feet of open areas. Parking would be provided in
four below-grade parking garages and six individual, two-car parking garages. New public pedestrian walkways are
proposed through the site in a north-south direction between California Street and the intersection of Masonic and
Euclid avenues approximately along the line of Walnut Street, and in an east-west direction between Laurel Street and
Presidio Avenue along the line of Mayfair Drive.

A project variant that would replace the office space in the multi-story building along California Street between Walnut
Street and Presidio Avenue with residential uses, would add three new residential floors (proposed building height of
67 feet), and would reduce the retail space is also being considered. Under the project variant there would be
186 additional residential units, for a total of 744 residential units within 978,611 gross square feet of residential floor
area; no office space; 48,593 gross square feet of retail floor area; a 14,650-gross-square-foot child care center;
435,133 gross square feet of parking with 971 parking spaces; and 236,000 square feet of open areas on the project
site.
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Anticipated approvals required for the proposed project or project variant include the following: planning code and
zoning map amendments; Special Use District including modification/waiver of Planning Commission Resolution 4109;
conditional use authorization/planned unit development; development agreement, office allocation, and sidewalk
widening legislation, among others listed in the Draft EIR project description.

The project site was included on the following list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the California Government
Code: State Water Resources Control Board Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites (GeoTracker ID T0607501246)
on February 24, 2003 (GeoTracker website accessed October 17, 2018).

DRAFT EIR: The Draft EIR finds that the proposed 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project would result in the
following significant and unavoidable project-level environmental impacts with mitigation: historical architectural
resources; transportation (transit), and construction noise. The Draft EIR provides a detailed project description, an
analysis of the physical environmental effects of the project, and identification of feasible mitigation measures and
alternatives that would avoid or lessen the severity of impacts. It is available for public review and comment on the
Planning Department’s website at http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs.

The purpose of the public hearing is for the Planning Commission and Department staff to receive comments on the
adequacy of the EIR. The Planning Commission will not respond to any of the comments or take action on the project
at this hearing. Certification of the Final EIR would take place at a later hearing. Call 415-558-6422 the week of the
public hearing for a recorded message giving a more specific time for the hearing. Contact the planner below if you
wish to be on the mailing list for future notices.

In addition, there will be a public hearing before the Historic Preservation Commission on Wednesday, December 5,
2018 at 12:30 p.m. or later in order for the Historic Preservation Commission to provide its comments on the Draft EIR.

Public comments on the Draft EIR will be accepted from November 8, 2018 to 5:00 p.m. on December 24, 2018.

NOTE: The Project Sponsor has applied to the Governor of the State of California to proceed as an Environmental
Leadership Development Project under Public Resources Code Chapter 6.5 (commencing with section 21178), which
provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the certification of the EIR or the approval of the
project described in the EIR is subject to the procedures set forth in sections 21185 to 21186, inclusive, of the Public
Resources Code. In accordance with Public Resources Code section 21186(a) and (b), documents and other
materials placed in the record of proceedings can be found at www.ab900record.com/3333cal. If the Governor certifies
this project as an Environmental Leadership Development Project, additional notice will be separately provided
regarding such certification, in accordance with the requirements of the Public Resources Code.

FOR MORE INFORMATION OR TO SUBMIT COMMENTS ON THE EIR, PLEASE CONTACT:
Planner: Kei Zushi Telephone: (415) 575-9038 E-Mail: CPC.3333CaliforniaEIR@sfgov.org

GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

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

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

CDs and paper copies of the Draft EIR are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the first floor
of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, and referenced materials are available for review by appointment (call the
planner listed below). Hard copies are also available at the Main Library and Presidio Branch Library for review at the
library. Written comments should be addressed to Kei Zushi, EIR Coordinator, San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or emailed to CPC.3333CaliforniaEIR@sfgov.org.
Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Draft EIR Responses to Comments
document.

R X EAREEE: 415.575.9010 | Para informacién en Espariol llamar al: 415.575.9010 2
Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121




3333 CALIFORNIA STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
VOLUME 1

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT: CASE NO. 2015-014028ENV
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2017092053

DRAFT EIR PUBLICATION DATE: NOVEMBER 7, 2018
DRAFT EIR PUBLIC HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 13, 2018
DRAFT EIR PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: NOVEMBER 8, 2018 - DECEMBER 24, 2018

WRITTEN COMMENTS SHOULD REFERENCE
THE CASE NO. AND BE SENT TO:

Kei Zushi, EIR Coordinator

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103 SAN FRANCISCO
CPC.3333CaliforniaEIR@sfgov.org PLANNING

DEPARTMENT







TABLE OF CONTENTS

3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

VOLUME 1
LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS ..ot iX
SUMMARY ...ttt sttt ettt st st e et e e Rt e se e s e e besbe et e e et eneeseeseaseeneneenee s e e eneene e S.1
S.1 e 0] 1T AR 0] 1Y £ SR S.1
S.2 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures.... S.
S.3 Summary of Project AIEINAtiVES .........ccooveieiieice e S.40
SA4 Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved...........cccccoccevveiennene S.55
1. INTRODUGCTION ...ttt ettt nrente e e ens 1.1
A. PrOJECE SUMMAIY ....oviiiicicciecie ettt ettt sre et et s ae e be e b ens 1.1
B. Purpose of this Environmental Impact REpOrt ...........cccoovviieiiiniiiiese e 1.2
C. Environmental REVIEW PrOCESS.........civeieieieeieiesie e 14
D. Organization of thiS EIR........cccoiiiiieic et 1.22
2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION. ...ttt sttt e ae s s tee e e sane e 2.1
A o] [T @Y T AT SRS 2.1
B. Project SPoNnSor’s ODJECHIVES........c.coivieiiiiiie et 2.12
C. Project Location and Site CharaCteristiCS..........ccoovvvveviveieerieniieiese e 2.13
D. Proposed Project CharaCteriStiCS.........cuvviiiiieiiiicie e 2.19
E. Intended USeS Of the EIR..........ccoviiiiiieicce e 2.105
3. PLANS AND POLICIES ...ttt 3.1
A. San Francisco GeNeral PIaN..........ccooviiiiiiieiiieieeee s 3.1
B. San Francisco Planning COE..........coeviiiiiiiiieee s 3.6
C. Other Local Plans and POLICIES.........ccccueiviieieie et 3.12
D. Regional Plans and POLICIES ...........cceviiieiiiiiie et 3.13
4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS ...t 4.A.1
A. INEFOAUCTION ...t nre s 4.A1
B. Historic Architectural RESOUICES. ........coveviiiiiinieiesieieee s 4B.1
C. Transportation and Circulation.............ccoceveieiiiciein e 4.C.1
D. NOISE aNd VIDIatioN.........ccveiiiieiiie et 4D.1
E. AT QUANIEY ... s 4E.1
F. Initial Study SUPPIEMENT ... 4F.1
5. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS........ocoiitieeieiee e s 5.1
A. Growth-INducing IMPACES. ........oiiiieieiieie st 5.1
B. Significant Unavoidable IMPacts ..........ccccevvvieiiii e 5.3
C. Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes..........cccccvvvvivevevveienie e, 55
D. Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved...........cccccooovvieinnnes 5.7
November 7, 2018 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project

Case No. 2015-014028ENV i Draft EIR



Table of Contents

6. ALTERNATIVES ..ottt ettt e eba e s sateesateas 6.1
A. LA oo 10wt (o] o [T 6.1
B. Alternative A: NO Project ARErNatiVe.........ccocvvveve i 6.23
C. Alternative B: Full Preservation — Office Alternative.........cccocoveeviiiiiiciecinnennn 6.28
D. Alternative C: Full Preservation — Residential Alternative...........cocccovevveeenee. 6.65
E. Alternative D: Partial Preservation — Office Alternative ..........cccoeeeevveiveeeenee 6.100
F. Alternative E: Partial Preservation — Residential Alternative ............ccoveenneee. 6.135
G. Alternative F: Code Conforming AIternative..........ccoceevvveencenienc e 6.170
H. Environmentally Superior AIErNative ..........cccoveiieiii i 6.210
l. Alternatives Considered but REJECLEd ..........ccoviriiiririiieeee e 6.214
7. AUTHORS AND PERSONS CONSULTED ....ocviiieeeciee et 7.1

VOLUME 2: APPENDICES (on enclosed CD)

Volume 2a
Appendix A:  Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of
Public Scoping Meeting, September 20, 2017
Appendix B:  Initial Study — 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project (including
Water Supply Assessment), April 25, 2018

Volume 2b
Appendix C:  Historic Architectural Resources Evaluations

Appendix C-1: Carey & Co., California Department of Parks and Recreation
Primary Record, Building, Structure, and Object Records for Laurel
Heights Building and Laurel Heights Annex Building, July 31, 2010

Appendix C-2: LSA, Historic Resources Evaluation, Volumes 1 and 2,
December 28, 2017

Appendix C-3: Corbett and Bradley, National Register of Historic Places
Registration
Form, April 19, 2018

Appendix C-4: San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resources Evaluation
Response, Part 1, May 14, 2018, and Part 2, May 14, 2018

Volume 2c
Appendix D:  Transportation and Circulation Calculation Details and Supporting
Information
Appendix E:  Noise Measurement and Calculation Data
Appendix F:  Air Quality Calculation Details and Supporting Information
Appendix G:  Alternatives Analysis — Transportation and Circulation

November 7, 2018 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
Case No. 2015-014028ENV i Draft EIR



Table of Contents

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2.1:
Figure 2.2:
Figure 2.3:
Figure 2.4:
Figure 2.5:
Figure 2.6:
Figure 2.7:

Figure 2.8:
Figure 2.9:
Figure 2.10:
Figure 2.11:
Figure 2.12:
Figure 2.13:

Figure 2.14:
Figure 2.15:
Figure 2.16:
Figure 2.17:
Figure 2.18:
Figure 2.19:
Figure 2.20:
Figure 2.21:
Figure 2.22:
Figure 2.23:

Figure 2.24:
Figure 2.25:

Figure 2.26:
Figure 2.27:

Figure 2.28a:
Figure 2.28b:

Figure 2.29:
Figure 2.30:
Figure 2.31:
Figure 2.32:
Figure 2.33:
Figure 3.1:

Figure 3.2:

Figure 4.A.1:

Figure 4.B.1:
Figure 4.C.1:

(0] 1< o oo 1 [ PSSP 2.3
EXISTING ST ..ottt st st seeeneeeesne e 2.4
Proposed SIte PLAN..........ooiiie et 25
Proposed Center Building A and Center Building B Elevations.......................... 2.20
Proposed California Street and Presidio/Masonic Avenue Elevations................. 221
Proposed Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street Elevations.............cccccovovviiivnennnn. 2.22
View of Proposed Plaza A, Plaza B, and Walnut Buildings Along

California Street (LOOKING EASL).......c.coviiiiiiiiiieneeee e 2.27
View of Proposed Center Buildings A and B From Walnut Street (Looking

SOULN ettt 2.28
View of Proposed Walnut, Plaza A, and Plaza B Buildings Along

California Street (LOOKING WESL) .....coiiiiieieciecie et 2.29
View of Proposed Center Building B and Masonic Building from Pine

Street (LOOKING WESL) .....cuviuiiiiieieiieieie e 2.30
View of Proposed Masonic Building and Center Building B from Masonic

Avenue (LooKing SOUtNWESL).........ccvciiiiiic i s 2.31
View of Proposed Euclid Building and Euclid Green Along Euclid Avenue

(LOOKING EBSL) ...t e 2.32
View of Proposed Mayfair Building and Laurel Duplexes Along Laurel

Street (LOOKING SOULN) ... 2.33
Proposed Center Building A and Center Building B Sections.........c..cccccvevevnenee. 2.37
Proposed Plaza A Building Elevations and Sections............cccecevvevvevcincienienne, 241
Proposed Plaza B Building Elevations and Sections............ccccccevvvviveveiniieinenne. 2.43
Proposed Walnut Building Elevations and Sections ...........ccccceecevvvivenesiniiennne 2.47
Proposed Masonic Building Elevations and Sections ............ccccccvvvvvveveivcienneane. 2.51
Proposed Euclid Building Elevations and Sections.............ccccceeevvivveviiecinennenne. 2.53
Proposed Laurel Duplex Elevations and Typical Section ...........cccccovevniieniennen. 2.57
Proposed Mayfair Building Elevations and Sections ..........cc.cceccevevvvenviiennnenne 2.59
PropOSEU SITE ACCESS.....viiviiieeieitectreite e et ste et ste st e s te et te e e e be s e e sbestaeeesreens 2.62
Proposed California Street Garage and Center Building B Garage -

Basement LEVEI Bl.........ccooiiiiiee e 2.63
Proposed California Street Garage - Basement Level B2 .........ccccoevvevvivcveinene 2.65
Proposed California Street Garage and Center Building B Garage -

Basement LEVEI B3........ooo oot 2.67
Proposed MasOniC Garage.........cceveieiririnierieireie st 2.69
Proposed Mayfair GArage.........cccveiveieeeiiiie e ettt 2.71
Existing Streetscape and Proposed Streetscape Changes — Presidio Avenue.......2.81
Existing Streetscape and Proposed Streetscape Changes — Masonic Avenue......2.82
Proposed OPEN SPACE .......ecueieeieie ittt ste e ste sttt sbesae e 2.85
Preliminary Construction Phasing Diagram..........cccccovoeeenienieeneneeene e 2.92
Preliminary EXcavation Plan ............ccccceviiiiiiiiie e 2.97
Project Variant Site PIan ..o 2.102
Proposed Walnut Building Elevations and Sections for Project Variant ........... 2.103
ZONING DISTIICES 1..vvevteitecie ettt et aesreeneas 3.7
Height and BUIK DiStFICES .......cccveiieiiieiie et 3.9
CUMUIALIVE PrOJECES. .. ettt 4.A.12
Character Defining Features of 3333 California Street...........cccocvvevivivviienne 4.B.23
Transportation Study Area and Study INtersections..........cccocveveevevveciesesn e, 4.C.3

November 7, 2018
Case No. 2015-014028ENV

3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project

il Draft EIR



Table of Contents

Figure 4.C.2: EXisting Transit NEIWOIK ........c.ccoiiiiiiiiieie e 4.C.9
Figure 4.C.3: EXisting BicyCle NetWOrK...........ccooiiiiiiiiei e 4.C.24
Figure 4.D.1: Sound Level Measurements LOCAtIONS........c.cccvvverueieiieeieneeiee s sie e eee e 4.D.8
Figure 4.D.2: Representative Offsite Receptor LOCAtiONS ........c.cccevvevvevviieve e 4.D.13
Figure 4.E.1: Project Boundary and Air Quality Modeling EXtent...........cccocovoveveiniiennnnnnn. 4.E.28
Figure 4.E.2: Sensitive Receptor Parcels in the Immediate Vicinity of Project Site ............. 4.E.30
Figure 4.E.3: Summary of Preliminary Phasing for Project Construction and Operation...... 4.E.31
Figure 4.E.4: Modeled Construction Sources for Preliminary Construction Phasing

o 100 = o o OSSR 4.E.42
Figure 4.E.5: Emergency Diesel Generator LOCALIONS...........cccovvrirerenenienieieesese s 4.E.45
Figure 4.E.6: Modeled Operational TraffiCc ROULES..........cccoovviiirininiie e 4.E.46
Figure 4.E.7: Modeled Off-Site Sensitive Receptor LOCations............cccevvevevievececiesiesnenn, 4.E.57
Figure 4.E.8: Maximally Exposed Individual Sensitive Receptor Locations......................... 4.E.59
Figure 6.1:  Alternative A: No Project Alternative —Site Plan..........ccoovovniiineniicic 6.24
Figure 6.2:  Alternative B: Full Preservation — Office Alternative Site Plan...............ccco........ 6.30
Figure 6.3:  Alternative B: Full Preservation - Office Alternative Building Massing.............. 6.33
Figure 6.4:  Alternative B: Full Preservation - Office Alternative Site ACCESS ...........ccevnene. 6.35
Figure 6.5:  Alternative C: Full Preservation — Residential Alternative Site Plan................... 6.67
Figure 6.6:  Alternative C: Full Preservation — Residential Alternative Building

IVIBSSING -ttt bbb bbbt 6.69
Figure 6.7:  Alternative C: Full Preservation — Residential Alternative Site Access............... 6.72
Figure 6.8:  Alternative D: Partial Preservation - Office Alternative Site Plan..................... 6.102
Figure 6.9:  Alternative D: Partial Preservation - Office Alternative Building Massing....... 6.105
Figure 6.10: Alternative D: Partial Preservation — Office Alternative Site Access................ 6.108
Figure 6.11: Alternative E: Partial Preservation - Residential Alternative Site Plan.............. 6.137
Figure 6.12: Alternative E: Partial Preservation - Residential Alternative Building

IVIBSSING vttt bbb 6.139
Figure 6.13: Alternative E: Partial Preservation — Residential Alternative Site Access......... 6.143
Figure 6.14: Alternative F: Code Conforming Alternative - Site Plan ..........c..cccoceveiveiennns 6.172
Figure 6.15: Alternative F: Code Conforming Alternative — Building Massing..................... 6.175
Figure 6.16: Alternative F: Code Conforming Alternative — Site ACCESS...........ccvververrereennne. 6.179
LIST OF TABLES
Table S.1:  Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project or Project Variant Identified in

TNE ETR . S.6
Table S.2:  Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project or Project Variant

Identified in the Initial Study (EIR AppendiX B) ........ccoceiiiiiiieiiieeneeeee S.27
Table S.3:  Comparison of Characteristics of the Proposed Project, Project Variant,

ANd EIR AREINALIVES .....veeiecieceie ettt sra e nre s S.49
Table S.4:  Comparison of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project, Project

Variant, and EIR AREINALIVES ......oeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et ee e S.53
Table 2.1:  ProjECt SUMMAIY ....cuviiiiiiiiiiiie ittt ettt 2.8
Table 2.2:  Characteristics of Proposed Buildings on the Project Site ..........cccovevvvvniiienienns 2.23
Table 2.3:  Parking SUMIMAIY ......cccooiiiiiiieie ettt sttt st sresbeenaesaeene s 2.73
Table 2.4:  Prop0Sed OPEN SPACE ........cieiueriiieieisiesie ettt bbb 2.84
Table 2.5:  Preliminary Construction Phasing Program ............ccccoorininineneisisinesesieens 2.94
Table 2.6:  Characteristics of Proposed Buildings on the Project Site under the Project

[V LT T SRS 2.100

November 7, 2018

3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project

Case No. 2015-014028ENV iv Draft EIR



Table 4.B.1:
Table 4.C.1:
Table 4.C.2:
Table 4.C.3:
Table 4.C.4:
Table 4.C.5:
Table 4.C.6:
Table 4.C.7:
Table 4.C.8:
Table 4.C.9:
Table 4.C.10:
Table 4.C.11:
Table 4.C.12:
Table 4.C.13:
Table 4.C.14:
Table 4.C.15:
Table 4.C.16:
Table 4.C.17:
Table 4.C.18:
Table 4.C.19:
Table 4.C.20:

Table 4.C.21:
Table 4.C.22:
Table 4.C.23:
Table 4.C.24:
Table 4.C.25:
Table 4.C.26:
Table 4.C.27:
Table 4.C.28:
Table 4.D.1:
Table 4.D.2:
Table 4.D.3:
Table 4.D.4:
Table 4.D.5:
Table 4.D.6:
Table 4.D.7:
Table 4.D.8:
Table 4.D.9:

Table 4.D.10:

Table of Contents

3333 California Street Character Defining Features Identified in the HRER ..4.B.21
StUAY INTEISECLIONS .....vecvieiie ettt reens 4.C4
Roadway Facilities in the StUdY Ar€a ........ccccceviveveiiiie e 4.C5
Existing Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita..........ccocvevevivrieniviieerenenneen, 4.C.8
Local MUNi OPEIatioNS.........ccueiiieieieiee e steee et see e 4.C.10
Muni Directional Line Analysis — Existing Conditions ............c.ccccceevevvennne, 4.C.12
Muni Lines Displayed by Screenline and Corridor...........cccoovioevviiencinenenne 4.C.14
Muni Downtown Screenlines — Existing Conditions ...........cccccovvviviieiiieciens 4.C.15
Regional Screenlines — Existing Conditions ...........ccoccovvinineninenesesiiene 4.C.18
Transportation Demand Management Plan ..o 4.C.45
Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled — Existing Conditions...............c......... 4.C.50
Person-Trip Generation (Internal and External Trips Combined).................... 4.C.54
Person-Trip Generation (Internal Trip Capture).........coceovvvinieieneneieieiniens 4.C.55
Vehicle Trip DistribDULION ......c.coviiiiiiccccc s 4.C.57
External Person-Trip Generation by Mode .........ccccoeviiiiivieiiccc s 4.C.58
Net-New External Vehicle-Trips. ... 4.C.60
Freight Loading Demand...........ccccceeviiieiiie sttt 4.C.61
Proposed Muni Forward Changes ...........cccoveieieieeic s 4.C.66
Construction ACtiVIty DY PRASE ..........coeiiiiiiiiineiereeeee s 4.C.70
Parking Rate SUMIMAIY ........cccooiiiiiriiieieieie s 4.C.77
Muni Downtown Screenlines and Individual Routes — Baseline and

Baseline Plus Project Variant Conditions...........c.ccoovrerereiniininincse e 4.C.85
Regional Transit Screenlines — Baseline and Baseline Plus Project Variant

Conditions — Weekday A.M. Peak Hour (Inbound) ........c.cccceevviiiiiiinciennn, 4.C.89
Regional Transit Screenlines — Baseline and Baseline Plus Project Variant

Conditions — Weekday P.M. Peak Hour (Outbound) ..........ccccvvvrvninincniennn. 4.C91
Projected 2040 Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled — Cumulative

CONAITIONS ...ttt sttt b et 4.C.102
Muni Downtown Screenlines — Cumulative Conditions — Weekday A.M.

Peak Hour (INDOUN) .....cveiiiiiieieicee e 4.C.106
Muni Downtown Screenlines — Cumulative Conditions — Weekday P.M.

Peak Hour (OUthoUN) ......cceiieiiiicie e 4.C.107
Regional Transit Screenlines — Cumulative Conditions — Weekday A.M.

Peak Hour (INBOUNG) ......cveiieiiecce e 4.C.110
Regional Transit Screenlines — Cumulative Conditions — Weekday P.M.

Peak Hour (OUDOUN) .....oveiiiiicicece e 4.C.111
Parking Demand and Proposed SUPPIY .....cocvovevieiiiiciiceece e 4.C.118
Representative Environmental NOise LeVelS.........ccoocvvieiiiiiviiiieeceee e 4D.3
Summary of Long-Term (LT) Noise Monitoring Results in the Project

RV To1 131 2SS 4.D.9
Summary of Short-Term (ST) Noise Monitoring Results in the Project

VICINILY (ABA) ..ot et 4.D.10
Sensitive Receptors in the Project VICINItY ........ccoccvvvinineneiciiisesene e 4.D.12
Vibration Guidelines for ANNOYANCE.........c.cccueeiveiieie e 4.D.17
Vibration Guidelines for Potential Damage to Structures..........cococevevverveninnns 4.D0.17
San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise............... 4.D.20
Representative Construction Equipment Noise Levels — Peak Hourly Use .....4.D.24
Representative Construction Equipment Noise Levels — Average Hourly

O L TP TP P P UPPTPURPUPPPPRR 4.D.26
Vibration Source Levels for Construction EQUIPMENT .........cccocvvviviicienenennns 4.D.31

November 7, 2018

Case No. 2015-014028ENV

3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
Draft EIR



Table of Contents

Table 4.D.11:
Table 4.D.12:

Table 4.D.13:
Table 4.D.14:

Table 4.D.15:
Table 4.D.16:
Table 4.D.17:
Table 4.D.18:
Table 4.D.19:

Table 4.D.20:
Table 4.D.21:

Table 4.E.1:
Table 4.E.2:

Table 4.E.3:

Table 4.E.4:

Table 4.E.5:
Table 4.E.6:
Table 4.E.7:
Table 4.E.8:
Table 4.E.9:

Table 4.E.10:

Table 4.E.11:

Table 4.E.12;

Table 4.E.13:

Table 6.1;
Table 6.2;
Table 6.3;
Table 6.4:
Table 6.5:

Table 6.6;
Table 6.7;

Preliminary Construction Equipment List by ACtiVity........ccccccovveieiiiicninnnenn, 4.D.34
Peak Construction Noise Levels at Offsite Receptors and Compliance with

Federal Transit Administration Criteria .........cocooviirienineneieesesese e 4.D.38
Highest Noise Increases over Ambient Levels During Construction............... 4.D.40
Onsite Construction Noise Levels and Compliance with Federal Transit
AdMINISIration CrItEITA........ceiiiiee et 4.D.48
Maximum Anticipated Construction Groundborne Vibration Levels at

Offsite SenSitive RECEPLOIS .......oii it 4.D.53
Maximum Anticipated Construction Groundborne Vibration Levels at

OFFSItE SITUCTUIES ... eevviiiee ettt aenre e 4.D.54
Maximum Anticipated Construction Groundborne Vibration Levels at

SF Fire Credit Union BUilding .........cccccveiiiiiiiiicceceecccecese et 4.D.55
Maximum Anticipated Construction Groundborne Vibration Levels at

ONSITE RECEPIONS. . .ivitieeieieiieiie sttt 4.D.57
Project-Related Traffic Noise Levels Near Area Roadways.........c...ccccvevennen. 4.D.63
Estimated Future Traffic Noise Levels at New Occupied Buildings ............... 4.D.66
Cumulative Traffic Noise Levels Near Area Roadways ...........ccccovvverenennnn. 4.D.72
Summary of San Francisco Air Quality Monitoring Data (2013-2017)............. 4E.4
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status

for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin ..........ccocviiiiiieneiiisse e 4.E.7
Air Quality Index Statistics for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin for

OZONB... bbb 4E.11
2017 Annual Average Ambient Concentrations of Carcinogenic Toxic Air

LO00] 017144141 ] £ SS 4.E.15
Criteria Air Pollutant ThresholdsS ..o 4.E.33
Emissions from the Proposed Project During Construction and Operations.... 4.E.48
Emissions from the Project Variant During Construction and Operations....... 4.E.49
Emissions from the Proposed Project During Operations at Full Build-Out.... 4.E.51
Emissions from the Project Variant During Operations at Full Build-Out ...... 4.E.53
Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.5 Concentration Contributions from the
Proposed Project and Project Variant at Maximally Exposed Off-Site

[ T0T=] 01 (0] £ U RURRRSR 4.E.58
Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.5 Concentration Contributions from the
Proposed Project and Project Variant at the Maximally Exposed On-Site

[ T0T=] 01 (0] £ ST RUPRURRR 4.E.61
Cumulative Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.5 Concentration Contributions

from the Proposed Project at Maximally Exposed Off-Site Receptors............ 4.E.68
Cumulative Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.5 Concentration Contributions

from the Proposed Project at the Maximally Exposed On-Site Receptors....... 4.E.69
Comparison of Characteristics of the Proposed Project, Project Variant,

ANd EIR AREINALIVES ..ottt 6.13
Comparison of Person-Trip and Vehicle-Trip Generation Estimates by

Mode — External Trips, and Parking Rate Summary for the Proposed

Project, Project Variant, and EIR Alternatives..........ccococevoveienienienenece e 6.16
Ability of Alternatives to Meet Basic Project ObjectiVes..........cccocvevevivniernnienne 6.17
Comparison of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project, Project

Variant, and EIR AEINATIVES ....ooooiiiiiieieeee ettt r e st e e e s s resaraeereeesanns 6.21
Alternative B Vehicle-Trip Generation Comparison — External Trips................. 6.43
Alternative B Parking Rate SUMMAIY ........ccccceiiiiirieieiie e 6.45
Alternative C Vehicle-Trip Generation Comparison — External Trips................. 6.81

November 7, 2018
Case No. 2015-014028ENV

3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project

Vi Draft EIR



Table of Contents

Table 6.8:  Parking Rate Summary for Alternative C..........ccccoooiiiiiniiiieiciceeeeeiees 6.83
Table 6.9:  Alternative D Vehicle-Trip Generation Comparison— External Trips................ 6.116
Table 6.10: Parking Rate Summary for Alternative D ... 6.118
Table 6.11:  Alternative E Vehicle-Trip Generation Comparison — External Trips............... 6.152
Table 6.12:  Parking Rate Summary for Alternative E.............ccooiiviiineninie e 6.153
Table 6.13:  Alternative F Vehicle-Trip Generation Comparison — External Trips................ 6.188
Table 6.14:  Parking Rate Summary for Alternative F ... 6.190
November 7, 2018 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project

Case No. 2015-014028ENV Vil Draft EIR



This page intentionally left blank

November 7, 2018 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
Case No. 2015-014028ENV viii Draft EIR



LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ABAG

AC Transit
ADT
APEZ

AQI
BAAQMD
BART
California Register
Caltrans
CAPCOA
CARB
CEQA

Cco

CO2e
CPMC

dB

dBA

DBI

DEPH
DPM

EIR

ERO

FAR

FCC

FFIC

GGT

GHG
HABS/HALS

HMUPA
HPC
HRE
HRER
HVAC
1-80
in/sec
JCCSF
LEED
LOS

LT
MMRP
mph
MTC
Muni
National Register
NOP
NOx
NO>

Association of Bay Area Governments
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit

Average Daily Traffic

Air Pollutant Exposure Zones

Air Quality Index

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Bay Area Rapid Transit

California Register of Historical Resources
Californian Department of Transportation
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
California Air Resources Board

California Environmental Quality Act
carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide equivalents

California Pacific Medical Center

decibel

decibel a-weighted

Department of Building Inspection
diethylhexyl phthalate

diesel particulate matter

Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Review Officer

floor area ratio

Federal Communications Commission
Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company
Golden Gate Transit

greenhouse gases

Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape
Survey

Hazardous Materials Unified Program Agency
Historic Preservation Commission

Historic Resource Evaluation

Historic Resource Evaluation Response
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
Interstate 80

inches per second

Jewish Community Center of San Francisco
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Level of Service

Long-Term

Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program
miles per hour

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
San Francisco Municipal Railway

National Register of Historic Places

Notice of Preparation

oxides of nitrogen

nitrogen dioxide

November 7, 2018
Case No. 2015-014028ENV

3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
iX Draft EIR



NPDES
NPS
OPR
OSHA
Os

Pb
PCBs
PG&E
PM
PMyo

PM;s

ppm
PPV

ROG
ROSE
RWQCB
Samtrans
SB
SFMTA
SFPUC
SHPO
SO,
SUD
TACs
TASC
TAZ
TDM
TNC
TOG

ucC
UCSF
U.S.C.
U.S. EPA
U.S. 101
VMT
VOCs
WETA
Hg/m®

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Park Service

Office of Planning and Research
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
ozone

lead

polychlorinated biphenyls

Pacific Gas & Electricity

particulate matter

PM composed of particulates that are

10 microns in diameter or less

PM composed of particulates that are

2.5 microns in diameter or less

parts per million

peak particle velocity

reactive organic gases

Recreational and Open Space Element
Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Mateo County Transit

Senate Bill

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
State Historic Preservation Office

sulfur dioxide

Special Use District

toxic air contaminants

Transportation Advisory Staff Committee
transportation analysis zone
Transportation Demand Management
transportation network companies

total organic gases

University of California

University of California, San Francisco
United States Code

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Highway 101

vehicle miles traveled

volatile organic compounds

Water Energy Transportation Authority
micrograms per cubic meter

November 7, 2018
Case No. 2015-014028ENV

3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
X Draft EIR



SUMMARY

This Summary chapter is intended to highlight major areas of importance in the environmental
analysis as required by section 15123 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. This chapter briefly summarizes the 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
(referred to in this environmental impact report [EIR] as “the proposed project”) and the Walnut
Building Variant (referred to in this EIR as “the project variant”). Following the synopsis of the
proposed project and its project variant, a summary table presents the environmental impacts of
the proposed project and its project variant identified in the EIR by topic and the mitigation
measures identified to reduce or lessen significant impacts. Improvement measures, which are not
required to mitigate significant impacts but would further reduce the magnitude of less-than-
significant effects, are also identified. Significant impacts identified in the initial study prepared
for the proposed project and project variant are listed in a separate summary table, along with the
mitigation measures that would reduce them to less-than-significant levels. Following these
summary tables is a description of the alternatives to the proposed project and project variant that
are addressed in this EIR and tables that compare the characteristics and environmental impacts
of those alternatives with those of the proposed project and project variant as well as other project
alternatives. The chapter concludes with a summary of environmental issues to be resolved and
areas of known controversy.

Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project or Project Variant Identified in the EIR,
beginning on p. S.6, provides an overview of the following:

e Environmental impacts with the potential to occur as a result of the proposed project or
project variant;

o The level of significance of the environmental impacts before implementation of any
applicable mitigation measures;

e Mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce significant environmental impacts;
e Improvement measures that would reduce less-than-significant impacts; and

o The level of significance for each impact after the mitigation measures are implemented.

S.1 PROJECT SYNOPSIS

The project site is an approximately 10.25-acre parcel in San Francisco’s Presidio Heights
neighborhood. The project sponsor, Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, owns the site and leases it to
the Regents of the University of California, which uses the site for its University of California,
San Francisco (UCSF) Laurel Heights Campus. Prior to the project sponsor’s recent acquisition
of fee title to the site, the project sponsor had entered into a 99-year pre-paid ground lease with
the Regents in 2014. The campus contains a four-story, 455,000-gross-square-foot office building
(including a 93,000-gross-square-foot, three-level, partially below-grade parking garage) at the
center of the site; a one-story, 14,000-gross-square-foot annex building at the corner of California
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and Laurel streets; three surface parking lots; and landscaping or landscaped open space. Current
uses on the campus are office, research, laboratory, child care, and parking. UCSF is in the
process of shifting its uses to other campus locations in the city. The independently operated child
care center would also be relocated, and the site would be completely vacated prior to the onset of
any construction activities. UCSF’s closure of the laboratory uses and the handling and disposal
of all associated hazardous materials that are currently stored on-site would be conducted in
accordance with all local, state and federal regulations as administered through the San Francisco
and California departments of public health and as outlined in the UCSF Environmental Health
and Safety Plan.

The project sponsor proposes a mixed-use project for the 3333 California Street site. The existing
annex building, surface parking lots, and circular garage ramp structures would be demolished.
The existing office building would be partially demolished and divided into two separate
buildings, expanded to include two to three new levels, and adapted for residential use. The
proposed project also includes the construction of thirteen new residential and mixed-use
buildings in different locations around the site. Overall, the proposed project would include
558 dwelling units within 824,691 gross square feet of residential floor area; 49,999 gross square
feet of office floor area; 54,117 gross square feet of retail floor area; a 14,690-gross-square-foot
daycare center; 428,773 gross square feet of parking with 896 parking spaces; and 236,000 square
feet of open areas.

A total of 896 parking spaces would be provided in four below-grade parking garages and in six
two-car parking garages serving a row of duplexes along Laurel Street, 353 more than are on the
project site now and including replacing the 60 existing public parking spaces. New public
pedestrian walkways would cross the site in a north-south direction between California Street and
the intersection of Masonic and Euclid avenues approximately along the line of Walnut Street and
in an east-west direction between Laurel Street and Presidio Avenue along the line of Mayfair
Drive. The proposed project would be constructed over an approximately 7- to 15-year period in
four phases. A preliminary phasing and construction program for a seven-year construction
timeline that includes construction and site occupancy overlaps has been developed for purposes

of evaluating project impacts; however, the order of the construction phasing may change.

A project variant is being considered that would change the uses and height of the proposed
Walnut Building. With the variant, the building’s proposed office space would be replaced with
residential uses, three new residential floors would be added (for a total height of 67 feet), and the
retail space and the daycare center space would be reduced. Overall, with the variant there would
be 186 additional residential units, for a total of 744 residential units within 978,611 gross square
feet of residential floor area; no office space; 48,593 gross square feet of retail floor area;

L University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Office of Environmental Health and Safety (EHS),
UCSF EHS Process for Decommissioning Facilities, September 17, 2018.
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a 14,650-gross-square-foot child care center; and 435,133 gross square feet of parking with
970 parking spaces. The amount of space devoted to open areas would be the same as under the
proposed project. The project variant would be developed under the same seven-year, four-phase
construction program as the proposed project.

S.2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

The Planning Department published a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact
Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting on September 20, 2017, announcing its intent to
prepare and distribute an EIR (the NOP is presented as EIR Appendix A). On April 25, 2018, the
planning department published an initial study announcing its intent to prepare and distribute a
focused EIR (the initial study is presented as EIR Appendix B). The initial study found that the
proposed project or project variant would have potentially significant impacts in the areas of
Cultural Resources (historic architectural resources), Transportation and Circulation, Noise and
Vibration, and Air Quality. It also found that the proposed project’s or project variant’s impacts
on other environmental topics (Land Use and Planning, Population and Housing, Cultural
Resources (archeological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources), Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, Wind and Shadow, Recreation, Utilities and Service Systems, Public Services,
Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Mineral and Energy Resources, and Agriculture and Forestry Resources) would either
be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation, or that the proposed project or
project variant would have no impact. Thus, topics analyzed in this EIR are Cultural Resources
(Historic Architectural Resources), Transportation and Circulation, Noise and Vibration, and Air

Quality.

All impacts of the proposed project or project variant and associated mitigation measures and
improvement measures identified in this EIR are summarized in Table S.1. These impacts are
listed in the same order as they appear in the text of Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and
Impacts, of this EIR. For the topics evaluated in the EIR, the levels of significance of impacts
before and after implementation of applicable mitigation measures are identified as:

o No Impact — No adverse changes (or impacts) to the environment are expected.

e Less Than Significant — Impact that does not exceed the defined significance criteria or
would be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with
existing local, state, and federal laws and regulations.

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

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

Where applicable, Table S.1 identifies project revisions or conditions, expressed as mitigation
measures that would reduce the identified impact(s) to less-than-significant levels. The impact’s
level of significance after implementation of the required mitigation measure is provided in the
column labeled “Level of Significance after Mitigation.” All mitigation measures and
improvement measures that are applicable to the proposed project are also applicable to the
project variant.

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

impacts, as well as the basis for any proposed improvement measures.

As described below in Table S.1, this EIR identifies three significant and unavoidable impacts
with mitigation related to historic architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and noise
and vibration. The proposed project or project variant would have significant and unavoidable

impacts with mitigation because it would:

e Materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of the 3333 California
Street Midcentury Modern-designed corporate campus that justify its inclusion in the
California Register of Historic Resources;

e Result in an adverse transit capacity impact on San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni)
route 43 Masonic during the weekday a.m. peak hour under baseline plus project
conditions; and

e Expose people to a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
along Euclid Avenue, Laurel Street, and California Street and on site after occupancy of
the first phase of the four-phase construction program.

The proposed project or project variant would also result in a significant transportation-related
impact related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT); however, this impact would be reduced with
mitigation. All project impacts discussed in this EIR are identified in Table S.1 for the proposed
project and project variant, with mitigation measures that would reduce significant impacts to
less-than-significant levels, where feasible. Table S.1 also identifies improvement measures that
could be implemented by the project sponsor to further reduce the less-than-significant impacts of
the proposed project or project variant.
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The initial study identified topics that were determined not to apply to the proposed project or
project variant and topics where the proposed project or project variant would have no impact, a
less-than-significant impact, or an impact that would be less-than-significant with mitigation. For
significant impacts, mitigation measures are identified that would reduce these impacts to a less-
than-significant level. As shown in Table S.2: Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed
Project or Project Variant Identified in the Initial Study (EIR Appendix B), beginning on p. S.27,
the initial study identified five significant impacts related to cultural resources (archeological
resources, human, remains, tribal cultural resources), biological resources, and geology and soils
that would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of the mitigation
measures identified.
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Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project or Project Variant Identified in the EIR

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

Section 4.B, Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural Resources)

CR-1: The proposed project or S Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a: Documentation of Historical Resource SUM
project variant would cause a Prior to issuance of demolition or site permits, the project sponsor shall undertake Historic
substantial adverse change in the American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey-like (HABS/HALS-like)
significance of a historical documentation of the building and associated landscape features. The documentation shall
resource as defined in section be undertaken by a professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
15064.5 of the CEQA Qualifications Standards for Architectural History, History, or Architecture (as
Guidelines. appropriate) to prepare written and photographic documentation of 3333 California Street.

The specific scope of the documentation shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Department but shall include the following elements:

Measured Drawings — A set of measured drawings shall be prepared that depict the
existing size, scale, and dimension of the historic resource. Planning Department
Preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings or an as-built set of
architectural drawings (e.g., plans, sections, elevations). Planning Department Preservation
staff will assist the consultant in determining the appropriate level of measured drawings;

Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey-Level
Photographs — Either Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey
(HABS/HALYS) standard large-format or digital photography shall be used. The scope of
the digital photographs shall be reviewed by Planning Department Preservation staff for
concurrence, and all digital photography shall be conducted according to the latest
National Park Service (NPS) standards. The photography shall be undertaken by a
qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS/HALS photography.
Photograph views for the data set shall include contextual views; views of each side of the
building and interior views, including any original interior features, where possible;
oblique views of the building; and detail views of character-defining features, including
landscape elements.
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Table S.1 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact,

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

All views shall be referenced on a photographic key. This photographic key shall be on a
map of the property and shall show the photograph number with an arrow to indicate the
direction of the view. Historic photographs shall also be collected, reproduced, and
included in the data set.

HABS/HALS Historical Report — A written historical narrative and report shall be
provided in accordance with the HABS/HALS Historical Report Guidelines. The written
history shall follow an outline format that begins with a statement of significance
supported by the development of the architectural and historical context in which the
structure was built and subsequently evolved. The report shall also include architectural
description and bibliographic information.

Video Recordation — Video recordation shall be undertaken before demolition or site
permits are issued. The project sponsor shall undertake video documentation of the
affected historical resource and its setting. The documentation shall be conducted by a
professional videographer, one with experience recording architectural resources. The
documentation shall be narrated by a qualified professional who meets the standards for
history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate) set forth by the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations Part
61). The documentation shall include as much information as possible—using visuals in
combination with narration—about the materials, construction methods, current condition,
historic use, and historic context of the historical resource. This mitigation measure would
supplement the traditional HABS/HALS documentation, and would enhance the collection
of reference materials that would be available to the public and inform future research.

Softcover Book — A Print-on-Demand softcover book shall be produced that includes the
content from the historical report, historical photographs, HABS/HALS photography,
measured drawings, and field notes. The Print-on-Demand book shall be made available to
the public for distribution.
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Table S.1 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

The project sponsor shall transmit such documentation to the History Room of the San
Francisco Public Library, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the Planning Department,
and the Northwest Information Center. The HABS/HALS documentation scope will
determine the requested documentation type for each facility, and the project sponsor will
conduct outreach to identify other interested groups. All documentation will be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Department’s Preservation staff before any demolition or
site permit is granted for the affected historical resource.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b: Interpretation of the Historical Resource

The project sponsor shall facilitate the development of an interpretive program focused on
the history of the project site. The interpretive program should be developed and
implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in displaying
information and graphics to the public in a visually interesting manner, such as a museum
or exhibit curator. This program shall be initially outlined in a proposal for an interpretive
plan subject to review and approval by Planning Department Preservation staff. The
proposal shall include the proposed format and location of the interpretive content, as well
as high-quality graphics and written narratives. The proposal prepared by the qualified
consultant describing the general parameters of the interpretive program shall be approved
by Planning Department Preservation staff prior to issuance of the architectural addendum
to the site permit. The detailed content, media and other characteristics of such interpretive
program shall be approved by Planning Department Preservation staff prior to issuance of
a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy.

The interpretative program shall include but not be limited to the installation of permanent
on-site interpretive displays or screens in publicly accessible locations. Historical
photographs, including some of the large-format photographs required by Mitigation
Measure M-CR-1a, may be used to illustrate the site’s history.

The primary goal is to educate visitors and future residents about the property’s historical
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Table S.1 (continued)
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact,
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

themes, associations, and lost contributing features within broader historical, social, and
physical landscape contexts. These themes would include but not be limited to the subject
property’s historic significance as a Midcentury Modern corporate campus designed by
Edward B. Page with a landscape designed by Eckbo, Royston & Williams. The
interpretive program should be developed in coordination with the archeological program,
which would likely include interpretation of the subject property’s inclusion in the larger
site of California Registered Landmark 760, Former Site of Laurel Hill Cemetery.

CR-2: The proposed project or
project variant would not
materially alter, in an adverse
manner, the physical
characteristics of any off-site
historical resources that justify
their inclusion in the California
Register of Historical Resources.

LTS

None required

N/A

C-CR-1: The impacts of the
proposed project or project
variant, in combination with
other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not materially
alter, in an adverse manner, the
physical characteristics of
historical resources that justify
their eligibility for inclusion in
the California Register of
Historical Resources, resulting in
a cumulative impact.

LTS

None required

N/A
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Table S.1 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation

TR-1: Construction of the LTS Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Project Construction Updates N/A
proposed project or project To minimize construction impacts on access for nearby residences, institutions, and

variant would not result in businesses, the project sponsor should provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses

substantial interference with with regularly updated information regarding construction, including construction

pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel or parking lane

circulation and accessibility to closures, and sidewalk closures via a newsletter and/or website.

adjoining areas thereby resulting

in potentially hazardous

conditions.

TR-2: The proposed project or S Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Reduce Retail Parking Supply SM
project variant would cause The proposed project or project variant shall provide retail parking in an amount not to

substantial additional VMT exceed the existing neighborhood rate of 1.55 spaces per 1,000 gross square feet by

and/or substantially induce 38 percent (or 2.14 spaces per 1,000 gross square feet).

automobile travel.

TR-3: The proposed project or LTS Improvement Measure I-TR-3: Driveway Queue Abatement N/A

project variant would not cause
major traffic hazards.

It will be the responsibility of the owner/operator of the proposed parking garage to ensure that
recurring vehicle queues do not occur on the public right-of-way. A vehicle queue is defined as
one or more vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking any portion of any public street,
alley or sidewalk for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.

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

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following: redesign of
facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue capacity; ingress/egress
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Summary
Table S.1 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

restrictions, such as limiting access to right-in/right-out; employment of parking
attendants; installation of “LOT FULL” signs with active management by parking
attendants; use of valet parking or other space-efficient parking techniques; use of parking
occupancy sensors and signage directing drivers to available spaces; transportation
demand management strategies such as customer/employee shuttles, delivery services;
and/or parking demand management strategies such as parking time limits, paid parking,
time-of-day parking surcharge, or validated parking.

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is present, the
department will notify the property owner in writing. Upon request, the owner/operator will
hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than
seven days. The consultant will prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the department
for review. If the department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility
owner/operator will have 90 days from the date of the written determination to abate the queue.

TR-4: The proposed project or S Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Monitor and Provide Fair-Share Contribution to SUM
project variant would result in an Improve 43 Masonic Capacity

adverse transit capacity Based on an evaluation of the transit ridership generated by the proposed project or project

utilization impact for Muni route variant, monitoring of transit capacity utilization for the 43 Masonic route shall be initiated

43 Masonic during the weekday when the first phase of development has been completed and occupied.

a.m. peak hour under baseline

conditions. The transit monitoring phase shall involve the following steps.

e The project sponsor shall fund a transit capacity study to be reviewed and
approved by the SFMTA. The project sponsor shall obtain current ridership on
the 43 Masonic route from SFMTA and an assessment of the capacity utilization
shall be conducted at the 43 Masonic route’s maximum load point for weekday
a.m. peak hour conditions.

o If the capacity utilization exceeds 85 percent, a fair share contribution payment
shall be made to SFMTA by the project sponsor, calculated in a Transit
Mitigation Agreement, to contribute to the cost of providing additional bus
service or otherwise improving service on the 43 Masonic route.
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Summary
Table S.1 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

The fair share contribution as documented in EIR Appendix D shall not exceed the
following amounts across all phases. Payment of the following fair share contribution
levels would mitigate the impacts of the estimated transit ridership added by full
development of the proposed project or project variant.

e Proposed Project — $182,227

e  Project Variant — $218,390

SFMTA will determine whether adding bus(es) or other measures are more desirable to
increase capacity along the route and will use the funds provided by the project sponsor to
implement the most desirable measure, which may include, but is not limited to, the
following:

1. Instead of adding more buses to a congested route, increase travel speeds along
the route, which would allow for buses to move faster, thus increasing efficiency
and reliability. In this case, the project sponsor’s fair share contribution may be
used to fund a study to identify appropriate and feasible improvements and/or
implement a portion of the improvements that would increase travel speeds
enough to increase capacity along the bus route. Such improvements could
include transit only lanes, transit signal priority, and transit boarding
improvements.

2. Increase capacity along the corridor by adding a new Muni service route in this
area. If this option is selected, the project sponsor’s fair share contribution may
fund the purchase of the new vehicles.

If the capacity utilization with the proposed project or project variant based on SFMTA’s
ridership data is less than 85 percent after a particular phase of the proposed project or
project variant is completed and occupied, then the project sponsor’s fair share payment
shall be $0 and the process shall repeat at the subsequent phase. Each subsequent fair share
calculation shall take account of amounts paid for prior phases, to ensure that payments are
not duplicative for the same transit rider impacts.
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Summary
Table S.1 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

TR-5: The proposed project or
project variant would not result
in an adverse impact related to a
substantial increase in transit
delays.

LTS

None required

N/A

TR-6: The proposed project or
project variant would not cause
significant impacts on regional
transit.

LTS

None required

N/A

TR-7: The proposed project or
project variant would not result
in substantial overcrowding on
public sidewalks, create
potentially hazardous conditions
for pedestrians, or otherwise
interfere with pedestrian
accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas.

LTS

None required

N/A

TR-8: The proposed project and
project variant would not create
potentially hazardous conditions
for bicyclists and would not
interfere with bicycle
accessibility to the project site or
adjoining areas.

LTS

None required

N/A
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Summary
Table S.1 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact,

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

TR-9: The proposed project’s or
project variant’s freight loading
demand would be met during the
peak loading hour.

LTS

Improvement Measure I-TR-9a: Schedule and Coordinate Deliveries

Per Planning Code section 169.5, the project will maintain a transportation demand
management (TDM) coordinator.? The project’s TDM coordinator will work with delivery
providers and building tenants to schedule and coordinate loading activities to ensure that
any freight loading/service vehicles can be accommodated either in the proposed on-street
or on-site/off-street loading spaces. Loading and moving activities will be minimized
during peak periods and spread across the day, thereby reducing activity during the peak
hour for loading. The TDM coordinator will work with tenants to find opportunities to
consolidate deliveries and reduce the need for peak period deliveries whenever possible.
Deliveries will be scheduled to minimize loading activities during peak periods and reduce
potential for conflicts with traffic, transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians on the surrounding
street network. Freight loading/service wvehicles will be monitored and actively
discouraged from parking illegally or obstructing traffic, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
flow along the project frontages.

Improvement Measure I-TR-9b: Monitor Loading Activity and Implement Loading
Management Strategies as Needed

After completion of the proposed project or project variant, the project sponsor will
conduct a utilization study of commercial and passenger loading spaces. If the result of the
study indicates that fewer than 15 percent of the loading spaces (e.g., 1 space) are available
during the peak loading period, the project sponsor will implement loading management
strategies and/or provide additional or expanded loading supply to meet the loading
demand.

N/A

2 The project sponsor of a development project subject to the requirements of planning code section 169 must designate a TDM coordinator. The TDM
coordinator may be an employee for the development project (e.g., property manager) or the project sponsor may contract with a third-party provider(s) (e.g.,
transportation brokerage services as required for certain projects pursuant to planning code section 163). The TDM coordinator shall be delegated authority to
coordinate and implement the TDM Plan.
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Table S.1 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

Additional loading strategies could include (but are not limited to):

Expanding efforts to coordinate with parcel delivery companies to schedule
deliveries during off-peak hours

Installing delivery supportive amenities such as lock boxes and unassisted
delivery systems to allow delivery personnel access and enable off-peak hour
deliveries

Coordinating delivery services across buildings to enable the delivery of several
buildings’ packages to a single location

Requiring deliveries to the retail and restaurant components of the proposed
project or project variant to occur during early morning or late evening hours
Reserving on-street parking spaces for smaller delivery vehicles through the
SFMTA Temporary Signage Program

TR-10: The proposed project’s
or project variant’s passenger
loading demand would be met
during the peak loading hour and
would not create hazardous
conditions or significant delays
for transit, bicycles or
pedestrians.

LTS

None required

N/A

TR-11: The proposed project or
project variant would not result
in significant impacts on
emergency access to the project
site or adjacent locations.

LTS

None required

N/A

C-TR-1: Construction of the
proposed project or project
variant, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future

LTS

None required

N/A
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Table S.1 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

projects, would not result in a
cumulatively considerable
contribution to cumulative
construction-related
transportation impacts.

C-TR-2: The proposed project’s
or project variant’s incremental
effects on regional VMT would
be significant, when viewed in
combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable
future projects.

S See Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Reduce Retail Parking Supply, above.

SM

C-TR-3: The proposed project
or project variant would not
contribute considerably to a
major traffic hazard.

LTS None required

N/A

C-TR-4: The proposed project
or project variant would not
contribute considerably to
significant cumulative transit
capacity impacts on Muni
screenlines.

LTS None required

N/A

C-TR-5: The proposed project
or project variant would not
contribute considerably to
significant cumulative transit
delay impacts.

LTS None required

N/A
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Table S.1 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact,

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

C-TR-6: The proposed project
or project variant would not
contribute considerably to
significant cumulative transit
capacity impacts on regional
transit routes.

LTS

None required

N/A

C-TR-7: The proposed project
or project variant would not
contribute considerably to
significant cumulative pedestrian
impacts.

LTS

None required

N/A

C-TR-8: The proposed project
or project variant would not
contribute considerably to a
significant cumulative bicycle
impact.

LTS

None required

N/A

C-TR-9: The proposed project
or project variant would not
contribute considerably to a
significant cumulative freight
loading impact.

LTS

None required

N/A

C-TR-10: The proposed project
or project variant would not
contribute considerably to a
significant cumulative passenger
loading impact.

LTS

None required

N/A

C-TR-11: The proposed project
or project variant would not
contribute considerably to a

LTS

None required

N/A
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Table S.1 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact,

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

significant cumulative impact on
emergency vehicle access.

Section 4.D, Noise and Vibration

NO-1: Construction of the
proposed project or project
variant would expose people to
or generate noise levels in excess
of applicable standards or cause
a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient
noise levels.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures

The project sponsor shall implement a project-specific Noise Control Plan that has been
prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant and approved by the Planning Department.
The Noise Control Plan may include, but is not limited to, the following construction noise
control measures. Implementation of applicable construction noise control measures shall
apply to all phases of the construction period.

Muffle and maintain all equipment used on site. All internal combustion engine
driven equipment shall be fitted with mufflers that are in good working condition.
Position stationary noise sources, such as temporary generators and pumps, as far
from nearby receptors as possible, within temporary enclosures and shielded by
barriers (which could reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dB) or other
measures, to the extent feasible.

Use “quiet” models of air compressors and other stationary equipment where
such technology exists.

Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines.

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, rock drills) used for project
construction shall be “quiet” gasoline-powered compressors or electrically
powered compressors, and electric rather than gasoline- or diesel-powered
engines shall be used to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from
pneumatically powered tools. However, where the use of pneumatic tools is
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this
muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External
jackets on the tools themselves shall be used, which could achieve a reduction of
5 dBA. Quieter equipment shall be used when feasible, such as drills rather than
impact equipment.

Clearly post allowable construction hours (i.e., 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.) on signs around

SUM
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Summary

Table S.1 (continued)
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

the project site through the duration of construction.
During the excavation component of all construction phases and during building
construction (framing of structure and major exterior work) of the Euclid and
Masonic buildings, the Laurel Duplexes, and the Mayfair Building, prepare and
implement a daytime construction-noise monitoring program (e.g., 7 a.m. to
7 p.m. during weekdays, and 7 a.m. to 3 p.m. on Saturdays). Three monitoring
stations shall be required to provide continuous noise monitoring at the nearest
potentially impacted receptors to the south (along Euclid Avenue), to the west
(along Laurel Street), and to the north (along California Street). Selection of the
three  monitoring locations shall be coordinated between the Planning
Department, construction contractor, and ultimately the affected residential
property owners. The program shall be set up to alert the Construction Manager
or other designated person(s) when noise levels exceed allowable limits (10 dBA
above established ambient levels). If noise levels are found to exceed applicable
noise limits due to construction-related activities, corrective action shall be taken,
such as halting or moving specific construction activities, fixing faulty or poorly
operating equipment, and installing portable barriers.
Designate a Construction Manager who shall:
o Clearly post his/her name and phone number(s) on signs visible during each
phase of the construction program.
o Notify area residents of construction activities, schedules, and impacts.
Receive and act on complaints about construction noise disturbances.
o Determine the cause(s) and implement remedial measures as necessary to
alleviate potentially significant problems related to construction noise
o Request night noise permits from the San Francisco Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) if any activity, including deliveries or staging, is
anticipated outside of work hours that has the potential to exceed noise
standards. If such activity is required in response to an emergency or other
unanticipated conditions, night noise permits shall be requested as soon as
feasible for any ongoing response activities.

@)
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Table S.1 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

o Notify the Planning Department’s Development Performance Coordinator at
the time that night noise permits are requested or as soon as possible after
emergency/unanticipated activity causing noise with the potential to exceed
noise standards has occurred.

Plan Review, Implementation, and Reporting

The Noise Control Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the San Francisco Planning
Department prior to implementation. Noise monitoring shall be completed by a qualified
noise consultant.

A noise monitoring log report shall be prepared by the Construction Manager or other
designated person(s) on a weekly basis and shall be made available to the Planning
Department when requested. The log shall include any complaints received, whether in
connection with an exceedance or not, as well as any complaints received through calls to
311 or DBI if the contractor is made aware of them (for example, via a DBI notice,
inspection, or investigation). Any weekly report that includes an exceedance or for a
period during which a complaint is received should be submitted to the Development
Performance Coordinator within 3 business days following the week in which the
exceedance or complaint occurred. A report also shall be submitted to the Planning
Department Development Performance Coordinator at the completion of each construction
phase. The report shall document noise levels, exceedances of threshold levels, if reported,
and corrective action(s) taken.

NO-2: Construction of the S Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Vibration Monitoring Program for SF Fire Credit SM
proposed project or project Union Building

variant would expose structures Prior to excavation activities along California Street, including for the Walnut Building

to or generate excessive and California Street Garage, a detailed vibration assessment and monitoring plan shall be
groundborne vibration levels but completed to ensure that construction activities and equipment are selected and designed to

not excessive groundborne noise. ensure groundborne vibration levels at the SF Fire Credit Union do not exceed levels

protective of the structural integrity of the building.
The project contractor shall:
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Table S.1 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

e Retain the services of a qualified structural engineer or vibration consultant to
prepare a pre-construction building assessment and vibration monitoring plan of
the SF Fire Credit Union building.

e Prior to excavation activities for the Walnut Building and the California Street
Garage, perform inspection of the SF Fire Credit Union building to document
existing building conditions with written and photographic descriptions of the
existing condition of visible exteriors and in interior locations upon permission of
the owner. The assessment shall determine specific locations to be monitored and
include annotated drawings to locate digital photo locations, survey markers,
and/or other monitoring devices to measure vibrations. Based on the construction
program for the proposed project or project variant and the condition of the SF
Fire Credit Union building, the structural engineer and/or vibration consultant
shall develop a vibration monitoring plan to protect the SF Fire Credit Union
building. The pre-construction assessment and vibration monitoring plan shall be
submitted to the Planning Department prior to issuance of construction permits
for excavation for the Walnut Building and the California Street Garage.

e Inform the SF Fire Credit Union of upcoming construction activities that may
generate high levels of vibration, including excavator use that may occur within
15 feet of this building (thereby providing a 7-foot protective buffer to the 8-foot
distance where damage may occur).

e Perform vibration monitoring at the SF Fire Credit Union building during
excavation activities for the Walnut Building and the California Street Garage
when operating heavy equipment (i.e., excavators) within 15 feet of the building
foundation. Vibration monitoring shall be conducted on a daily basis, as needed,
when heavy equipment operates within 15 feet of the building foundation. When
vibration levels exceed allowable threshold the Construction Manager, structural
engineer, or other designated person(s) shall be alerted.

e Should the measured vibration levels at the SF Fire Credit Union building during
excavation for the Walnut Building and the California Street Garage exceed 0.5
PPV (in/sec) at any time, or if damage to the SF Fire Credit Union building is
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

observed, construction personnel shall immediately cease excavation and
implement vibration control measures such as adjustment of excavation methods
to reduce vibration of soil or use of equipment that generates lower levels of
vibration. Examples of equipment that may generate lower levels of vibration
may include smaller sized back-hoes.

o If damage to the SF Fire Credit Union building occurs, the building shall be
remediated to its pre-construction condition at the conclusion of ground-
disturbing activity, as shown in the pre-construction assessment, with the consent
of the building owner.

Plan Review, Implementation, and Reporting

The Detailed Vibration Assessment Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the San
Francisco Planning Department prior to implementation. Vibration measurements shall be
completed by a qualified structural engineer or vibration consultant.

A vibration monitoring log report is to be prepared by the Construction Manager or other
designated person(s) on a weekly basis during excavation for the Walnut Building and
California Street Garage, and shall be made available to the Planning Department
Development Performance Coordinator and building department when requested. A final
report on the vibration monitoring shall be submitted to the Planning Department
following completion of Walnut Building and California Street Garage excavation and
prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. The report shall document vibration
levels, exceedances of the threshold level, if reported, and corrective action(s) taken.

NO-3: Operation of the S Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Stationary Equipment Noise Controls SM
proposed project or project Noise attenuation measures shall be incorporated into all stationary equipment (including

variant would not result in a HVAC equipment) installed on all buildings that include such stationary equipment as

substantial permanent increase in necessary to meet noise limits specified in Section 2909 of the Police Code. Interior noise

ambient noise levels in the limits shall be met under both existing and future noise conditions. Noise attenuation

immediate project vicinity, or measures could include provision of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof parapets to

permanently expose persons to block noise, increasing setback distances from sensitive receptors, provision of louvered
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

noise levels in excess of vent openings, and location of vent openings away from adjacent residential uses.
standards in the San Francisco
General Plan and the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance.

NO-4: Operation of the LTS None required N/A
proposed project or project
variant would not cause
substantial permanent increases
in ambient noise levels along
roadway segments in the project
site vicinity.

NO-5: The proposed project’s or LTS None required N/A
project variant’s occupants
would not be substantially
affected by future noise levels on
the site.

NO-6: Operation of the LTS None required N/A
proposed project or project
variant would not expose people
and structures to or generate
excessive groundborne vibration
or noise levels.

C-NO-1: Construction noise as a LTS None required N/A
result of the proposed project or
project variant, combined with
construction noise from
reasonably foreseeable projects
in the project area, would not
cause a substantial temporary or
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project
vicinity during construction.

C-NO-2: Operation of the
proposed project or project
variant, in combination with
other development, would not
cause a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity.

LTS

None required

N/A

Section 4.E, Air Quality

AQ-1: During construction, the
proposed project or project
variant would generate fugitive
dust and criteria air pollutants
which would not violate an air
quality standard, contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in
criteria air pollutants.

LTS

None required

N/A

AQ-2: At project build-out, the
operation of the proposed project
or project variant would not
result in emissions of criteria air
pollutants at levels that would
violate an air quality standard,
contribute to an existing or

LTS

None required

N/A
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Mitigation
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Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in
criteria air pollutants.

AQ-3: Construction and
operation of the proposed project
or project variant would not
generate toxic air contaminants,
including DPM, at levels which
would expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

LTS

None required

N/A

AQ-4: The proposed project or
project variant would not
conflict with implementation of
the 2017 Bay Area Clean Air
Plan.

LTS

None required

N/A

C-AQ-1: The proposed project
or project variant, in
combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable
future development in the project
area, would not contribute to
cumulative regional air quality
impacts.

LTS

None required

N/A
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

C-AQ-2: The proposed project
or project variant, in
combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable
future development in the project
area, would not contribute to
cumulative health risk impacts
on sensitive receptors.

LTS

None required

N/A

Source: SWCA
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Table S.2: Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project or Project Variant Identified in the Initial Study (EIR Appendix B)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

Cultural Resources

CR-2: Construction activities of the S Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data SM
proposed project or project variant Recovery and Reporting

could cause a substantial adverse Based on a reasonable presumption that archaeological resources may be present

change in the significance of an within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any
archaeological resource. potentially significant adverse effect from the project on buried historical or

prehistoric resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of an
archaeological consultant from rotation of the Department Qualified Archaeological
Consultants List maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The project
sponsor shall contact the Department archaeologist to obtain the names and contact
information for the next three archaeological consultants on the qualified
archaeological consultants list. The archaeological consultant shall undertake an
archaeological testing program as specified in the Archaeological Research Design
and Treatment Plan and outlined below. In addition, the consultant shall be available
to conduct an archaeological monitoring program, as required pursuant to this
measure. The archaeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with
this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans
and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and
directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports
subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archaeological monitoring and/or
testing programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project
for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of
construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only
feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a
significant archaeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5
(a) and (c).
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Table S.2 (continued)

Level of
Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures
Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

mitigation; SUM =

Consultation with Descendant Communities

On discovery of an archaeological site® associated with descendant Native
Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group,
an appropriate representative* of the descendant group and the ERO shall be
contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity
to monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and to consult with the ERO
regarding appropriate archaeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from the
site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archaeological
site per Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b (below). A copy of the Final Archaeological
Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group.

Archaeological Testing Program

The archaeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review and
approval an archaeological testing plan (ATP) that tiers off the Archaeological
Research Design and Treatment Plan. The purpose of the archaeological testing
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of
archaeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archaeological
resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA.

At the completion of the archaeological testing program, the archaeological
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the
archaeological testing program the archaeological consultant finds that significant
archaeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the
archaeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted.

Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archaeological

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

4 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native

American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the
Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.

case of the
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Table S.2 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

mitigation; SUM =

testing, archaeological monitoring, and/or an archaeological data recovery program.
If the ERO determines that a significant archaeological resource is present and that
the resource could be adversely affected by the project, at the discretion of the project
sponsor either:

A) The project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the
significant archaeological resource; or

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

Archaeological Monitoring Program

If the ERO in consultation with the archaeological consultant determines that an
archaeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, the AMP would
minimally include the following provisions:

e The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and
consult on the scope of the AMP prior to any project-related soils disturbing
activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the archaeological
consultant shall determine what project activities shall be archaeologically
monitored. A single AMP or multiple AMPs may be produced to address
project phasing. In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as
demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation,
foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site
remediation, etc., shall require archaeological monitoring because of the risk
these activities pose to potential archaeological resources and to their
depositional context. The archaeological consultant shall advise all project
contractors to be on the alert for evidence of the presence of the expected
resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and
of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an
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Table S.2 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

archaeological resource;

e The archaeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according
to a schedule agreed upon by the archaeological consultant and the ERO
until the ERO has, in consultation with project archaeological consultant,
determined that project construction activities could have no effects on
significant archaeological deposits; and

e The archaeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis.

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

A) The project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the
significant archaeological resource; or

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines
that the archaeological resource is of greater interpretive than research
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible.
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Table S.2 (continued)

Level of
Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures
Mitigation

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

mitigation; SUM =

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

Archaeological Data Recovery Program

If the ERO, in consultation with the archaeological consultant, determines that an
archaeological data recovery program shall be implemented based on the presence of
a significant resource, the archaeological data recovery program shall be conducted in
accord with an archaeological data recovery plan (ADRP). No archaeological data
recovery shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning
Department archaeologist. The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO
shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft
ADRP. The archaeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The
ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the
significant information the archaeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the
ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the
expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the
expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery,
in general, shall be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall
not be applied to portions of the archaeological resources if nondestructive methods
are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

o Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies,
procedures, and operations.

e Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing
system and artifact analysis procedures.
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Table S.2 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

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

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

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

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

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

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and
Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the ERO and the Medical
Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Medical
Examiner’s determination that the human remains are Native American remains,
notification of the California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Public Resources Code section
5097.98). The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall make
all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate
dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The agreement shall take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and
final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary
objects. Nothing in existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure compels
the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD. The
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Table S.2 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

mitigation; SUM =

archaeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human
remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until completion of any
scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as specified in the treatment
agreement if such agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by the
archaeological consultant and the ERO.

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated
funerary objects discovered during any soil-disturbing activity will additionally
follow protocols laid out in the Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan,
the ATP, and any agreement established between the project sponsor, Medical
Examiner and the ERO.

Final Archaeological Resources Report

The archaeological consultant shall submit a Final Archaeological Resources Report
(FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archaeological resource and describes the archaeological and historical research
methods employed in the archaeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s)
undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archaeological resource shall be
provided in a separate removable insert within the FARR. The FARR may be
submitted at the conclusion of all construction activities associated with the project.

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 (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR
to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall
receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of
the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA Department of
Parks and Recreation [DPR] 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the
National Register of Historic Places (National register)/California Register of
Historical Resources (California register). In instances of high public interest in or
the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final
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Table S.2 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Interpretation

Based on a reasonable presumption that archaeological resources may be present
within the project site, and to the extent that the potential significance of some such
resources is premised on the California register Criteria 1 (Events), 2 (Persons),
and/or 3 (Design/Construction), the following measure shall be undertaken to avoid
any potentially significant adverse effect from the project on buried historical
resources if significant archaeological resources are discovered.

The project sponsor shall implement an approved program for interpretation of
significant archaeological resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a
qualified archaeological consultant from the rotational qualified archaeological
consultant list maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist having expertise
in California urban historical and prehistoric archaeology. The archaeological
consultant shall develop a feasible, resource-specific program for post-recovery
interpretation of resources. The particular program for interpretation of artifacts that
are encountered within the project site will depend upon the results of the data
recovery program and will be the subject of continued discussion between the ERO,
consulting archaeologist, and the project sponsor. Such a program may include, but is
not limited to, any of the following (as outlined in the Archaeological Research
Design and Treatment Plan): lectures, exhibits, websites, video documentaries, and
preservation and display of archaeological materials. To the extent feasible, the
interpretive program shall be part of a larger, coordinated public interpretation
strategy for the project area.

The archaeological consultant’s work shall be conducted at the direction of the ERO,
and in consultation with the project sponsor. All plans and recommendations for
interpretation by the consultant shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for
review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until
final approval by the ERO.
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Table S.2 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable
CR-3: Construction activities of the S See Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a and M-CR-2b, above. SM
proposed project or project variant
could disturb human remains, if such
remains are present within the project
site.
CR-4: Construction activities of the S Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program SM
proposed project or project variant If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant
could disturb tribal cultural resources, if archaeological resource is present, and if in consultation with the affiliated Native
such resources are present within the American tribal representatives, the ERO determines that the resource constitutes a
project site. tribal cultural resource (TCR) and that the resource could be adversely affected by the

proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse

effect on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible.

If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives

and the project sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural

resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an

interpretive program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives.

An interpretive plan produced in consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal

representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide

the interpretive program. The plan shall identify, as appropriate, proposed locations

for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or

installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long- term

maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist installations,

preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native

Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other

informational displays.
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Table S.2 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

mitigation; SUM =

C-CR-1: The proposed project or
project variant, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant
cumulative impacts on as-yet unknown
archaeological resources, human
remains, or tribal cultural resources.

S

See Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a, M-CR-2b: and M-CR-4, above.

SM

Biological Resources

BI-1: The proposed project or project
variant would have a substantial
adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations
or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service; and the proposed project or
project variant would interfere
substantially with the movement of
native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys and Buffer

Areas

Nesting birds and their

nests shall be protected during construction by

implementation of the following measures for each construction phase:

a.

To the extent feasible, conduct initial activities including, but not limited to,
vegetation removal, tree trimming or removal, ground disturbance, building
demolition, site grading, and other construction activities which may
compromise breeding birds or the success of their nests outside of the
nesting season (January 15 through August 15).

If construction during the bird nesting season cannot be fully avoided, a
qualified wildlife biologist* shall conduct pre-construction nesting surveys
within 14 days prior to the start of construction or demolition at areas that
have not been previously disturbed by project activities or after any
construction breaks of 14 days or more. Surveys shall be performed for
suitable habitat within 250 feet of the project site in order to locate any
active nests of common bird species and within 500 feet of the project site to
locate any active raptor (birds of prey) nests.

If active nests are located during the preconstruction nesting bird surveys, a

SM
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Table S.2 (continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

qualified biologist shall evaluate if the schedule of construction activities
could affect the active nests and if so, the following measures would apply:

i If construction is not likely to affect the active nest, construction
may proceed without restriction; however, a qualified biologist shall
regularly monitor the nest at a frequency determined appropriate for
the surrounding construction activity to confirm there is no adverse
effect. Spot-check monitoring frequency would be determined on a
nest-by-nest basis considering the particular construction activity,
duration, proximity to the nest, and physical barriers which may
screen activity from the nest. The qualified biologist may revise
his/her determination at any time during the nesting season in
coordination with the Planning Department.

ii. If it is determined that construction may affect the active nest, the
qualified biologist shall establish a no-disturbance buffer around the
nest(s) and all project work shall halt within the buffer until a
qualified biologist determines the nest is no longer in use. Typically,
these buffer distances are 250 feet for passerines and 500 feet for
raptors; however, the buffers may be adjusted if an obstruction, such
as a building, is within line-of-sight between the nest and
construction.

iii. Modifying nest buffer distances, allowing certain construction
activities within the buffer, and/or modifying construction methods
in proximity to active nests shall be done at the discretion of the
qualified biologist and in coordination with the Planning
Department, who would notify CDFW. Necessary actions to remove
or relocate an active nest(s) shall be coordinated with the Planning
Department and approved by CDFW.

iv. Any work that must occur within established no-disturbance buffers
around active nests shall be monitored by a qualified biologist. If
adverse effects in response to project work within the buffer are
observed and could compromise the nest, work within the no-
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM =
Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

disturbance buffer(s) shall halt until the nest occupants have fledged.

V. Any birds that begin nesting within the project area and survey
buffers amid construction activities are assumed to be habituated to
construction-related or similar noise and disturbance levels, so
exclusion zones around nests may be reduced or eliminated in these
cases as determined by the qualified biologist in coordination with
the Planning Department, who would notify CDFW. Work may
proceed around these active nests as long as the nests and their
occupants are not directly impacted.

d. In the event inactive nests are observed within or adjacent to the project site
at any time throughout the year, any removal or relocation of the inactive
nests shall be at the discretion of the qualified biologist in coordination with
the Planning Department, who would notify and seek approval from the
CDFW, as appropriate. Work may proceed around these inactive nests.

C-Bl-1: The proposed project or S See Mitigation Measure M-BI-1, above. SM
project variant, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would result
in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts
related to biological resources.

Geology and Soils

GE-5: The proposed project or project S Mitigation Measure M-GE-5: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological LTSM
variant would directly or indirectly Resources.

destroy a unique paleontological Before the start of any drilling or excavation activities, the project sponsor shall

resource or site or unique geologic retain a qualified paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate

feature. Paleontology, who is experienced in on-site construction worker training. The

qualified paleontologist shall complete an institutional record and literature search
and train all construction personnel who are involved with earthmoving activities,
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Table S.2 (continued)

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; S = Significant; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible

Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

mitigation; SUM =

including the site superintendent, regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the
appearance and types of fossils that are likely to be seen during construction, and
proper notification procedures should fossils be encountered. If potential vertebrate
fossils are discovered by construction crews, all earthwork or other types of ground
disturbance within 50 feet of the find shall stop immediately and the monitor shall
notify the Environmental Review Officer. The fossil should be protected by an
“exclusion zone” (an area approximately five feet around the discovery that is
marked with caution tape to prevent damage to the fossil). Work shall not resume
until a qualified professional paleontologist can assess the nature and importance of
the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the find, the qualified
paleontologist may record the find and allow work to continue, or recommend
salvage and recovery of the fossil. The qualified paleontologist may also propose
modifications to the stop-work radius based on the nature of the find, site geology,
and the activities occurring on the site. If treatment and salvage is required,
recommendations shall be consistent with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s 2010
Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to
Paleontological Resources, and currently accepted scientific practice, and shall be
subject to review and approval by the Environmental Review Officer. If required,
treatment for fossil remains may include preparation and recovery of fossil materials
so that they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection [e.g.,
the University of California Museum of Paleontology], and may also include
preparation of a report for publication describing the finds. The Planning Department
shall ensure that information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds is readily
available to the scientific community through university curation or other appropriate
means.
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S.3. SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Six alternatives are evaluated in this EIR: the No Project Alternative (Alternative A), as required
by CEQA; four preservation alternatives that represent graduating intensities of change to the
existing building and the project site (the Full Preservation — Office Alternative [Alternative B]);
the Full Preservation — Residential Alternative [Alternative C]); the Partial Preservation — Office
Alternative [Alternative D]); and the Partial Preservation — Residential Alternative
[Alternative E]); and a Code-Conforming Alternative (Alternative F). These alternatives are
summarized below and described in detail in Chapter 6, Alternatives.

Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics of the Proposed Project, Project Variant, and EIR
Alternatives, pp. S.49-S.51, presents a comparison of the characteristics of the proposed project
and project variant to the alternatives. Table S.4: Comparison of Significant Impacts of the
Proposed Project, Project Variant, and EIR Alternatives, pp. S.53-S.54, presents a comparison of
the potential significant environmental impacts of the proposed project and project variant to
those that may result from the alternatives.

ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e) requires that, among the project alternatives, a “no project”
alternative be evaluated. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that the no project
alternative analysis “discuss the existing conditions...as well as what would be reasonably
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current
plans and policies and consistent with the available infrastructure and community services.”

The No Project Alternative assumes that:

e UCSF would relocate current uses to other campus locations in the city

o the existing site would continue to function as an office use, which would not constitute a
change from existing conditions, but would be slightly more intensive

e the existing land use controls on the project site would continue to govern site
development and would not be changed

Under Alternative A, the existing physical features on the project site would not change. The
existing building at the center of the project site, its parking structure, and the single story, annex
building at the northwest corner of the project site (near California and Laurel streets) would be
retained in their current conditions. No major modifications, repairs, or restoration activities
would be conducted; however, due to its existing condition, in-kind replacement of the glass
curtain wall would be needed. The interior of the existing office building could be altered as part
of tenant leasing agreements. Any such alterations would not result in a change to the amount of
currently leasable office space. There would be no changes to the surrounding landscape, surface
parking lots, or garage ramp structures beyond general maintenance and upkeep.
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The parking program would not be altered and the existing 543 parking spaces (212 in the
partially below-grade parking garage and 331 surface parking spaces on the north and west
portions of the project site) and connecting internal roadways would remain. No new buildings or
utility infrastructure would be constructed.

If Alternative A were implemented, none of the impacts associated with the proposed project or
project variant, as described in Chapter 4 of the EIR and Section E of the initial study (see
EIR Appendix B), would occur. Without the proposed project or project variant, incremental
changes would be expected to occur in the vicinity of the project site as nearby reasonably
foreseeable cumulative projects (see pp. 4.A.5-4.A.8) are approved, constructed, and occupied.

ALTERNATIVE B: FULL PRESERVATION - OFFICE
ALTERNATIVE

Alternative B: Full Preservation — Office Alternative would limit development to the northern
portion of the site. Existing conditions on the western, southern, and eastern portions of the
project site would be maintained.

The existing four-story office building would be retained in its entirety and the office use would
continue. A one-level vertical addition would be constructed on the roof to expand the usable
space for office uses. The glass curtain wall would be replaced in-kind with a compatible design
to accommodate the continued office use. The parking garage would be retained.

Two new multi-family residential buildings (the Plaza B and Walnut buildings) and the California
Street Garage would be constructed in the areas currently occupied by the surface parking lots.
Uses would include office (continued and expanded), some residential (in new construction), and
parking; there would no retail or daycare uses. Alternative B would have a total of 831,856 gross
square feet of new and rehabilitated space (187,668 gross square feet of residential floor area
[167 residential units], 406,459 gross square feet of office space, and 237,729 gross square feet of
parking). (See Table S.3, pp. S.49-S.51.) The land use program for Alternative B would be
reduced compared to that for the proposed project and project variant. Alternative B would be
constructed in approximately two years (5 to 13 years less than the proposed project or project
variant) and in a single phase.

The majority of the site would be retained in its existing condition. The annex building, the
perimeter brick wall that borders the north and west (partial) boundaries of the project site, and a
portion of the surface parking lot on the western portion of the site, south of Mayfair Drive,
would be retained.

Unlike the proposed project or variant, Alternative B would result in a less-than-significant
impact on historic architectural resources, a less-than-significant vibration impact on the SF Fire
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Credit Union building during construction, and a less-than-significant VMT impact without
mitigation. Like the proposed project or project variant, Alternative B would generate significant
and unavoidable impacts related to transportation and circulation (transit capacity) and
construction noise, although the noise impacts would occur for a shorter duration due to the
reduced development program. Operational noise (stationary sources) impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation, the same as under the proposed project or project variant. As with the
proposed project or project variant, air quality impacts would be less than significant. Significant
impacts identified in the initial study for the proposed project or project variant, e.g.,
archeological resources (including human remains and tribal cultural resources), biological
resources, and paleontological resources, would occur and would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the applicable mitigation measures identified for the proposed project or
project variant. No new significant impacts would occur.

ALTERNATIVE C: FULL PRESERVATION — RESIDENTIAL
ALTERNATIVE

Alternative C: Full Preservation — Residential Alternative would limit new construction to the
northern and western portions of the site adjacent to California Street and Laurel Street/Mayfair
Drive. Because the Laurel Duplexes are not included in this alternative, development on the
western portion of the site would not be as extensive as it would under the proposed project or
project variant. Existing conditions on the southern and eastern portions of the project site would

be maintained.

The existing office building would be mostly retained and converted to residential use. The glass
curtain wall would be replaced with a compatible design to accommodate the residential use. A
one-level vertical addition would be constructed on the roof to provide more space for the

residential uses. A portion of the building’s parking garage would be retained.

The annex building, perimeter brick wall, and surface parking lots on the north and northwest
portions of the site would also be demolished to make way for new construction. Four new
mixed-use multi-family residential buildings with ground-floor retail (the Plaza A, Plaza B,
Walnut, and Mayfair buildings) and two garages (the California Street and Mayfair garages)
would be constructed (as under the project variant), and Mayfair Walk would be developed. Up to
746 vehicle parking spaces would be provided in the California Street and Mayfair garages, the
retained parking garage under the existing office building, and the retained surface parking lot
south of the proposed Mayfair Building. On the western portion along Laurel Street and south of
Mayfair Drive, the concrete pergola, terraced formal landscaping, and surface parking would be
mostly retained. Alternative C would be constructed in approximately 5.5 years and in two
phases.

November 7, 2018 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
Case No. 2015-014028ENV S.42 Draft EIR



Summary

Alternative C would have a total of 1,141,734 gross square feet of new and rehabilitated space
(705,179 gross square feet of residential floor area [534 residential units], 44,306 gross square
feet of ground-floor retail space, 377,599 gross square feet of parking, and 14,650 gross square
feet of daycare center space). There would be no office use. (See Table S.3, pp. S.49-S.51.) The
development program would be reduced compared to that for the proposed project and project
variant.

Alternative C, unlike the proposed project or project variant, would result in a less-than-
significant impact on historic architectural resources because it would retain the historical
resource at 3333 California Street. The VMT impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with mitigation, the same as for the proposed project or project variant. Alternative C would
generate significant and unavoidable impacts related to transportation and circulation (transit
capacity) and construction noise as would the proposed project or project variant, although these
impacts would be reduced somewhat by the less intensive development of the site. Construction
vibration (damage to off-site structures) and operational noise (stationary sources) impacts would
be less than significant with mitigation, the same as under the proposed project or project variant.
As with the proposed project or project variant, air quality impacts would be less than significant.
Significant impacts identified in the initial study for the proposed project or project variant, e.g.,
archeological resources (including human remains and tribal cultural resources), biological
resources, and paleontological resources, would occur and would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the applicable mitigation measures identified for the proposed project or
project variant. No new significant impacts would occur.

ALTERNATIVE D: PARTIAL PRESERVATION - OFFICE
ALTERNATIVE

Alternative D: Partial Preservation — Office Alternative would limit construction to the northern
and western portions of the site. Existing conditions on the southern and eastern portions of the
project site would be maintained. The existing office building would be retained and altered with
a one-story rooftop addition. The building would continue and expand the existing office use. The
glass curtain wall would be replaced in-kind with a compatible design to accommodate the
continued office use. The parking garage under the existing building would be partly retained.

The annex building, circular garage ramp structures, surface parking lots, and open landscape
areas on the northern and western portions of the site along California and Laurel streets would be
replaced by ten new buildings (Plaza A, Plaza B, and Walnut buildings; Mayfair Building; and
six Laurel Duplexes) and two garages (the California Street and Mayfair garages). The new
California Street and Mayfair garages, the retained parking garage under the existing office
building, and the five individual parking garages for the Laurel Duplexes would provide up to
1,132 vehicle parking spaces. Alternative D would be constructed in approximately 5.5 years and
in three phases.
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Alternative D would have a total of 1,348,702 gross square feet of new and rehabilitated space
(475,247 gross square feet of residential floor area [456 residential units], 402,404 gross square
feet of office floor area, 44,306 gross square feet of ground-floor retail spaces, 412,095 gross
square feet of parking, and 14,650 gross square feet of daycare center space). (See Table S.3,
pp. S.49-S.51.) The overall land use program would be slightly reduced compared to that for the
proposed project and project variant, with less residential development, more office space, and
similar amounts of retail and daycare space.

Alternative D would reduce the significant impact on the historic architectural resource, but not to
a less-than-significant level as with the full preservation alternatives. Although the existing
historic structure and some of the associated site and landscape features would be retained with
more limited building and site demolition compared to the proposed project or project variant,
changes to the building in combination with changes to the associated site and landscape features
that convey the project site’s corporate campus setting would be substantial enough to generate a
similarly significant impact as the proposed project or project variant. Thus, as with the proposed
project or project variant, Alternative D would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with

mitigation on the historic architectural resource.

Unlike the proposed project and project variant, the VMT impact under Alternative D would be
less than significant because parking for the retail and other non-residential uses would not be
provided at rates substantially different from the neighborhood parking rate for those uses. Like
the proposed project or project variant, Alternative D would generate significant and unavoidable
impacts related to transportation and circulation (transit capacity) and construction noise.
Construction vibration (damage to off-site structures) and operational noise (stationary sources)
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, as under the proposed project or project
variant. Air quality impacts would be less than significant as with the proposed project or project
variant. Significant impacts identified in the initial study for the proposed project or project
variant, e.g., archeological resources (including human remains and tribal cultural resources),
biological resources, and paleontological resources, would occur and would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels with the applicable mitigation measures identified for the proposed project
or project variant. No new significant impacts would occur.

ALTERNATIVE E: PARTIAL PRESERVATION — RESIDENTIAL
ALTERNATIVE

Under Alternative E: Partial Preservation — Residential Alternative, development would occur on
the northern, western, and southern portions of the project site. Existing conditions on the eastern
portion of the project site along Masonic Avenue would be retained with minimal changes beyond
the reconstruction of the southeast courtyard.
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The existing office building would be partially retained and adapted for residential use, with a
two-story addition on the roof. The glass curtain wall would be replaced with a compatible design
to accommodate the residential use. The existing building’s south wing (and associated site and
landscape features) would be removed. The parking garage under the existing building would be
partially retained.

Twelve new buildings (the Plaza A, Plaza B, Walnut, Mayfair, and Euclid buildings, and seven
Laurel Duplexes) and three below-grade garages (the California Street, Mayfair, and Euclid
garages) would be constructed along California Street, Laurel Street, and Euclid Avenue.
Alternative E would be constructed in approximately 6.5 years and in four phases.

Alternative E would have a total of 1,267,740 gross square feet of new and rehabilitated space
(811,867 gross square feet of residential floor area [588 residential units], 44,306 gross square
feet of ground floor retail spaces, 396,917 gross square feet of parking, and 14,650 gross square
feet of daycare center space). As with the project variant, there would be no office uses. The new
California Street, Mayfair, and Euclid garages, the retained parking garage, and individual
parking garages for the Laurel Duplexes would provide up to 800 vehicle parking spaces. (See
Table S.3, pp. S.49-S.51.) The overall land use program would be slightly reduced compared to
the proposed project and project variant, with slightly less residential floor area (but more
residential units) and similar amounts of retail and daycare space.

Alternative E would reduce the significant impact on the historic architectural resource, but not to
a less-than-significant level as with the full preservation alternatives. Although the existing
historic structure and some of the associated site and landscape features would be retained with
more limited building and site demolition compared to the proposed project or project variant,
changes to the building in combination with changes to associated site and landscape features that
convey the project site’s corporate campus setting would be substantial enough to generate a
significant impact similar to the proposed project or project variant. Thus, as with the proposed
project or project variant, Alternative E would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with

mitigation on the historic architectural resource.

The VMT impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation, as under the
proposed project or project variant. Alternative E would generate significant impacts on transit
capacity and construction noise. Impacts from construction vibration related to damage to off-site
structures, and operational noise from new stationary sources would be less than significant with
mitigation, as under the proposed project or project variant, and air quality impacts would be less
than significant. Significant impacts identified in the initial study for the proposed project or
project variant, e.g., archeological resources (including human remains and tribal cultural
resources), biological resources, and paleontological resources, would occur and would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels with the applicable mitigation measures identified for the
proposed project or project variant. No new significant impacts would occur.
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ALTERNATIVE F: CODE-CONFORMING ALTERNATIVE

Alternative F: Code-Conforming Alternative focuses on the maximum residential development
potential of the site as allowed by the planning code within the RM-1 and 40-X zoning and height
and bulk districts, respectively, and with respect to the conditions of Resolution 4109.% Under this
alternative, only residential uses and limited retail uses would be included. There would be no
daycare center or office uses. Rezoning of the site would not be required, as it would for the
proposed project or project variant; however, a planned unit development would be requested
which would allow the residential dwelling unit density and limited retail to support the
development pursuant to planning code section 304(d)(5).

As with the proposed project or project variant, the existing office building’s south wing and the
auditorium under its east wing (along the building’s south edge near Masonic Avenue) would be
demolished. The existing office building would be adaptively reused for residential use (but not
separated into two buildings as under the proposed project or project variant). The glass curtain
wall would be replaced in-kind with a compatible design to accommodate the residential use. The
parking garage under the existing office building would be partly retained.

Project site changes would be more extensive under this alternative than with the proposed
project or project variant. Twenty-six new buildings (the Plaza A, Plaza B, Walnut, Masonic, and
Euclid buildings and 21 Laurel and Euclid Duplexes) would be constructed on the full site, and
the California Street and Masonic garages would be developed. As with the proposed project or
project variant, the existing conditions on the south side of California Street and on the northern
portion of the site would be altered with development of three new mixed-use multi-family
residential buildings, with limited ground floor retail only in the Plaza A building. However, the
proposed California Street buildings would all be 40 feet tall, as opposed to 45 feet (Plaza A and
Plaza B buildings) and 67 feet (Walnut Building). The Laurel Duplexes would be developed on
the southern and western portions of the project site along Euclid Avenue east of Laurel Street,
and along Laurel Street south of Mayfair Drive (10 along Euclid Avenue and 11 along Laurel
Street [no Mayfair Building]). Euclid Green would be replaced with the townhomes along Euclid
Avenue. The new California Street and Masonic garages, the retained parking garage, and
21 individual two-car parking garages for the duplexes along Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street
would provide up to 740 vehicle parking spaces. Alternative F would be constructed in four

phases, over a construction timeframe similar to that for the proposed project and project variant.

Overall, Alternative F would have a total of 1,180,004 gross square feet of new and rehabilitated
space (849,521 gross square feet of residential floor area [629 residential units], 14,995 gross

5> Resolution 4109 includes restrictions on the size of buildings, the locations and types of buildings on the
site, and specific considerations for development along Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street (see Chapter 2,
Project Description, pp. 2.23-2.25 for a more detailed discussion).
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square feet of ground-floor retail spaces, and 315,488 gross square feet of parking). (See Table
S.3, pp. S.49-S.51.)

Alternative F would not reduce the significant impact on the historic architectural resource.
Although the existing historic structure at 3333 California Street would be retained and
demolition would be somewhat more limited without division of the building as compared to the
proposed project or project variant, development of the site would be more intensive under
Alternative F and would constitute a material change to the historic resource. Thus, as with the
proposed project or project variant, the changes to the building in combination with changes to
associated site and landscape features that convey the project site’s corporate campus setting
would be substantial enough to generate a similarly significant impact. Thus, as with the proposed
project or project variant, Alternative F would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with
mitigation on the historic architectural resource.

Alternative F would generate significant impacts related to transportation and circulation (vehicle
miles traveled and transit), construction noise, construction vibration (damage to off-site
structures), and operation noise (stationary sources), as would the proposed project or project
variant. As with the proposed project or project variant, air quality impacts would be less than
significant. Significant impacts identified in the initial study for the proposed project or project
variant, e.g., archeological resources (including human remains and tribal cultural resources),
biological resources, and paleontological resources, would occur and would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels with the applicable mitigation measures identified for the proposed project
or project variant. No new significant impacts would occur.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2), if the no project alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative, then an EIR is required to identify another environmentally
superior alternative from among the alternatives evaluated. The proposed project or project
variant would have significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
related to historical resources, transportation (transit), and noise (construction). The
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that best avoids or lessens any significant
effects of the proposed project or project variant, even if the alternative would impede to some
degree the attainment of the project objectives. Alternative A: No Project Alternative is
considered the overall environmentally superior alternative, because it would not result in the
significant impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project or project variant.
Alternative A, however, would not meet any of the basic project objectives.
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Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics of the Proposed Project, Project Variant, and EIR Alternatives

Summary

Proposed Project Project Variant Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C: Alternative D: Alternative E: Alternative F:
No Project Full Preservation — Full Preservation — Partial Preservation Partial Preservation — Code Conforming
Alternative Office Alternative Residential Alternative | — Office Alternative | Residential Alternative Alternative
CT RN e Ao | ma ‘ uaree [T [ G - 7‘\ ) J -
E W “_“ o — A h 9 i j ' " AC
Characteristics of the Proposed Project, Project Variant, and Alternatives
Building Height (feet) 37-92 37-92 55.5 18 - 67 40 - 67 37-80 37-80 40-55.5
Number of Stories 3 — 7 stories 3 — 7 stories 1 — 4 stories 1 — 6 stories 4 — 6 stories 4 — 6 stories 4 — 6 stories 4 stories
Number of New or Renovated Buildings 15 15 - 4 5 11 13 27
Site Disturbance Full Site Full Site None Northern Portion of Northern and Western Northern and Western | Northern, Western and Full Site
Site Portions of Site Portions of Site Southern Portions of Site
Excavation Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Demolition debris and excavated soils (cubic yards [cy]) 288,300 cy 288,300 cy - Less Less Less Less Similar
Construction Duration 7 — 15 years 7 — 15 years B 2 years 5.5 years 5.5 years 6.5 years 7 — 15 years
4 phases 4 phases one phase two phases three phases four phases 4 phases
Use (gross square feet) 1,372,270 1,476,987 469,000 831,856 1,141,734 1,348,702 1,267,740 1,180,004
Residential 824,691 978,611 - 187,668 705,179 475,247 811,867 849,521
. 338,000 (office bldg. 392,459 (office bldg. .
Office "OT=A 49,999 - 14,000 (a(nnex bldg?)) 14,000 (a(nnex bldg?)) - 402,404 (office bldg.) B B
Retail 54,117 48,593 - - 44,306 44,306 44,306 14,995
Daycare 14,690 14,650 11,500 - 14,650 14,650 14,650 -
Storage Space 12,500 - — - - -
Parking 428,773 435,133 93,000 237,729 377,599 412,095 396,917 315,488
Dwelling Units 558 744 - 167 534 456 588 629
Studio+1 bedroom 235 420 - 108 343 321 359 349
2 bedroom 195 196 - 48 117 97 140 167
3 bedroom 101 101 - 11 59 30 64 102
4 bedroom 27 27 - - 15 8 25 11
Vehicle Parking Spaces 896 970 543 765 746 1,132 800 740
Residential 558 744 - 167 534 456 588 629
Retail 138 128 - - 115 69 115 45
Commercial 60 60 — 60 - 60 60
Office 100 - - 585 570 - -
Daycare 29 29 - - 29 21 29 —
Car Share 11 9 - 13 8 16 8 6
Notes:
NOTE A Existing office uses are inclusive of the accessory uses at the existing office building — the 11,500-gross-square-foot childcare use and 12,500 gross square feet of storage space.
(continued)
November 7, 2018 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
Case No. 2015-014028ENV S.49 Draft EIR



Summary
Table S.3 (continued)

Proposed Project Project Variant Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C: Alternative D: Alternative E: Alternative F:
No Project Full Preservation — Full Preservation — Partial Preservation Partial Preservation — Code Conforming
Alternative Office Alternative Residential Alternative | — Office Alternative | Residential Alternative Alternative
5= G EeS TR - > . H\—' ==
Freight and Passenger Loading Zones 10 10 5 6 5 & NosE 8 10
On Street (Freight / Passenger) 4(1/3) 4(1/3) 0 1(1/0) 2(1/1) 3(1/2) 3(1/2) 4(1/3)
Off Street 6 (freight) 6 (freight) 5 5 (freight [existing]) 3 (freight) 3 (freight) 5 (freight) 6 (freight)
Bicycle Parking Spaces 693 890 15 257 474 501 551 606
Residential Class 1/Class 2 558 / 56 744175 - 157 /9 403/ 27 371/23 478129 567 /31
Retail Class 1/Class 2 14733 14137 - - 6/18 6/18 6/18 2/6
Daycare Class 1/Class 2 10/10 10/10 - - 10/10 10/10 10/10 -
Office Class 1/Class 2 10/2 - - 81/10 - 53/10 - -
Character-Defining Features of the Property NOTE €
Existing Office Building Partially Retained Partially Retained Retained Retained Retained Retained Partially Retained Partially Retained
Site and Landscape Demolished Demolished Retained Retained Retained Partially Retained Partially Retained Demolished
Transportation and Circulation Features
Transportation Demand Management Measures Yes NOTED Yes NOTED Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Streetscape Changes
Curb Cuts
California Street 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Presidio Avenue 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Masonic Avenue 2 2 None None 1 1 1 2
Euclid Avenue None None None None None None 1 9
Laurel Street 7 7 2 2 3 6 8 13
Sidewalk Extensions
Presidio and Masonic avenues (10 to 15 feet) Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street (10 to 12 feet) Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Intersection Improvements
California and Walnut streets (bulbouts) Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
California and Laurel streets (bulbouts) NOTEE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street (bulbout) Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes

Notes: (continued)

Alternative D would increase the length of the proposed commercial freight loading zone from 100 feet to 180 feet.
Retained — Most, if not all, of the character-defining features to be kept such that the property would convey its historical significance that justify its inclusion in the California Register. Partially Retained — Some of the character-defining features to be kept but the element has

been demolished or materially altered in an adverse manner and no longer conveys its historical significance that justify its inclusion in the California Register. Demolished — Most, if not all, of the character-defining features to be removed such that the element has been
demolished or materially altered in an adverse manner and no longer conveys its historical significance that justify its inclusion in the California Register.

The measures in the Transportation Demand Management Plan that would be part of the proposed project or project variant (Improve Walking Conditions, Bicycle Parking, Showers and Lockers, Bicycle Repair Station, Car Share Parking, Delivery Supportive Amenities, Onsite

Childcare, Multimodal Wayfinding Signage, Real Time Information Displays, Tailored Transportation Marketing, Unbundle Parking) are intended to reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled and may be refined during the planning review process for project entitlements.

NOTE B
NOTE C
NOTE D

Alternatives would include these features as applicable.
NOTE E

implementation of Muni Forward improvements.
(continued)

The transit stop shift (from the southwest to the southeast corner of California and Laurel streets) and the construction of a 90-foot-long transit bulbout at the southeast corner has occurred with implementation of the adjacent California Laurel Village Improvement Project and
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Table S.3 (continued)

Proposed Project Project Variant Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C: Alternative D: Alternative E: Alternative F:
No Project Full Preservation — Full Preservation — Partial Preservation Partial Preservation — Code Conforming
Alternative Office Alternative Residential Alternative | — Office Alternative | Residential Alternative Alternative
) s b\ LY o= = [ ; n\a I 1 | L 7; I\e =
-_; o 3 P N i H\_» i_,—
Presidio Avenue/Pine Street/Masonic Avenue
(Pine Street Steps and Plaza) Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Masonic Avenue/Euclid Avenue (Corner Plaza) Yes Yes No No No No No Yes
Mayfair Drive/Laurel Street (bulbout) Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
On-Street Parking Spaces
Number of Spaces Removed Along Adjacent Streets 36 36 0 5 16 26 32 59
Sustainability Features NCOTEF
LEED Certification Goal LEED ND Gold LEED ND Gold - LEED ND Gold LEED ND Gold LEED ND Gold LEED ND Gold LEED ND Gold
Utility Infrastructure
Connect to existing water, sewer, natural gas, and
electrical infrastructure systems (California and Laurel Yes Yes - Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
streets and Presidio Avenue)
D e e o gy | e - o
New hydrants (center building/existing office building) Yes Yes - No Yes Yes Yes Yes
New sewer line (Masonic Avenue) Yes Yes - No No No No Yes
New natural gas lines (Euclid and Masonic avenues) Yes Yes - No No No No Yes

Notes: (continued)
NOTE F
applicable.

The proposed project and project variant would include non-potable water capture and reuse infrastructure, green roof infrastructure, solar photovoltaic system infrastructure, and roof-mounted solar thermal hot water infrastructure. Alternatives would include these features as

Source: Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, 2018; Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2018; SWCA, 2018
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Table S.4: Comparison of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project, Project Variant, and EIR Alternatives

Summary

Proposed Project

Project Variant

,
8
2

B

> o [ EERS
i o

O

Alternative A:
No Project Alternative

Alternative B:
Full Preservation —
Office Alternative

Alternative C:
Full Preservation —
Residential Alternative

Alternative D:
Partial Preservation
— Office Alternative

Alternative E:
Partial Preservation —
Residential Alternative

Alternative F:
Code Conforming
Alternative

|
= |

[

Legend: NI = No impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

Summary of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project, Project Variant, and Alternatives

Section 4.B: Cultural Resources (Historic Architectural) Impacts

CR-1: The proposed project or project variant would
materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical
characteristics of the historical resource that justify its
inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources.

SUM

SUM

NI

LTS

LTS

SUM (reduced)

SUM (reduced)

SUM

Section 4.C: Transportation and Circulation Impacts

TR-2: The proposed project or project variant would
cause substantial additional VMT and/or substantially
induce automobile travel.

SM

SM

NI

LTS

SM

LTS

SM

SM

TR-4: The proposed project or project variant would
result in an adverse transit capacity utilization impact for
Muni route 43 Masonic during the weekday a. m. peak
hour under baseline conditions.

SUM

SUM

NI

SUM (reduced)

SUM (reduced)

SUM (greater)

SUM (reduced)

SUM (reduced)

C-TR-2:The proposed project’s or project variant’s
incremental effects on regional VMT would be

significant, when viewed in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

SM

SM

NI

LTS

SM

LTS

SM

SM

Section 4.D: Noise and Vibration Impacts

NO-1: Construction of the proposed project or project
variant would expose people to or generate noise levels in
excess of applicable standards or cause a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels.

SUM

SUM

NI

SUM (reduced)

SUM (reduced)

SUM (reduced)

SUM

SUM

NO-2: Construction of the proposed project or project
variant would expose structures to or generate excessive
groundborne vibration levels but not excessive
groundborne noise.

SM

SM

NI

LTS

SM

SM

SM

SM

NO-3: Operation of the proposed project or project
variant would result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the immediate project vicinity, or
permanently expose persons to noise levels in excess of
standards in the San Francisco General Plan and the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance.

SM

SM

NI

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

(continued)
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Table S.4 (continued)

Proposed Project

Project Variant

La5
B

i

O

Alternative A:
No Project Alternative

Alternative B:
Full Preservation —
Office Alternative

Alternative C:
Full Preservation —
Residential Alternative

Alternative D:
Partial Preservation
— Office Alternative

Alternative E:
Partial Preservation —
Residential Alternative

Alternative F:
Code Conforming
Alternative

f
L1

= o

Legend: NI = No impact; LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact, no mitigation required; SM = Significant but mitigable; SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

Summary of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project, Project Variant, and Alternatives Identified for Topics in the Initial Study

Topic E.3, Cultural Resources (Archeological resources, Human Remains, Tribal Cultural Resources) Impacts

CR-2: Construction activities of the proposed project or
project variant could cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological resource.

SM

SM

NI

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

CR-3: Construction activities of the proposed project or
project variant could disturb human remains, if such
remains are present within the project site.

SM

SM

NI

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

CR-4: Construction activities of the proposed project or
project variant could disturb tribal cultural resources, if
such resources are present within the project site.

SM

SM

NI

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

Topic E.12, Biological Resources Impacts

Bl-1:  The proposed project or project variant would
have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service; and the proposed project or project variant would
interfere substantially with the movement of native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

SM

SM

NI

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

Topic E.13, Geology and Soils Impacts

GE-5: The proposed project or project variant would
directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature.

SM

SM

NI

SM

SM

SM

SM

SM

Source: Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, 2018, SWCA, 2018
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Alternative B: Full Preservation — Office Alternative would be the environmentally superior
alternative because it would have the fewest significant environmental impacts from among the
alternatives evaluated. Alternative B would retain the existing office building, the annex building,
and most of the corporate campus setting and would develop only two new multi-family
residential buildings on the 10.25-acre site, and, as a result, it would avoid the significant adverse
impact on the historical resource. Because of its reduced land use program, the significant
mitigable VMT impact would be less than significant under Alternative B. The significant transit
impact, although still significant and unavoidable, would be reduced relative to the proposed
project and project variant. Significant noise impacts, while also still significant and unavoidable,
would have a reduced duration. Significant but mitigable vibration impacts would be less than
significant under Alternative B. Operational noise impacts would be significant but mitigable,
similar to but reduced relative to the proposed project and variant. In addition, Alternative B
would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts as compared
to the proposed project or project variant.

Additionally, Alternative B: Full Preservation — Office Alternative would also lessen the impacts
of the proposed project or project variant that were found to be less-than-significant with
mitigation, related to the topics of Cultural Resources (archaeological resources including human
remains and tribal cultural resources), Biological Resources (nesting birds and protected
migratory birds), and Geology and Soils (paleontological resources).

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

The Planning Department received an Environmental Evaluation Application for the proposed
project on March 29, 2016. The filing of the application initiated the environmental review
process. The Environmental Evaluation Application was revised on March 6, 2017. In accordance
with CEQA Guidelines sections 15063 and 15082, the planning department published a NOP of
an EIR and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting (Appendix A to this EIR) on September 20, 2017,
announcing its intent to prepare and distribute a focused EIR and beginning the formal CEQA
scoping process. The 30-day public review period began on September 21, 2017 and ended on
October 20, 2017. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15083, the planning department held a
public scoping meeting on October 16, 2017, starting at 6 p.m. at the Jewish Community Center’s
Fisher Family Hall at 3200 California Street.

The purpose of the 30-day public review period (or scoping process) is to allow the public and
government agencies to comment on the issues and provide input on the scope of the EIR.
Individuals and agencies that received these notices include local, regional, and state agencies;
property owners and adjacent residents and tenants within 300 feet of the project site; and other
potentially interested parties that have requested such notice, including neighborhood

November 7, 2018 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project
Case No. 2015-014028ENV S.55 Draft EIR



Summary

organizations. During the public comment period, 54 comment letters, comment cards, and emails
were submitted to the planning department and 28 speakers provided oral comments at the public
scoping meeting. The planning department published an initial study on April 25, 2018. The
initial study included a discussion and analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed project or project variant with respect to all of the topics included in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines, as modified by the planning department. Following publication of the initial
study, an additional 15 comment letters and emails were submitted to the planning department.

EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, pp. 1.4-1.17, provides summaries of the comments received during
the NOP scoping period and following publication of the initial study. The summaries note where
the issues are specifically addressed in the EIR or the initial study (EIR Appendix B). On the
basis of public comments received, known areas of controversy and issues to be resolved are
summarized in Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, under “Areas of Known Controversy and
Issues to be Resolved”, pp. 5.7-5.8, as follows:

e Loss of neighborhood character

e The duration of the construction period as a burden on the community

o The loss of open green space

e The loss of existing mature on-site trees

o The loss of available on-street and off-street parking supply

e Proposed building heights above existing height limits

e The inclusion of commercial uses in development of the project site, with strong
neighborhood support expressed for study of a code-conforming all-residential
alternative, and

e The use of transportation network companies by residents, employees, and visitors at the

site

Environmental concerns raised in public comment letters have been resolved as part of the project
design or through mitigation measures to reduce impacts identified in the EIR impact analyses.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Chapter 1, Introduction, presents a summary of the 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project,
outlines the purpose of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), summarizes the environmental
review process, and describes the organization of the EIR.

A. PROJECT SUMMARY

The project site is an approximately 10.25-acre parcel in San Francisco’s Presidio Heights
neighborhood. The project sponsor, Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, owns the site and leases it to
the Regents of the University of California, which uses the site for its University of California,
San Francisco (UCSF) Laurel Heights Campus. Prior to the project sponsor’s recent acquisition
of fee title to the site, the project sponsor had entered into a 99-year pre-paid ground lease with
the Regents, the former owner of the site, in 2014. The campus contains a four-story, 455,000-
gross-square-foot office building with a three-level, partially below-grade 93,000-gross-square-
foot parking garage at the center of the site; a one-story, 14,000-gross-square-foot annex building
at the corner of California and Laurel streets; three surface parking lots; and landscaping or
landscaped open space. The project site does not include the SF Fire Credit Union building at the
southwest corner of California Street and Presidio Avenue, which is on a separate parcel. Current
UCSF uses on the Laurel Heights campus are office, research (including limited laboratory uses),
and parking as well as an independently operated child care facility.

The project sponsor proposes a mixed-use project for the 3333 California Street site. Under the
proposed project, the existing annex building, surface parking lots, and circular garage ramp
structures would be demolished. The existing office building would be partially demolished and
divided into two separate buildings (Center Buildings A and B), expanded to include new levels,
and adapted for residential use. Thirteen new buildings would be constructed in different
locations around the site: the Plaza A and Plaza B buildings (residential and retail uses) along
California Street between Laurel and Walnut streets; the Walnut Building (office, retail, and child
care uses) along California Street east of Walnut Street; the Masonic Building (residential uses)
along Masonic Avenue; the Euclid Building (residential and retail uses) near the intersection of
Euclid and Masonic avenues; the Laurel Duplexes (residential uses), comprised of seven
townhomes, along Laurel Street; and the Mayfair Building (residential uses) near the intersection
of Laurel Street and Mayfair Drive. Overall, the proposed project would include 558 dwelling
units within 824,691 gross square feet of residential floor area; 49,999 gross square feet of office
floor area; 54,117 gross square feet of retail floor area; a 14,690-gross-square-foot child care
center; 428,773 gross square feet of parking with 896 parking spaces; and approximately
236,000 square feet of open areas.
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Parking would be provided in four below-grade parking garages and six individual, two-car
parking garages serving 12 of the 14 units in the Laurel Duplexes group. New public pedestrian
walkways are proposed through the site in a north-south direction between California Street and
the intersection of Masonic and Euclid avenues approximately along the line of Walnut Street and
in an east-west direction between Laurel Street and Presidio Avenue along the line of Mayfair
Drive.

A project variant, identified as the Walnut Building Variant, which would replace the office space
in the proposed Walnut Building with residential uses, add three new residential floors, and
reduce the retail space, is also being considered. Under the project variant there would be
186 additional residential units, for a total of 744 residential units within 978,611 gross square
feet of residential floor area; no office space; 48,593 gross square feet of retail floor area; a
14,650-gross-square-foot child care center; 435,133 gross square feet of parking with 970 parking
spaces; and approximately 236,000 square feet of open areas on the project site.

B. PURPOSE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This EIR has been prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department (planning department) in
the City and County of San Francisco, the Lead Agency for the proposed project, in compliance
with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources
Code section 21000 et seq., “CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations
Title 14, section 15000 et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code. The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility
for carrying out or approving a project.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15161, this is a project-level EIR, which examines the
physical environmental impacts of a specific development project. As determined and guided by
findings of the initial study (see Appendix B to this EIR), this focused EIR evaluates the potential
for the proposed project or project variant to cause potentially significant impacts under the
environmental topics of cultural resources (historic architectural resources), transportation and
circulation, noise and vibration, and air quality. As defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15382, a

“significant effect on the environment” is:

. . . a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical
conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water,
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a
significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a
physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change
is significant.
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On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective
on January 1, 2014. Among other provisions, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public
Resources Code section 21099 regarding the analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for
certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.>? The proposed project meets the definition of
a mixed-use residential project on an infill site located within a transit priority area as specified
by California Public Resources Code section 21099, which 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, this EIR does not contain a separate discussion of the topic of
aesthetics, which can no longer be considered in determining the proposed project’s physical
environmental effects under CEQA. The EIR nonetheless provides visual simulations for
informational purposes as part of Chapter 2, Project Description (see Figure 2.7 through
Figure 2.13 for project renderings, pp. 2.27-2.33). In addition, parking is discussed for
informational purposes in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation. (See Section 4.A,
Introduction to Chapter 4, pp. 4.A.4-4.A.5, for further discussion of SB 743 and California Public
Resources Code section 21099.)

This EIR assesses potentially significant impacts of the proposed project and project variant. As
stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15121(a), an EIR is an informational document intended to
inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the significant environmental effects of a
project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable
alternatives to the project. CEQA requires that public agencies not approve projects until all
feasible means available have been employed to substantially lessen the significant environmental
effects of such projects.

Before any discretionary project approvals may be granted for the proposed project or project
variant, the San Francisco Planning Commission (planning commission) must certify the EIR as

1 Senate Bill 743 is available online at https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill
id=201320140SB743, accessed May 7, 2018.

2 A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit
stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code section 21064.3 as a rail
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or
more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and
afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco Transit Priority Areas can be found online at
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%200f%20San%20Francisco%20T ransit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf,
accessed May 7, 2018.

3 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 — Modernization of
Transportation Analysis, 3333 California Street, December 18, 2017. This document and all other
documents cited in this EIR, unless otherwise noted, are available for review at the Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2015-010013ENV and are available
online as part of the Assembly Bill 900 Record of Proceedings at www.ab900record.com/3333cal.
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adequate, accurate, and objective. EIR adequacy is defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15151,
Standards for Adequacy of an EIR, which states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts
have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith
effort at full disclosure.

The degree of specificity required in an EIR should “correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines
section 15146).

City decision-makers will use the certified EIR, along with other information and public
processes, to determine whether to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project or project
variant, and to require any feasible mitigation measures as conditions of project approval.

C. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

On March 29, 2016, the project sponsor submitted an Environmental Evaluation Application for
the 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project to the planning department, which was
subsequently revised on March 6, 2017.* The environmental review process for the proposed
project includes the following: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR and Notice of Public
Scoping Meeting; an Initial Study; a Draft EIR; responses to public and agency comments on the
Draft EIR; and certification of the Final EIR. These steps are described in more detail below.

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report

On September 20, 2017, the planning department published a Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting (Appendix A to this EIR),
announcing its intent to solicit public comments on the scope of the environmental analysis and to
prepare and distribute an EIR on the 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project. The planning
department mailed the Notice of Availability of an NOP and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting to
the State Clearinghouse and relevant state and regional agencies; occupants of adjacent
properties; property owners within 300 feet of the project site; and other potentially interested
parties, including neighborhood organizations that have requested such notice. A legal notice in
the newspaper was also published on Wednesday, September 20, 2017.

4 Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, Environmental Evaluation Application for the 3333 California Street
Mixed-Use Project, March 29, 2016 and March 6, 2017.
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Public Review of and Comments on the Notice of Preparation

Publication of the NOP initiated a 30-day public review and comment period that ended on
October 20, 2017. Pursuant to the California Public Resources Code section 21083.9 and CEQA
Guidelines section 15206, the planning department held a public scoping meeting on October 16,
2017, to receive input on the scope of the environmental review for this project.> During the NOP
review and comment period, a total of 54 comment letters, comment cards, and emails were
submitted to the planning department and 28 speakers provided oral comments at the public
scoping meeting. The comment letters received in response to the NOP and a copy of the
transcript from the public scoping meeting are available for review at the planning department
offices as part of Case File No. 2015-014028ENV. The planning department has considered the
comments made by the public in preparation of the Draft EIR for the proposed project. Comments
on the NOP that relate to environmental issues are summarized below and are addressed in this
EIR.

The topics raised in the written and oral comments include, but are not limited to, the following
environmental topics: population and housing, cultural resources, transportation and circulation,
noise and vibration, air quality, wind and shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public
services, biological resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral and
energy resources, cumulative impacts, alternatives, design and aesthetics, the mix of uses, the
duration of construction, and merits of the proposed project.

The topics raised in the NOP comment letters and at the public scoping meeting are summarized
below and have been addressed in either the initial study published on April 25, 2018 (see EIR
Appendix B) or in this EIR. Comments expressing support for, or opposition to, the proposed
project or project variant will be considered independently of the environmental review process
by City decision-makers as part of their decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed
project.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Comments raised issues concerning the increased population on the project site and effects on
infrastructure. These issues are addressed in Topic E.2, Population and Housing, and Topic E.10,
Utilities and Service Systems, of the initial study (see EIR Appendix B).

> The public scoping meeting was held at the Jewish Community Center of San Francisco at
3200 California Street, San Francisco 94118 on Monday, October 16, 2017, between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m.
A transcript of the proceedings is available as part of Case No. 2015-014028ENV.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES
Historic Architectural Resources

Comments expressed interest in the protection of historic architectural resources. The proposed
project and project variant’s impacts on historic architectural resources are addressed in
Section 4.B, Historic Architectural Resources, of this EIR. As identified in Impact CR-1,
pp. 4.B.40-4.B.46, partial demolition of the Midcentury Modern-designed corporate campus at
3333 California Street under the proposed project or project variant would result in a significant
and unavoidable impact on historic architectural resources. Chapter 6, Alternatives, presents a
range of alternatives that would meet most of the project objectives and could avoid or
substantially lessen significant effects of partial demolition under the proposed project or project
variant. Chapter 6, Alternatives, includes preservation alternatives that would retain, in whole or
in part, existing elements of the project site.

Archaeological Resources

Comments expressed interest in the effects on archaeological resources and human remains from
excavation. In particular, comments stated concern over the potential for extant historic-era
subsurface archaeological resources associated with the former Laurel Hill Cemetery. The
proposed project’s and project variant’s impacts on archaeological resources, human remains, and
tribal cultural resources are discussed on pp. 125-135 in Topic E.3, Cultural Resources, of the
initial study (see EIR Appendix B). Mitigation measures for subsurface archeological resources
including human remains and tribal cultural resources have been identified and agreed to by the
project sponsor.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Construction

Comments raised issues concerning construction truck traffic and safety concerns, particularly on
Pine Street and Presidio Avenue, as well as cumulative construction transportation impacts.
Impact TR-1, pp. 4.C.68-4.C.74, discusses traffic and safety during construction of the proposed
project or project variant. Cumulative transportation impacts during construction are discussed
under Impact C-TR-1 on pp. 4.C.101-4.C.102.

Traffic Circulation

Comments raised issues related to traffic circulation impacts from increased congestion on streets
adjacent to the project site. Public Resources Code section 21099 requires the Office of Planning
and Research to study the removal of automobile delay as a metric for evaluating transportation
impacts and to develop alternative metrics that better match the state’s policies around promoting
infill development, promoting public health through active transportation, and reducing GHG
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emissions. As discussed in Section 4.A, Introduction to Chapter 4, under “Automobile Delay and
Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis” on p. 4.A.5, a resolution adopted by the San Francisco
Planning Commission removed automobile delay as a significant impact on the environment and
replaced it with a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) threshold for all CEQA analyses going forward.
The VMT generated by operation of the proposed project or project variant is discussed in
Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR under Impact TR-2, pp. 4.C.74-4.C.80.
Cumulative VMT impacts are addressed under Impact C-TR-2, pp. 4.C.102-4.C.103.

As identified under Impact TR-2, pp. 4.C.74-4.C.80, operation of the proposed project or project
variant would cause substantial additional VMT and induced automobile travel due to the
provision of parking for the proposed project and project variant retail (retail, restaurant, and
commercial) uses. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Reduce Retail Parking
Supply would lessen VMT-related impacts. The VMT impacts of the proposed project or project
variant would be considered less than significant with mitigation.

Safety

Comments also expressed concerns about pedestrian safety due to increased traffic. Impacts
associated with traffic hazards and pedestrian safety are discussed in Impact TR-3, pp. 4.C.81-
4.C.83, and Impact TR-7, pp. 4.C.91-4.C.94. Comments also raised issues related to impacts on
emergency services, especially the San Francisco Fire Department, including the effects of
proposed changes to the roadways near the Presidio Avenue/Masonic Avenue/Pine Street
intersection. These issues are discussed in Impact TR-11, pp. 4.C.99-4.C.100.

Transit

Comments raised issues about the effects of projected growth on transit infrastructure, especially
on Muni routes 1 California, 2 Clement, 3 Jackson, 43 Masonic on Presidio Avenue, California
Street, and Walnut Street. Impacts of the proposed project or project variant on transit routes are
discussed under Impact TR-4, pp. 4.C.83-4.C.88. Cumulative impacts on transit are discussed
under Impact C-TR-4, pp. 4.C.105-4.C.108.

Loading

Comments raised issues related to traffic circulation impacts associated with transportation
network companies (for-hire vehicles) and delivery services, the adequacy of onsite and offsite
commercial and passenger loading spaces generated by the demand from the new mix of uses,
and effects of traffic and passenger loading demand on existing passenger loading zones along
California Street and the future loading zone on Laurel Street. Freight loading and passenger
loading, including for-hire vehicles and delivery services, are discussed in Impact TR-9,
pp. 4.C.95-4.C.98, and Impact TR-10, pp. 4.C.98-4.C.99, respectively.
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Parking

Comments raised concerns regarding the loss of on-street parking spaces. As discussed above,
Public Resources Code section 21099(d) provides that parking is no longer to be considered in
determining whether a project has the potential to result in significant environmental impacts for
certain infill projects in transit priority areas that meet the established criteria such as the
proposed project or project variant. Although the adequacy of parking is no longer a factor in
determining the significance of project impacts, a parking discussion is provided for
informational purposes only. In addition, the transportation impact analysis considers any
secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting
for scarce on-site or on-street parking that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable. For
example, the effect of the proposed project’s or project variant’s parking and loading program, as
well as new vehicle trips and streetscape changes, on public rights-of-way in the project vicinity
would result in the introduction of new traffic hazards, removal of on-street parking spaces, and
VMT increases above projections. The noise and air quality analyses were based on traffic
assignments used in the transportation analysis that reasonably address potential secondary
effects of drivers searching for parking. Typically, this effect is offset by a reduction in vehicle
trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area. These issues
are discussed in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, under Impact TR-2 (VMT), TR-3
(Traffic Hazards), TR-7 (Pedestrians), TR-8 (Bicycle), TR-9 (Commercial Loading) and TR-10
(Passenger Loading) on pp. 4.C.74-4.C.83 and pp. 4.C.91-4.C.99; in Section 4.D, Noise and
Vibration, under Impacts NO-4 and NO-5, pp. 4.D.62-4.D.67; and in Section 4.E, Air Quality,
under Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, pp. 4.E.38--4.E.52. As provided under “Parking Information,” on
pp. 4.C.116-4.C.126, the absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available
options other than auto travel (e.g., transit service, for-hire services including taxis, bicycles, or
walking) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, induces many drivers to seek and
find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel
habits. Any such resulting shifts to transit service or other modes (walking and biking) would be
in keeping with the City’s Transit-First Policy and numerous San Francisco General Plan (general
plan) policies.

NOISE AND VIBRATION

Comments expressed the need for long-term and short-term noise measurements to properly
determine how the project would affect existing noise conditions. Noise measurements of existing
conditions are presented in Section 4.D, Noise and Vibration, in Table 4.D.2: Summary of Long-
Term (LT) Noise Monitoring Results in the Project Vicinity, p. 4.D.9, and Table 4.D.3: Summary
of Short-Term (ST) Noise Monitoring Results in the Project Vicinity, p. 4.D.10.

Comments raised issues concerning noise impacts over the length of the construction and during
overlapping construction phases. Comments also expressed concern about the potential for
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combined construction- and operations-related noise impacts on nearby residents, other sensitive
receptors, and users of the rooftop and courtyard spaces at the Jewish Community Center of San
Francisco (JCCSF). Construction-related impacts associated with the proposed project or project
variant are discussed in Impact NO-1, pp. 4.D.36-4.D.51, including estimates of construction
noise levels at offsite sensitive receptors and peak noise levels during construction, shown in
Table 4.D.12, p. 4.D.38, and calculated noise increases over ambient levels during construction,
shown in Table 4.D.13, p. 4.D.40. Comments raised concerns over noise impacts resulting from
project-generated vehicle trips and programmed events and cumulative development. Noise
associated with operation of the proposed project or project variant is discussed in Impact NO-4,
pp. 4.D.62-4.D.64.

Comments expressed concerns about construction-related groundborne vibration impacts on
existing buildings. Impacts associated with groundborne noise and vibration are discussed in
Impact NO-2, pp. 4.D.51-4.D.58.

Comments expressed concerns over the project’s cumulative noise impacts. Cumulative noise
impacts in the project area during construction and operation are discussed in Impact C-NO-1 and
Impact C-NO-2, pp. 4.D.68-4.D.70.

AIR QUALITY

Comments raised issues regarding the length of the construction period and overlapping
construction phases and the resulting air quality impacts on nearby residents. Impacts of the
proposed project or project variant during the construction period are discussed in Section 4.E,
Air Quality, under Impact AQ-1, pp. 4.E.38-4.E.49, and Impact AQ-3, pp. 4.E.52-4.E.60.
Comments also expressed concerns over cumulative air quality impacts. Cumulative air quality
impacts are discussed in Impact C-AQ-1, p. 4.E.66.

WIND AND SHADOW

Comments expressed concerns related to wind and shadow impacts on public streets and
sidewalks and on existing private open space and recreational facilities, including JCCSF’s
rooftop and courtyard spaces. Comments also raised issues regarding shadow impacts on existing
residences surrounding the project site. The proposed project and project variant’s impacts on
wind and shadow are discussed on pp. 151-162 in Topic E.8, Wind and Shadow, of the initial
study (see EIR Appendix B).

RECREATION

Comments raised issues concerning the lack of recreational open space in the neighborhood and
how the loss of the grass lawns along Euclid Avenue and along Masonic Avenue near Presidio
Avenue would contribute to demand on public parks and recreational facilities. The proposed
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project and project variant’s impacts on recreation are discussed in Topic E.9, Recreation, of the
initial study (see EIR Appendix B).

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Comments raised issues concerning the loss of mature onsite trees, the loss of landscaped space
on the project site, and the potential loss of areas that could contain rare or endangered plant
seeds or rare or endangered plants relevant to the historical significance of the site. Comments
also expressed concern regarding the extent to which landscaped space would be replaced by the
project. The proposed project and project variant’s impacts on biological resources are discussed
on pp. 197-204 in Topic E.12, Biological Resources, of the initial study (see EIR Appendix B).

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Comments expressed concerns regarding the project’s demand on regional water supply and the
potential for adverse effects on storm drain capacity or flow. These issues are discussed on
pp. 173-182 in Topic E.10, Utilities and Service Systems, of the initial study (see
EIR Appendix B).

PUBLIC SERVICES

Comments raised issues concerning the project’s effects on police and fire department services.
The proposed project and project variant’s impacts on fire and emergency medical services and
police services are discussed on pp. 189-193 in Topic E.11, Public Services, of the initial study
(see EIR Appendix B).

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Comments expressed concerns regarding the excavation and other site grading activities under the
project and their effect on the topography of Laurel Hill. Comments also raised issues concerning
the effect of ground settlement on adjacent buildings. The proposed project and project variant’s
impacts related to geology and soils are discussed on pp. 205-216 in Topic E.13, Geology and
Soils, of the initial study (see EIR Appendix B).

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Comments raised issues concerning the effects of construction of the project, including
excavation of contaminated soils containing petroleum, polychlorinated biphenyls, and other
contaminants; excavation and effects of undiscovered human remains and contaminated soils on
public health; and the potential for airborne contamination from office building demolition.
Comments also expressed concerns regarding the potential for contamination from leaking
underground storage tanks, and the use of chemicals for water treatment. These issues are
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discussed on pp. 227-240 in Topic E.15, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the initial study
(see EIR Appendix B), and supplemented in Section 4.F of this EIR.

MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES

Comments expressed concerns about the project’s demand on energy supplies and potential
effects on utility service in the project vicinity, especially during peak demand periods. These
issues are discussed on pp. 240-246 in Topic E.16, Mineral and Energy Resources, of the initial
study (see EIR Appendix B).

CUMULATIVE

Comments raised general concerns regarding the effects of the proposed project in combination
with other cumulative development in the immediate neighborhood. The proposed project or
project variant’s impacts on the environment in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects
are discussed in their respective topics of this EIR and the initial study (see EIR Appendix B).

ALTERNATIVES

Commenters requested the study of a code-compliant alternative that includes only residential
uses. Alternatives to the proposed project or project variant analyzed in this EIR include
alternatives developed to reduce significant environmental impacts of the proposed project or
project variant. These alternatives and a code-conforming alternative are described and analyzed
in Chapter 6, Alternatives.

DESIGN AND AESTHETICS

Comments expressed concern that the proposed project’s architectural style, scale, mass, and
choice of building materials would not be compatible with the neighborhood. Comments also
raised issues regarding glare impacts from glass facades and project effects on sight lines and
views. As noted in the initial study on pp. 105-106, 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 not considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant
environmental impacts for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:

1) The project is in a transit priority area; and
2) The project is on an infill site; and

3) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.

The proposed project meets each of the criteria provided by Public Resources Code
section 21099(d), and thus the determination of significance of project impacts under CEQA does
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not consider aesthetics.® For informational purposes, the project description includes renderings
of the proposed project.

MIX OF USES

Comments raised concern about the project’s increased residential density and changes to existing
zoning, height limits, and land uses. Comments also stated that the proposed retail and office uses
are not allowed under RM-1 zoning and Resolution 4109. Potential conflicts with applicable land
use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental impact are discussed on pp. 110-112 in Topic E.1, Land Use and Planning, of the
initial study (see EIR Appendix B) and Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, of this EIR.

Some comments expressed support for land use programs other than the proposed project,
including support for an all-residential project and support for eliminating office and retail uses
from the proposed project. Alternatives to the proposed project, including a code-conforming
alternative, are described and analyzed in Chapter 6.

Other comments raised concern about economic effects on local businesses caused by new
commercial and office space. As stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15358(b), CEQA requires
review of the effects of a project that are related to a physical change to the environment. Social
or economic effects alone are not changes in physical conditions, and CEQA Guidelines section
15382 provides that social or economic effects may not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. Evidence of social or economic effects (e.g., property values, rent levels,
neighborhood demographics, etc.) that do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts
on the environment is not substantial evidence of a significant effect on the environment.
However, CEQA Guidelines section 15064(d)(e) provides that a social or economic change
related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is
significant. Additionally, an EIR or other CEQA document must consider the reasonably
foreseeable indirect environmental consequences or physical changes resulting from a project’s
economic or social changes. In short, social and economic effects are only relevant under CEQA
if they would result in or are caused by an adverse physical impact on the environment and there
is no such evidence here.

CONSTRUCTION DURATION

Comments raised concerns that the construction period would place an intolerable burden on the
neighborhood, particularly impacts from noise, air quality, traffic and circulation, parking, and
hazardous waste removal. A detailed discussion and illustrations of the preliminary construction

& San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 — Modernization of
Transportation Analysis, 3333 California Street, December 18, 2017.
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phasing program and the strategies for staging, construction truck traffic, and work in the public
right-of-way are described in Chapter 2, Project Description, pp. 2.91-2.99. Construction impacts
of the proposed project or project variant associated with transportation and circulation (including
construction worker parking), noise, and air quality are discussed in Section 4.C, Transportation
and Circulation; Section 4.D, Noise and Vibration; and Section 4.E, Air Quality, respectively.
Construction impacts and regulatory processes associated with hazardous materials and waste are
discussed on pp. 228-231 in Topic E.15, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the initial study
(see EIR Appendix B) and Section 4.F, Initial Study Supplement, of this EIR.

MERITS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Comments raised issues concerning the loss of landscaped areas and the loss of open space at
Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street and near Masonic and Presidio avenues. Although comments on
the merits of the project do not raise issues concerning environmental impacts under CEQA, such
comments may be considered and weighed by the decision-makers as part of their decision to
approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project or project variant. This consideration is
carried out independent of the environmental review process.

Public Review of and Comments on the Initial Study

On April 25, 2018, the planning department published an initial study (Appendix B), which
addresses environmental impacts related to land use and planning; population and housing;
subsurface archaeological resources, including human remains and tribal cultural resources;
greenhouse gas emissions; wind and shadow; recreation; utilities and service systems; public
services; biological resources; geology and soils; hydrology and water quality; hazards and
hazardous materials; mineral and energy resources; and agricultural and forest resources.

Significant impacts identified in the initial study include impacts on subsurface archaeological
resources including human remains and tribal cultural resources; biological resources; and
paleontological resources. Mitigation measures identified would reduce these impacts to less-
than-significant levels. (See pp. 249-255 in Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvements
Measures, of the initial study [EIR Appendix B].) As part of the review process, significant
impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level were identified for the following
environmental topics that are addressed in this EIR: historic architectural resources, transportation
and circulation, noise, and air quality.

Following publication of the initial study, a total of 15 comment letters and emails were
submitted to the planning department. These comment letters are available for review at the
planning department offices as part of Case File No. 2015-014028ENV. The planning department
has considered the comments made by the public in preparation of the EIR for the proposed
project and project variant.
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Many of the comments raised on the initial study related to environmental issues reiterate land
use and planning, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions,
wind and shadow, recreation, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, geology and
soils, and hazards and hazardous materials concerns previously identified in comments received
on the NOP and at the public scoping meeting, as summarized above. To the extent that the
comments relate to environmental effects, the topics raised in the initial study comment letters
have been addressed in either the initial study (see EIR Appendix B) or in this EIR.

Other comments raised new topics that were not previously identified related to land use and
planning, growth inducement, transportation and circulation, air quality, shadow, biological
resources, hydrology and water quality, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials,
greenhouse gas emissions, and merits of the proposed project; these concerns are summarized
below.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Comments raised concerns over conflicts with the general plan including the Urban Design
Element and residential design guidelines, zoning regulations, and other policies. Comments also
expressed concern that rezoning the site to a Special Use District would infringe on the existing
processes, protections, and rules established by current zoning regulations. Conflicts with existing
city plans and policies, including the general plan and zoning ordinance, are discussed in
Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, of this EIR. Comments presented concerns regarding impacts on
the existing character of the project vicinity. However, as provided by Public Resources Code
section 21099, the proposed project or project variant’s changes to the aesthetic character of the
project vicinity are not considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in
significant environmental impacts.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Comments expressed concern over congestion and safety of garage egress on Masonic Avenue
and Presidio Avenue. Traffic safety impacts associated with the proposed project or project
variant garage egress are discussed in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, under
Impact TR-3, pp. 4.C.81-4.C.83. Comments also noted the potential for congestion issues caused
by loading along Laurel Street. Impacts associated with commercial freight and passenger loading
are discussed under Impact TR-9, pp. 4.C.95-4.C.98. Comments raised concerns regarding the
design of garage access and the proposed continental crosswalk on Presidio Avenue. Impacts
associated with pedestrian hazards are discussed under Impact TR-7, pp. 4.C.91-4.C.94.

AIR QUALITY

Comments expressed concerns related to air quality effects of demolition and excavation. The
legally required construction dust control plan (site is over 0.5 acre) and the asbestos dust
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mitigation plan (due to presence of serpentinite in the area of proposed excavation) are disclosed
as part of the project in Chapter 2, Project Description, under “Preliminary Construction Schedule
and Phasing,” pp. 2.91-2.99. These issues are also discussed in Topic E.15, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, pp. 227-237 of the initial study (see EIR Appendix B). A supplementary
discussion of regulatory processes associated with hazards and hazardous materials is provided in
Section 4.F, Initial Study Supplement, pp. 4.F.2-4.F.13 of this EIR. These requirements are also
discussed as part of the air quality impact analysis in Section 4.E, Air Quality, pp. 4.E.38-4.E.49
of this EIR.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Comments raised concerns regarding the methodology and significance thresholds used to
analyze greenhouse gas emissions impacts. Comments noted that the EIR did not quantify
greenhouse gas emissions for construction activities such as demolition and excavation or
operations. The planning department’s methodology to determine impacts associated with
greenhouse gas emissions is discussed in Topic E.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, pp. 146-150 of
the initial study (see EIR Appendix B).

SHADOW

Comments noted concerns regarding the methodology and significance thresholds presented in
the initial study with respect to shadow. Comments also presented concerns regarding shadow on
areas not owned by the park department, such as residences, sidewalks, and public service
facilities. The methodology and significance criteria for shadow analysis, including a discussion
of nearby sidewalks and other existing open space currently open to the public, are discussed in
Topic E.8, Wind and Shadow, pp. 151-162 of the initial study (see EIR Appendix B).

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Comments raised concerns that the project could conflict with local policies protecting biological
resources and that habitat modifications would adversely affect resident or migratory birds.
Additionally, comments suggest that the effect of regulatory compliance cannot be determined
because regulators have discretion in applying the applicable regulations. Chapter 2, Project
Description, pp. 2.26 and 2.35, and Topic E.12, Biological Resources, pp. 201-202, of the initial
study (see EIR Appendix B) describe the project’s bird safety features, which adhere to planning
code section 139 requirements and planning department advisory guidelines. Biological impacts
associated with the proposed project or project variant are discussed in Topic E.12, Biological
Resources, pp. 197-204 of the initial study (see EIR Appendix B).
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Comments raised concerns over the effects of soil erosion and loss of topsoil. Impacts associated
with soil erosion and loss of topsoil are discussed in Topic E.13, Geology and Soils, under Impact
GE-2 on pp. 210-211 in the initial study (see EIR Appendix B). Comments also suggested that the
reliance on legally required regulatory processes associated with geotechnical considerations is
not sufficient for building construction and other site activities such as shoring. Demolition,
excavation, and other construction activities and certain legal requirements are discussed in
Chapter 2, Project Description, under “Demolition, Excavation, and Soils Disturbance,” pp. 2.94-
2.100. As discussed on pp. 205-212 of the initial study in Topic E.13, Geology and Soils under
Impacts GE-1, GE-3, and GE-4 (see EIR Appendix B), the site does not exhibit any unique
geological concerns requiring special considerations beyond those typically encountered with
similar construction in San Francisco.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Comments expressed concerns that the technical background documents describing groundwater
depth and groundwater flow direction provide conflicting information, and raised concern over
the effects of dewatering. Comments also suggested that project impacts on subsurface drainage
flow is not described nor adequately analyzed. The variability of groundwater depths and impacts
associated with groundwater recharge are described in Topic E.14, Hydrology and Water Quality,
under Impact HY-2, pp. 221-222 of the initial study. Impacts associated with construction-related
groundwater dewatering are discussed under Impact HY-1, p. 219 of the initial study (see
EIR Appendix B).

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Comments raised concerns that compliance with legally required regulatory processes associated
with hazards and hazardous materials would not be adequate to mitigate hazard impacts on
construction workers, nearby residents, and the general public. Impacts associated with hazards
and hazardous materials are discussed in Topic E.15, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, p. 227 of
the initial study (see EIR Appendix B). A supplementary discussion of regulatory processes
associated with hazards and hazardous materials is provided in Section 4.F, Initial Study
Supplement, pp. 4.F.2-4.F.11 of this EIR.

GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Comments raised concerns about expansion of public utility services (sewer, water, electricity,
etc.) if those services are extended beyond what is necessary to serve uses proposed under the
proposed project or project variant. Existing and proposed utility infrastructure to serve the site’s
proposed new uses is discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, pp. 2-16-2.17 and pp. 2.88-
2.91. The issue of increased use intensity (residents, employees, visitors on the site) and the
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demand generated on public recreational resources, public services, utilities and service systems,
water supply are discussed in the respective topics of the initial study (see EIR Appendix B).
Whether the proposed project or project variant would result in growth-inducing impacts
associated with expansion of public utilities is discussed in Chapter 5, Other CEQA
Considerations, pp. 5.1-5.3 of this EIR.

MERITS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Comments expressed opinions regarding the following: the merits of the zoning change,
including allowing a new mix of land uses and increases in height and density; the usability of
new on-site open space; the reduction or elimination of existing views from publicly accessible
open spaces; and changes to the existing character of the project vicinity. Although comments on
the merits of the project do not raise issues concerning environmental impacts under CEQA, such
comments may be considered and weighed by the decision-makers as part of their decision to
approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project or project variant. This consideration is
carried out independent of the environmental review process.

Draft Environmental Impact Report

This Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. It
provides an analysis of the project-specific physical environmental impacts of construction and
operation of the proposed project and project variant, and the proposed project’s or project
variant’s contribution to the environmental impacts from foreseeable cumulative development in
the project site vicinity and the City as a whole, as applicable.

Copies of the Draft EIR are available at the Planning Information Center, San Francisco Planning
Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. The Draft EIR is available
for public review at the San Francisco Main Public Library and the Presidio Branch Library at
3150 Sacramento Street. The Draft EIR is also available for viewing or downloading at the
planning department website, http://tinyurl.com/sfcegadocs, by choosing the link for Negative
Declarations and EIRs under “Current Documents for Public Review” and searching for Case File
No. 2015-014028ENV or 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project. You may also request that a
copy be sent to you by calling (415) 575-9038 or emailing the EIR Coordinator at
CPC.3333CaliforniaelR@sfgov.org.

All documents referenced in this Draft EIR are available for review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, as part of Case File No.
2015-014028ENV, and at the Presidio Branch Library at 3150 Sacramento Street. All documents
are also available online at www.ab900record.com/3333cal.
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HOW TO COMMENT ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This Draft EIR was published on November 7, 2018. There will be a public hearing before the
planning commission during the approximately 45-day public review and comment period for this
EIR to solicit public comment on the adequacy and accuracy of information presented in this
Draft EIR. The public comment period for this EIR is November 8, 2018 to December 24, 2018.
The public hearing on this Draft EIR has been scheduled before the planning commission for
December 13, 2018, in Room 400, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, beginning at
1:00 p.m. or later. Please call (415) 558-6422 the week of the hearing for a recorded message
giving a more specific time.

A hearing has also been scheduled on December 5, 2018, in Room 400, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton
B. Goodlett Place, beginning at 12:00 p.m. or later, before the historic preservation commission
in order for the historic preservation commissioners to provide comments to the planning
commission on the Draft EIR. Please note that public comments at the historic preservation
commission hearing will not be treated as comments on the Draft EIR and will not be responded
to in the Responses to Comments document.

In addition, during the public review and comment period, members of the public are invited to
submit written comments on the adequacy of the document, that is, whether this Draft EIR
identifies and analyzes the possible environmental impacts and identifies appropriate mitigation
measures. Those who testify at the hearing on the Draft EIR or submit written comments and who
provide an address (mailing or e-mail) will automatically receive a notification when the
Responses to Comments document is available on the planning department website. Others may
request such notification, or request a CD or paper copy, by contacting the EIR Coordinator, Kei
Zushi at (415) 575-9038.

Written comments should be submitted to:

Kei Zushi

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Or by e-mail to:
CPC.3333CaliforniaEIR@sfgov.org.

Comments must be received by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, December 24, 2018. If attachments are
provided as part of an e-mail comment on the Draft EIR, please provide in a text-searchable pdf
format, if possible.

Commenters are not required to provide personal identifying information. All written or oral
communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the
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public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the planning department’s
website or in other public documents.

Only commenters on the Draft EIR will be permitted to file an appeal of the certification of the
Final EIR to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (board of supervisors).

ASSEMBLY BILL 900

The project sponsor has filed an application with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
for certification of the proposed project or project variant as an environmental leadership
development project under the Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental
Leadership Act of 2011 (Assembly Bill 900 or AB 900, as updated to comply with Senate
Bill 734 and Assembly Bill 246).” The application is available online and was subject to public
review from August 24, 2018 through September 24, 2018.2 The review process for certification
is administered and conducted by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. The
California Air Resources Board reviews the calculation methodology and analysis of the project’s
greenhouse gas emissions.

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

e The project is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or
recreational in nature;

e The project, upon completion, will qualify for Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) gold certification or better;

e The project will achieve at least 15 percent greater transportation efficiency than
comparable projects;

e The project is located on an infill site and in an urbanized area; and

e For projects within a metropolitan planning organization’s jurisdiction for which a
sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill
project is consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity and
applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities
strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the California Air Resources Board

" California Public Resources Code section 21178 to 21189.3.

8 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California Jobs (AB 900), Submitted Applications,
2017092053 — 3333 California Street Project, http://opr.ca.gov/cega/california-jobs.html, accessed
September 24, 2018.

9 California Public Resources Code 21178 et. seq. and Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
California Jobs (AB 900), Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial Review Under the California
Environmental Quality Act Pursuant to AB 900, Updated to Comply with Senate Bill 734 and Assembly
Bill 246, http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/california-jobs.html, accessed September 24, 2018.
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has accepted that the strategy would achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction
targets.®®

In order for the Governor to certify a leadership project, the project (or project applicant) must:
(1) result in a minimum investment of $100 million dollars in California upon completion of
construction; (2) create high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages
and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and help reduce
unemployment; (3) not result in any net additional greenhouse gas emissions; (4) comply with
requirements for commercial and organic waste recycling; (5) have a binding agreement with the
lead agency establishing the requirements set forth in Public Resources Code sections 21183(e)
and (g); and (6) agree to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any
case.!12 Multifamily residential projects certified as environmental development leadership
projects are also required to provide unbundled parking, such that private vehicle parking spaces
are priced and rented or purchased separately from dwelling units.

As of the publication of this Draft EIR the California Air Resources Board has yet to determine if
the proposed project or project variant would result in any net additional greenhouse gas
emissions for purposes of certification under AB 900.

In accordance with the requirements of AB 900, the planning department has provided a record of
proceedings for the proposed project and project variant that can be accessed and downloaded
from the following website: www.ab900record.com/3333cal. The record of proceedings includes
the EIR and all other documents and materials submitted to, or relied upon by, the lead agency in
the preparation of the EIR or the approval of the project. In addition, a document prepared by the
lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the draft EIR that is a
part of the record of proceedings, and comments received on the draft EIR, will be made available
to the public on this same website in a readily accessible electronic format within the timeframes
specified by this act. Comments on this draft EIR should be emailed to
CPC.3333CaliforniaelR@sfgov.org.

Within 10 days of the Governor certifying the proposed project or project variant as an
environmental leadership development project, the planning department is required to issue a
public notice stating that the applicant has elected to proceed under chapter 6.5 (commencing
with section 21178) of the Public Resources Code, which provides, among other things, that any
judicial action challenging the certification of the EIR or the approval of the project described in

10 California Public Resources Code Section 21180(b).

11 California Public Resources Code Section 21183.

12 1 aurel Heights Partners, LLC, 3333 California Street, Applicant Acknowledgement of Obligations under
Public Resources Code Section 21183(e), (f), and (g) with the City and County of San Francisco,
August 8, 2018.
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the EIR is subject to the procedures set forth in sections 21185 to 21186, inclusive, of the Public
Resources Code.

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

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

Final Environmental Impact Report

Following the close of the Draft EIR public review and comment period, the planning department
will prepare and publish a document entitled “Responses to Comments,” which will contain a
copy of all comments on this Draft EIR and the City’s responses to those comments, and any
necessary changes to the text, along with copies of the letters received and a transcript of the
planning commission public hearing on the Draft EIR. This Draft EIR, together with the
Responses to Comments document, will be considered by the planning commission in an
advertised public meeting, and then certified as a Final EIR, if deemed adequate. The Responses
to Comments document will indicate the date reserved for consideration of EIR certification at
the planning commission.

The planning commission and the board of supervisors will use the information in the Final EIR
in their deliberations on whether to approve, modify, or deny the proposed project or aspects of
the proposed project. If the planning commission and the board of supervisors decide to approve
the proposed project or project variant, their approval action must include findings that identify
significant project-related impacts that would result; discuss mitigation measures or alternatives
that have been adopted to reduce significant impacts to less-than-significant levels; and explain
reasons for rejecting mitigation measures or alternatives if any are infeasible for legal, social,
economic, technological, or other reasons.

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) must be adopted by the planning
commission and the board of supervisors as part of the adoption of the CEQA findings and
project approvals by those bodies. The MMRP identifies the measures included in the proposed
project or project variant or imposed by the decision-makers as conditions of approval, the
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entities responsible for carrying out the measures, and the timing of implementation. If significant
unavoidable impacts would remain after all feasible mitigation measures are implemented, the
approving body, if it elects to approve the proposed project or project variant, must adopt a
statement of overriding considerations explaining how the benefits of the proposed project or
project variant would outweigh the significant environmental impacts.

D. ORGANIZATION OF THIS EIR

This focused EIR is organized into eight chapters, as described below.

The Summary chapter provides a concise overview of the proposed project and project variant
and the necessary approvals; the environmental impacts that would result from the proposed
project or project variant; mitigation measures identified to reduce or eliminate these impacts;
project alternatives; and areas of known controversy and issues to be resolved.

Chapter 1, Introduction, provides a summary of the proposed project and project variant and
describes the type, purpose, and function of the EIR; the environmental review process and
comments received on the NOP and Initial Study; and the organization of the EIR.

Chapter 2, Project Description, presents details about the proposed project and project variant and
the approvals required for implementation.

Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, describes inconsistencies of the proposed project or project variant
with applicable state, regional, and local plans and policies.

Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, includes an introductory chapter that describes the
format of Chapter 4, a general discussion of the approach to the cumulative analysis, and a
subsection on the existing land use setting. Chapter 4 addresses the following topics:

e Cultural Resources (historic architectural resources only),

e Transportation and Circulation (all topics except aviation-related ones),

o Noise (all topics except aviation-related ones), and

e Air Quality (all topics except odors).

Each topic section includes a description of existing conditions with respect to the particular
environmental topic (environmental setting); the regulatory framework; the approach to analysis;
identification and evaluation of project-specific and cumulative impacts; and mitigation measures
and improvement measures, when appropriate.

In response to public comments on the initial study, Chapter 4 also includes a supplement to the
initial study describing the regulatory processes associated with hazards and hazardous materials
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(see Section 4.F, Initial Study Supplement). Section 4.F also identifies minor corrections to the
public services (schools only) and mineral and energy resources topics of the initial study.

Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, addresses potential growth-inducing impacts of the
proposed project and project variant and identifies significant effects that cannot be avoided if the
proposed project or project variant is implemented, as well as significant irreversible impacts of
the proposed project and project variant, and areas of known controversy and project-related
issues that have not been resolved.

Chapter 6, Alternatives, presents and analyzes a range of alternatives to the proposed project or
project variant. Six alternatives are described and evaluated: a No Project Alternative, which is
required by CEQA; two Full Preservation Alternatives; two Partial Preservation Alternatives; and
a Code-Conforming Alternative. This chapter also identifies the environmentally superior
alternative. It discusses alternatives that were considered for analysis in the EIR but rejected, and
gives the reasons for their rejection.

Chapter 7, Authors and Persons Consulted, identifies the EIR authors and the agencies,
organizations, and individuals consulted during preparation of the Draft EIR. In addition, the
project sponsor, their attorneys, and any consultants working on their behalf are listed.

The EIR has seven appendices, as follows:

e Appendix A:  Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of
Public Scoping Meeting, September 20, 2017

e Appendix B: Initial Study — 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project (including
Water Supply Assessment), April 25, 2018

e Appendix C:  Historic Architectural Resources Evaluations

e Appendix D:  Transportation and Circulation Calculation Details and Supporting
Information

e Appendix E:  Noise Measurement and Calculation Data

o Appendix F:  Air Quality Calculation Details and Supporting Information

e Appendix G:  Alternatives Analysis — Transportation and Circulation
The EIR Appendices are provided on a CD attached to the back cover of this EIR. In addition, the
appendices may be viewed by appointment at the planning department in the public viewing area

of reception, Suite 400, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco and at the Presidio Branch Library at
3150 Sacramento Street.
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2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A.  PROJECT OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

The 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project (proposed project) site is an approximately
446,490-square-foot, or 10.25-acre, parcel bounded by California Street to the north, Presidio
Avenue to the east, Masonic Avenue to southeast, Euclid Avenue to the south, and Laurel
Street/Mayfair Drive to the west, in San Francisco’s Presidio Heights neighborhood, in the
northwest portion of San Francisco (see Figure 2.1: Project Location, p. 2.3). The project sponsor,
Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, owns the site and leases it to the Regents of the University of
California, which uses the project site for its University of California, San Francisco (UCSF)
Laurel Heights Campus. Prior to the project sponsor’s recent acquisition of fee title to the site, the
project sponsor had entered into a 99-year pre-paid ground lease with the Regents, the former
owner of the site, in 2014. The project site does not include the San Francisco Fireman’s Credit
Union (now called SF Fire Credit Union) at the southwest corner of California Street and Presidio
Avenue, which is on a separate parcel.

The project site is developed with a four-story, 455,000-gross-square-foot' office building
including a three-level, 212-space, 93,000-gross-square-foot partially below-grade parking garage
at the center of the site; a one-story, 14,000-gross-square-foot annex building at the corner of
California and Laurel streets; three surface parking lots with a total of 331 spaces connected by
internal roadways; two circular garage ramp structures leading to below-grade parking levels; and
landscaping or landscaped open space (see Figure 2.2: Existing Site, p. 2.4). The campus serves
as the primary location for UCSF’s office and limited laboratory uses for its social, behavioral,
and policy science research departments.

The proposed project consists of redevelopment of the site from office, research, child care, and
parking uses to a mix of residential, retail, office, child care, and associated parking uses. These
proposed uses would be located in 13 new buildings and in the adaptively reused office building,
which would be divided into two separate residential buildings (see Figure 2.3: Proposed Site
Plan, p. 2.5). Proposed parking would be provided in four below-grade parking garages? and six
individual, two-car parking garages.® The proposed project would require demolition, soils

Gross square footages and square footages presented for the existing and proposed uses are approximate.

2 The below-grade parking garages may be fully or partially integrated; however, the engineering
feasibility of internal connections has yet to be determined.

 The individual parking garages would serve six of the seven townhomes identified as the Laurel

Duplexes.
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2. Project Description

disturbance, and excavation to depths ranging from 7 to 40 feet below the existing grade for
construction of the below-grade parking garages, building foundations, and site terracing.

The project site has historically been occupied by large-scale uses. From 1854 to 1946 it was part
of the larger Laurel Hill Cemetery (formerly Lone Mountain Cemetery). Laurel Hill Cemetery is
listed in the California Register of Historical Resources as California Historical Landmark 760.4
In 1946, the area was cleared and graded in anticipation of being developed by the San Francisco
Unified School District (school district). In April 1953, the Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company
(Fireman’s Fund) purchased the property from the school district. Fireman’s Fund constructed the
existing buildings and parking garage and developed the overall site in phases between 1955 and
1966, occupying the site from 1957 to 1982 as its corporate headquarters. In 1982, the property
was sold and became the Presidio Corporate Center, during which time it underwent office
renovations and was occupied with office tenants.

In January 1985, the UC Regents purchased the property and remodeled the space to suit the
University’s medical and scientific research uses. In July 2014, prior to the project sponsor’s
recent acquisition of fee title to the site, the project sponsor had entered into a 99-year pre-paid
long-term ground lease with the UC Regents, the former owner of the site, allowing for the re-
development of the project site. UCSF anticipates moving services and staff at the Laurel Heights
Campus to other UCSF locations, such as the Mission Bay or Parnassus campuses prior to
commencement of any construction activities.®

A National Register of Historic Places Registration Form for the Fireman’s Fund Insurance
Company Office at 3333 California Street was submitted to the California State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) on February 9, 2018 and updated on April 19, 2018 and
resubmitted.® The registration form was reviewed by the City and County of San Francisco
Historic Preservation Commission, the planning department, and the SHPO. On May 16, 2018 the
San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission supported the nomination,” and on

Per California Public Resources Code section 5031(a): “All landmark registrations up to and including
Register No. 769, which were approved without the benefit of criteria, shall be approved only if the
landmark site conforms to the existing criteria as determined by the California Historical Landmarks
Advisory Committee or as to approvals on or after January 1, 1975, by the State Historical Resources
Commission.”

5> Regents of the University of California, University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) 2014 Long
Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report, p. 3-56, https://www.ucsf.edu/content/Irdp-
environmental-impact-report-downloads, accessed May 25, 2018.

& Michael Corbett and Denise Bradley, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form for
Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company Office at 3333 California Street, San Francisco, California
submitted to California State Historic Preservation Office, April 19, 2018.

" San Francisco Planning Department, Tim Frye, Historic Preservation Officer to the City and County of

San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission, 3333 California Street National Register Nomination

Certified Local Government Review, May 16, 2018.
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2. Project Description

May 17, 2018, the State Historical Resources Commission determined the property to be eligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and approved a motion that the subject
property at 3333 California Street be accepted and directed the SHPO to forward the nomination
to the Keeper of the National Register for final determination of eligibility.®® The Keeper of the
National Register issued a Determination of Eligibility on August 29, 2018.1%1! Although the
property cannot be listed in the National Register without the property owner’s consent, the
Keeper’s Determination of Eligibility automatically lists the property in the California Register.

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND PROJECT VARIANT

The project sponsor is requesting rezoning and adoption of a Special Use District, Conditional
Use authorization and approval of a planned unit development, and approval of a Development
Agreement for a multiphase, mixed-use development on the project site to be developed over a
7- to 15-year construction timeframe. The project site plan is shown in Figure 2.3, p. 2.5. As
envisioned, the proposed project would include phased development (four phases) of residential
uses (anticipated to include both market-rate and affordable dwelling units), retail uses, office
uses, a child care center, parking, streetscape improvements, and open space. The project sponsor
is also studying a variant to the proposed project: the Walnut Building Variant that replaces the
proposed office use in the Walnut Building with residential uses and less retail space.?

Under the proposed project, the existing annex building, surface parking lots, and circular garage
ramp structures along California Street would be demolished. The existing approximately
55.5-foot-tall office building at the c