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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

AND AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Hearing Date: September 12, 2019

Time: Not before 1:00 p.m.
Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
Case Type: Environmental (Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report)
Hearing Body:  Planning Commission

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION
Project Address: None Case No.: 2018-007883ENV
Cross Streets: Northwest of Ocean and Lee avenues Applicant/Agent:  Reservoir Community Partners LLC
Block /Lot Nos.: Assessor’s Block 3180/Lot 190 c/o Joe Kirchofer
Zoning Districts: P (Public), AvalonBay Communities LLC

40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk District Telephone: 415.284.9082

Plan Area: Balboa Park Station E-Mail: Joe_Kirchofer@avalonbay.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared a draft subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR) on the Balboa
Reservoir project (proposed project), which is described below.

The City and County of San Francisco (the City), acting by and through its San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC),
selected Reservoir Community Partners LLC (a joint venture between BRIDGE Housing Corporation and Avalon Bay
Communities), to act as master developer for the redevelopment of a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area of south
central San Francisco known as the Balboa Reservoir. The proposed project would develop the site with mixed-income housing,
open space, a childcare facility/community room available for public use, retail space, on- and off-street parking, and new streets,
utilities, and other infrastructure. Two different options for the site’s residential density to capture a range of possible development
on the project site are under consideration: The first is the Developer's Proposed Option (1,100 dwelling units), proposed by
Reservoir Community Partners LLC. The second is the Additional Housing Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City
to fulfill the objectives of the San Francisco General Plan to maximize affordable housing and housing in transit-rich
neighborhoods. Development under each of the two options would entail the same land uses and street configurations, and
similar site plans.

The proposed project would amend the general plan and the planning code, and would create a new Balboa Reservoir Special
Use District. The special use district would establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and guidelines
for the site. The San Francisco Zoning Map would be amended to show changes to zoning and would modify the existing height
limits of 40 to 65 feet to height limits of up to 78 feet in the Developer's Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in the Additional
Housing Option.

Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 1.8 million gross square feet of uses, including between
approximately 1.3 and 1.5 million gross square feet of residential space (1,100 to 1,550 dwelling units plus residential amenities),
approximately 10,000 gross square feet of community space (childcare facility and a community room for public use),
approximately 7,500 gross square feet of retail, up to 550 residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces in the
Developer's Proposed Option, and up to 650 residential parking spaces in the Additional Housing Option. The buildings would
range in height from 25 to 78 feet in the Developer's Proposed Option and from 25 to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option.
Approximately 4 acres would be devoted to publicly accessible open space. The SFPUC would retain ownership of an 80-foot-
wide strip of land located along the southern edge of the site where an underground water transmission pipeline is located.

The proposed project would include transportation and circulation changes, including the extension of existing north-south Lee
Avenue across the site, and a new internal street network. The proposed project would also include Ocean Avenue streetscape
modifications consisting of the conversion of five 21-foot-long metered parking spaces along the frontage of 1150 Ocean Avenue
to metered loading spaces between the hours of 6 a.m. and 2 p.m. (subject to SFMTA approval). The project would include a
roadway network that would be accessible for people walking, including people with disabilities, bicycling, and driving. The project
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would also add new utility infrastructure to supply the site with potable water, wastewater collection, stormwater collection and
treatment, electricity, natural gas, and communications.

The proposed project also includes four variants that consider modifications to a limited feature or aspect of the project: Variant 1,
Aboveground Public Parking, would locate the 750-space public parking garage above grade on Blocks A and B, with residential
units wrapped around the garage; Variant 2, South Street Alignment and Aboveground Public Parking at North End of Site, would
shift South Street to the southernmost portion of the site and locate the 750-space public parking garage above grade on Block G,
with residential units wrapped around the garage; Variant 3, Assumes Pedestrians and Bicycles Would Not Access the Site via
San Ramon Way; and Variant 4, North Street Extension, would shift the offsite north access road from Frida Kahlo Way to align
with the project site’s North Street.

The project site is not included on any lists compiled pursuant to California Government Code section 65962.5.

DRAFT SEIR: The draft SEIR finds that implementation of the proposed project would result in significant adverse, unavoidable
project-level and/or cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation, noise, and air quality. The draft SEIR provides
a detailed project description, an analysis of physical environmental effects of the project, and identification of feasible mitigation
measures and alternatives that would avoid or lessen the severity of project impacts. It is available for public review and comment
on the San Francisco Planning Department’s website at https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents.

The purpose of the public hearing is for the San Francisco Planning Commission and Planning Department staff to receive
comments on the adequacy of the draft SEIR. The Planning Commission will not respond to any of the comments or take action
on the project at this hearing. Call 415.558.6422 the week of the public hearing for a recorded message giving a more specific
time for the hearing. Certification of the final SEIR will be considered at a later hearing. Contact the planner below if you wish to
be on the mailing list for future notices.

Public comments on the draft SEIR will be accepted from August 8, 2019 to 5 p.m. on September 23, 2019.

NOTE: The project sponsor has filed an application for the proposed project to be certified by the Governor of California as an
environmental leadership development project pursuant to Public Resources Code chapter 6.5 (commencing with section
21178), which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the certification of the SEIR or the approval of
the project described in the SEIR is subject to the procedures set forth in Public Resources Code sections 21185 to 21186,
inclusive. 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.ab900balboa.com. 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: Jeanie Poling  Telephone: 415.575.9072 E-Mail: CPC.BalboaReservoir@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 SEIR will be permitted to file an appeal of the certification of the final SEIR to the Board of
Supervisors.

CDs and paper copies of the draft SEIR 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) or at the project’'s website: www.ab900balboa.com. Written comments should be addressed to Jeanie Poling, Senior
Planner, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or emailed to
CPC.BalboaReservoir@sfgov.org. Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Responses
to Comment (RTC) document, which will become part of the final SEIR.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

August 7, 2019
TO: Distribution List for the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft Subsequent EIR
FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer

SUBJECT: Request for the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Balboa Reservoir Project

(Planning Department File No. 2018-007883ENV)

This is the draft of the subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR), including the initial study,
for the Balboa Reservoir Project. A public hearing will be held on the adequacy and accuracy of this
document. After the public hearing, our office will prepare and publish a document titled
“Responses to Comments,” which will contain a summary of all relevant comments on this draft
SEIR, including the initial study, and our responses to those comments. It may also specify changes
to this draft SEIR, including the initial study. Those who testify at the hearing on the draft SEIR,
including the initial study, will automatically receive a copy of the responses to comments
document, along with notice of the date reserved for certification; others may receive a copy of the
responses to comments and notice by request or by visiting our office. This draft SEIR, including
the initial study, together with the responses to comments document will be considered by the San
Francisco Planning Commission in an advertised public meeting and will be certified as a final SEIR
if deemed adequate.

After certification, we will modify the draft SEIR, including the initial study, as specified by the
responses to comments document and print both documents in a single publication called the final
SEIR. The final SEIR will add no new information to the combination of the two documents except
to reproduce the certification resolution. It will simply provide the information in one document,
rather than two. Therefore, if you receive a copy of the responses to comments document in addition
to this copy of the draft SEIR, including the initial study, you will technically have a copy of the
final SEIR.

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

Thank you for your interest in this project.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

pg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter

AB Assembly Bill

ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments
AC Transit Alameda-Contra Costa Transit

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

APEZ Air Pollutant Exposure Zone

AWSS Auxiliary Water Supply System

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District
BART Bay Area Rapid Transit

BMP best management practice

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards
CAC Community Advisory Committee
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model
CalMod Caltrain Modernization Program

Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CAPCOA California Air Pollution Officers Association
CARB California Air Resources Board

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CMP congestion management plan

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CcO carbon monoxide

D4D Design for Development

dBA A-weighted decibel

DEHP di(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate

DPM diesel particulate matter

EIR environmental impact report

EMFAC2017 CARB’s OFFROAD and EMission FACtors 2017 model
ERO Environmental Review Officer

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FTA Federal Transit Administration
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

GGT Golden Gate Transit
GHG greenhouse gas
gsf gross square feet
HIN High Injury Network
hp horsepower
HVAC heating/ventilation/air conditioning
in/sec inches per second
kW kilowatt
LDA light-duty auto
Ldn day-night noise level
LDT1 light-duty tucks 1
LDT2 light-duty tucks 2
LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Leq Steady-state energy level
Lmax root mean squared maximum level of a noise source or environment
LOS level of service
LTS less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
MERV Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value
MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MTS Metropolitan Transportation System
Muni San Francisco Municipal Railway
NA not applicable
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NB northbound
NI no impact
NO, nitrogen dioxide
NOP notice of preparation
NOx reactive organic gases
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
OEHHA California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
OPR California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PDA priority development area
PDR production, distribution, and repair
PEIR Balboa Park Station Area Plan [Program] EIR
PEIR program environmental impact report
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company
PMyo particulate matter of 10 microns in diameter or less
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

PMzs particulate matter of 2.5 microns in diameter or less

ppm parts per million

PPV peak particle velocity

PRC California Public Resources Code

ROG reactive organic gas

ROSE Recreation and Open Space Element

S significant impact

SamTrans San Mateo County Transit

SB Senate Bill

SB southbound

SEIR subsequent environmental impact report

SF-CHAMP San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process

SFCTA San Francisco County Transportation Authority

SFFD San Francisco Fire Department

SFMTA City and County of San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
SFPUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

SO, sulfur dioxide

SuU significant and unavoidable adverse impact; no feasible mitigation available
SuD Special Use District

SUM significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
TAZ transportation analysis zones

TCMP Train Control Modernization Program

TDM transportation demand management

TNC transportation network company

TOG total organic gas

U.S. DOT U.S. Department of Transportation

U.S. EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

USGBC U.S. Green Building Council

VMT vehicle miles traveled

WETA Water Emergency Transportation Authority
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SUMMARY

S.1 Project Synopsis

S.1.1 Project Description

The City, acting by and through the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), selected
Reservoir Community Partners LLC (a joint venture between BRIDGE Housing Corporation [a
nonprofit affordable housing developer] and Avalon Bay Communities) to act as master developer
for the proposed Balboa Reservoir Project.! The proposed project would develop a 17.6-acre site
with mixed-income housing, open space, a childcare facility/community room available for public
use, retail space, on- and off-street parking, and new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. Two
different sets of options for the site’s residential density are proposed to capture a range of possible
development on the project site: The first is the Developer’s Proposed Option (1,100 dwelling
units), proposed by Reservoir Community Partners LLC. The second is the Additional Housing
Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City to fulfill the objectives of the San Francisco
General Plan (the general plan) to maximize affordable housing and housing in transit-rich
neighborhoods. Development under each of the two options would entail the same land uses and
street configurations, and similar site plans.

The project site is located in the West of Twin Peaks area of south central San Francisco, bounded
by City College of San Francisco (City College) to the east, Archbishop Riordan High School to the
north, the Westwood Park neighborhood to the west, and multifamily residential development
along Ocean Avenue to the south. The project site is owned by the City and County of San Francisco
under the jurisdiction of the SFPUC. SEIR Figure 2-1, Project Location, p. 2-2 (in Chapter 2, Project
Description), shows the project location.

Under each option, the proposed project would amend the general plan and the San Francisco
Planning Code, and would create a new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (SUD). The special
use district would establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and
guidelines for the site. The San Francisco Zoning Map would be amended to show changes from
the current zoning (P [Public]) to the proposed zoning and would modify the existing height limits
of 40 to 65 feet to heights of up to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in
the Additional Housing Option. The proposed project would also include improvements to
transportation and circulation and utilities infrastructure. The proposed project also includes four

! The build-out of the development would involve additional partner firms, including nonprofits Mission
Housing Development Corporation and Habitat for Humanity of Greater San Francisco, along with Pacific
Union Development Company.
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S. Summary

S.1. Project Synopsis

variants that consider modifications to a limited feature or aspect of the project (e.g., street and
garage configurations). Each of the variants are described and analyzed in Chapter 5, Variants.

The proposed project is a subsequent activity under the Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan).
Environmental review of the area plan pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) was completed in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan [Program] Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR),? certified in December 2008. The PEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines
section 15168. The San Francisco planning department has determined that a subsequent
environmental impact report (SEIR) is warranted for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15162, due in part to the fact that the proposed project would result in new
significant impacts and substantially more severe significant impacts than previously identified in
the PEIR. This SEIR is required to inform the public and decision-makers about the potential
significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, to identify possible ways to
minimize the project’s significant adverse effects, and to describe and analyze possible alternatives
to the proposed project.

Background

The project site is the western portion of a once-larger 28-acre Balboa Reservoir site. In 1957, the
San Francisco Water Department (now the SFPUC) began excavation with water storage in mind,
creating north and south basins separated by an east-west berm. The SFPUC never filled or used
the basins for water storage. In 20112012, a series of land transfers between various public
agencies resulted in the reconfiguration of the SFPUC’s original Balboa Reservoir land holdings.
The City removed the east-west berm and reconfigured the 28-acre property into western and
eastern portions. City College now owns the 10.4-acre east basin, and the City, through the SFPUC,
owns the 17.6-acre west basin (the project site). City College filled and developed the east basin in
2010 with a surface parking lot and its four-story Multi-Use Building.

The project site is bounded on three sides by sloping western, northern, and eastern edges that
surround a sunken paved surface at the center. An approximately 30-foot-tall earthen berm is
located at the western edge of the property. Along the southern boundary of the site is an 80-foot-
wide section of the parcel where a high-pressure underground pipeline maintained by the SFPUC
is located. The pipeline runs east-west and delivers water across San Francisco. The site does not
contain any permanent structures and currently contains 1,007 surface vehicular parking spaces.
The lot provides overflow vehicular parking for City College students, faculty, and staff.?

The project site is within a P (Public) Use District and located in 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk
Districts (Figure 2-3, Existing Zoning on Project Site, p. 2-10). The project site is within the central
portion of the Balboa Park Station Plan Area. The City adopted the area plan in 2009, but the City
did not rezone the site as part of plan adoption. The project site is currently designated P (Public
Use) in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan of the general plan.

2 City and County of San Francisco, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning
Department File No. 2004.1059E, certified December 4, 2008.
3 City College uses the site under a revocable license granted by the SFPUC.
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Project Characteristics

The proposed project would rezone the site and establish development controls for the development
of mixed-income housing, open space, community facilities, small retail, parking, streets, and other
infrastructure. Table S-1, Balboa Reservoir Project Characteristics, summarizes the proposed
project’s characteristics, including a description of the types and amounts of proposed land uses,
details regarding proposed dwelling units, building heights, vehicle and bicycle parking, and other
features. As shown in Table S-1, the proposed project would construct up to approximately
1.8 million gross square feet (gsf) of uses, including between approximately 1.3 and 1.5 million gsf of
residential space (1,100 to 1,550 dwelling units plus residential amenities), approximately 10,000 gsf
of community space (childcare and a community room for public use), approximately 7,500 gsf of
retail, up to 550 residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces in the Developer’s Proposed
Option, and up to 650 residential parking spaces (with no public parking spaces) in the Additional
Housing Option.* The buildings would range in height from 25 to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed
Option and from 25 to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option. Approximately 4 acres would be
devoted to publicly accessible open space under each option. Also under each option, the SFPUC
would retain ownership of an 80-foot-wide strip of land located along the southern edge of the site
where an underground water transmission pipeline is located.

Figure 2-4, Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height Ranges, p. 2-15, and Figure 2-6,
Additional Housing Option Site Plan and Height Ranges, p. 2-18, present the conceptual site plan
for each option, illustrating the proposed layout of the development blocks and street network.
Development under each of the project options would entail the same land uses and street
configurations, and similar site plans. Both project options could include approximately 7,500 gsf
of retail space such as a café provided on the ground level of Block A, C, D, E, or F to help activate
the approximately 2-acre central park open space area. Under both options, the ground floor of
Block B would contain approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare and community space.

The proposed project would also include transportation and circulation changes, and new utilities
and other infrastructure. Transportation and circulation changes would include the extension of the
existing north—south Lee Avenue across the site and a new internal street network. The project would
include a roadway network to be accessible for people walking, including people with disabilities,
bicycling, and driving. The proposed project would include a transportation demand management
(TDM) program that would implement measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable
modes of transportation. As part of the proposed special use district, the planning department would
adopt design standards and guidelines for building design, streets and circulation, utilities and
infrastructure, open space and the public realm. The project would also pursue Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design™ (LEED®) Gold® certification for the proposed buildings.>

4 Gross square feet (gsf) includes residential circulation and common area, and it is different from the planning
code definition.

5 LEED is a green building certification program developed by U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC). LEED v4
is the newest version of the program. LEED uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the
negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects
satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. Based on the number of points
achieved, a project then earns one of four LEED® rating levels: Certified®, Silver®, Gold®, or Platinum®.
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TABLE S-1

BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

Project Characteristic Metric

Proposed Land Use Program Area (gross square feet) Area (gross square feet)

Residential 1,283,000 1,588,000

Commercial (retail) 7,500 7,500

Community facilities (childcare 10,000 10,000

and community room for public

use)

Parking 339,900 (residential and public) 231,000 (residential only)
Total Building Area 1,640,400 1,836,500

Percentage Percentage

Proposed Dwelling Units Number (approximate) Number (approximate)

Studio and 1-bedroom 440 40% 620 40%

2- and 3-bedroom 660 60% 930 60%
Total Dwelling Units 1,100 100% 1,550 100%

Proposed Parking Number Number

Vehicle Parking Spaces

1,300 [550 residential + 750 public garage]

650 [residential only]

Car share spaces 7 minimum 12 minimum

Bicycle parking® 936 1,100

Bicycle parking class 1

Bicycle parking class 2 75 80
Total Bicycle Parking 1,011 1,180

Open Space

Area (gross square feet)

Area (gross square feet)

Publicly accessible open space

174,240

174,240

Private open space

36 square feet per unit if located on balcony, or 48 square feet per unit if commonly
accessible to residents

Building Characteristics

Stories

2 to 7 stories

2 to 8 stories

Height

25 to 78 feet

25 to 88 feet

Ground floor

Blocks A through H could include residential
units, lobbies, retail, and common space.
Block B would include childcare and
community space.

Blocks A through J could include
residential units, lobbies, retail, and
common space. Block B would
include childcare and community
space.

Basements

Blocks A through H would allow but not
require one below-grade level of vehicle
parking spaces.

Blocks A through J would allow but
not require one below-grade level
of vehicle parking spaces.

SOURCES: Reservoir Community Partners LLC, 2018; San Francisco Planning Department, 2018.

NOTE:

a Planning Code section 155.1(a) defines class 1 bicycle spaces as “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as
long-term, overnight, and workday bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential occupants, and employees” and defines
class 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-term use by
visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”
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S. Summary

S.2. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Project Construction

Construction is estimated to occur in three main phases over the course of six years, from 2021 to
2027. The construction phasing and durations would be similar for both project options. The initial
phase (Phase 0) would include demolition of the parking lot, west side berm, and north and east
embankments, followed by grading, excavation, and construction of site infrastructure over
12 months from 2021 to 2022. Two phases of vertical construction would follow, each lasting up to
30 months. The construction activities during Phases 1 and 2 would include, but not be limited to,
finish grading, excavation for subgrade parking, construction of building foundations, building
construction, architectural coatings, and paving. Construction of Phase 1 would occur from 2022
to 2024. Construction of Phase 2 would occur from 2024 to 2027, after Phase 1 is complete. Buildings
constructed in Phase 1 would be occupied during construction of Phase 2.

The phasing of project implementation would be subject to changes due to market conditions and
other unanticipated factors. Consequently, construction could be complete as early as 2024 or
extend beyond 2027. If construction occurs over a shorter period (e.g., Phases 1 and 2 occurring
simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively larger amount of construction would take place
during a relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical daily construction activity.

Construction phasing is shown in Figure 2-18, Proposed Developer’s Option Construction Phasing,
p- 2-40 and Figure 2-19, Additional Housing Option Construction Phasing, p.2-41. The project
characteristics presented above (including the total number of residential units, square footage of
commercial use, acres of open space, bicycle and automobile spaces) are totals based on full
buildout and completion of all phases of the proposed project. Construction would generally occur
between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., up to seven days a week, consistent with San Francisco
Police Code section 2908. Certain construction activities such as large concrete pours, may require
earlier start or later finish times to accommodate such time-specific activities. Construction
activities that extend beyond normal hours would be subject to review, permitting, and approval
by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.

S.2 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The initial study determined that the following topics would have either no significant impacts or
impacts that can be reduced to less than significant with mitigation: land use and land use
planning; population and housing; cultural resources; tribal cultural resources; greenhouse gas
emissions; wind; shadow; recreation; utilities and services systems; public services; biological
resources; geology and soils; hydrology and water quality; hazards and hazardous materials;
mineral resources; energy; agricultural and forestry resources; and wildfire. Discussion and
analysis of impacts in these resource areas are presented in Appendix B.

Impacts related to aesthetics are not analyzed in the initial study or this SEIR because under CEQA
(Public Resources Code section 21099), aesthetics impacts of a mixed-use or employment center
project on an infill site located within a transit priority area are not to be considered significant
impacts, and the proposed project meets the applicable criteria under this section.

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR S-5 August 2019
Case No. 2018-007883ENV



S. Summary

S.3. Summary of Project Alternatives

Chapter 3 of this SEIR presents detailed discussion and analysis of the following resources:
transportation and circulation; noise; and air quality.

Table S-2, Balboa Reservoir Project Characteristics, p. 4, summarizes all of the impacts of the
proposed project, identifies the significance of each impact, and presents the full text of the
recommended mitigation measures and improvement measures. Mitigation measures are feasible
measures that would avoid, lessen, or reduce significant impacts, and would be required to be
implemented if the project is approved. The summary table includes all impacts and mitigation
measures applicable to the proposed project options, with the EIR sections presented first, followed
by the initial study sections.

Asindicated in Table S-2, the SEIR determined that the proposed project would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts in the following areas, even with implementation of feasible mitigation
measures:

e Transportation and circulation: operation of the project could result in off-site project and
cumulative loading effects along Lee Avenue that could create potentially hazardous
conditions for people bicycling and could substantially delay public transit. The project could
also result in a cumulative transit impact related to public transit delay (Impact TR-6b,
Impact C-TR-4, and Impact C-TR-6b)

¢ Noise: construction noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors, construction noise increases along
roadways, and cumulative construction noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors (Impact NO-1
and Impact C-NO-1)

e Air quality: at the project-level and cumulative conditions, criteria air pollutant emissions and
health risks under the compressed three-year construction schedule (Impact AQ-2a,
Impact AQ-4, Impact C-AQ-1, and Impact C-AQ-2)

S.3 Summary of Project Alternatives

CEQA requires that an EIR must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed project that would avoid or lessen significant impacts of the proposed project, would
meet most of the project objectives, and would be feasible. The following four alternatives are
analyzed in this SEIR:

e Alternative A: No Project Alternative
e Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative
e Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access Alternative

e Alternative D: Six-Year Construction Schedule Alternative

The San Francisco Planning Department determined that these four alternatives are potentially
feasible and adequately represent the range of alternatives required under CEQA for this project,
although the financial feasibility of all alternatives is unknown. These alternatives would lessen
but not eliminate the significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to transportation, air
quality, and noise that were identified for the proposed project, as well as meet most of the project
objectives. A “no project alternative” is included as Alternative A, as required by CEQA, even
though it would not meet the basic project objectives.
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S.3. Summary of Project Alternatives

S.3.1 Alternative A: No Project Alternative

Description of Alternative

Alternative A assumes that the Balboa Reservoir site would not be developed with the proposed project
development described in Chapter 2 of this SEIR. Instead, existing land use controls on the project site
would continue to govern site development and would not be changed. The existing site would
continue to function as a surface parking lot, which would not constitute a change from existing
conditions. The existing physical features of the project site and site circulation would not change.

Summary of Impacts

Under Alternative A, none of the impacts associated with the proposed project options and
variants would occur, and would have no significant impacts related to transportation and
circulation, noise, and air quality. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would avoid the significant
and unavoidable impacts for the proposed project.

S.3.2 Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative

Description of Alternative

Alternative B would be identical to the proposed project options with respect to the land uses,
street configurations, and site plan block configurations. Under Alternative B, it is assumed that
the site would be developed with approximately 936,590 gsf of residential uses (800 dwelling units,
or 300 and 750 fewer than the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option,
respectively). This alternative would include 7,500 gsf of retail space and 10,000 gsf of childcare
and community space, as under both proposed project options. Similar to the Additional Housing
Option, Alternative B would not include a public parking garage. There would be approximately
143,930 gsf of parking (87,070 and 195,970 gsf less than the Additional Housing Option and
Developer’s Proposed Option, respectively), providing 400 residential parking spaces (150 and 250
fewer than the Additional Housing Option and Developer’s Proposed Option, respectively). In
general, building heights would be reduced compared to both proposed project options. Other
aspects of the proposed project including open space and transportation and circulation
improvements would remain same under the alternative.

Summary of Impacts

Alternative B would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable
impacts that were identified for the proposed project options or variants. Nor would Alternative B
result in changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all
mitigation measures would apply to this alternative. However, Alternative B would have slightly
less severe significant impacts than the proposed project options and variants (i.e., the significance
determination would be the same but the severity would be reduced) with respect to the following:
project-level and cumulative secondary loading impacts associated with operations of the
alternative affecting existing loading activity on Lee Avenue and potentially creating hazardous
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S.3. Summary of Project Alternatives

conditions for people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit; cumulative transit delay;
project-level and cumulative construction-related increases in ambient noise levels to sensitive
receptors; impacts from construction-related criteria pollutant increases; significant health risk
impacts to offsite receptors; the significant cumulative regional air quality impacts; and the
significant cumulative regional health risk impacts.

S5.3.3 Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle
Alternative

Description of Alternative

Alternative C would provide vehicular access to the project site from the west and could be combined
with the proposed project options or Alternative B. Alternative C would have the same mix of land
uses, site plans, building footprints, building heights, square footages, and construction
characteristics as the proposed project options. Vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation to and
from the site from the south and east would not change. However, instead of bicycle and pedestrian-
only access at San Ramon Way, Alternative C would also include passenger car and van access,
providing access from the west (but not heavy trucks).

Summary of Impacts

Alternative C would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable
impacts that were identified for the proposed project options or variants. Nor would Alternative C
result in changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all
mitigation measures would apply to this alternative. However, Alternative C would have slightly
less severe significant impacts than the proposed project options and variants (i.e., the significance
determination would be the same but the severity would be reduced) with respect to the following:
project-level and cumulative secondary loading impacts associated with operations of the
alternative affecting existing loading activity on Lee Avenue and potentially creating hazardous
conditions for people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit; and cumulative transit
delay. Alternative C would not avoid or substantially lessen the severity of any of the significant
and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project options or variants. Significant and
unavoidable impacts identified for the project that would not be substantially reduced under
Alternative C and would still include the following: project-level and cumulative construction-
related increases in ambient noise levels to sensitive receptors; impacts from construction-related
criteria pollutant increases; significant health risk impacts to offsite receptors; the significant
cumulative regional air quality impacts; and the significant cumulative regional health risk
impacts.
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S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

S.3.4 Alternative D: Six-Year Construction Schedule
Alternative

Description of Alternative

Alternative D would have the same mix of land uses, site plans, circulation, building footprints,
building heights, square footages, and construction characteristics as the proposed project options.
This alternative would not allow a compressed construction schedule. Therefore, under
Alternative D, construction phasing for the proposed project options would be phased as described
in Chapter 2, Project Description, under the six-year construction schedule.

Summary of Impacts

Alternative D would substantially lessen the severity of the following impacts, reducing it from
significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant with mitigation: construction-
related criteria pollutant increases; health risk impacts to offsite receptors; cumulative regional air
quality impacts; and cumulative regional health risk impacts. Significant and unavoidable impacts
identified for the project that would not be substantially reduced under Alternative D would still
include the following: project-level and cumulative construction-related increases in ambient noise
levels to sensitive receptors; project-level and cumulative secondary loading impacts associated
with operations of the alternative affecting existing loading activity on Lee Avenue and potentially
creating hazardous conditions for people bicycling or significant delay that may affect transit; and
cumulative transit delay.

S5.3.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Table S-3, Comparison of Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project Options to Impacts of
the Alternatives, p. 5-44, presents a summary comparison of the impacts of all the alternatives,
focusing only on impacts that would substantially or noticeably be different under the alternatives
compared to the project; other impacts not shown on the table would substantially have all the
same or similar impacts as identified for the proposed project. Overall, Alternative D, Six-Year
Construction Schedule Alternative, is considered the environmentally superior alternative.
Alternative D would meet all of the project objectives and would avoid and substantially reduce
the severity of project- and cumulative-level impacts related to construction-related air quality and
health risks to a less-than-significant level with mitigation.

S.4 Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

On October 10, 2018, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a notice of preparation (NOP)
of an EIR on the proposed Balboa Reservoir project and made the NOP available on its website.
SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, describes the public review process and summarizes the comments
received on the NOP. The NOP was sent to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons
interested in the proposed project to initiate the 30-day public scoping period for this SEIR, which

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR S-9 August 2019
Case No. 2018-007883ENV



S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

started on October 10, 2018, and ended on November 12, 2018. A scoping meeting was held on
October 30, 2018, to solicit comments on the scope of this SEIR, including the initial study.

Based on the comments received, controversial issues for the proposed project include:

The maximum number of housing units that should be analyzed in the subsequent EIR, either
as a variant of the proposed project or an alternative to the proposed project;

Use of the site for other potential land uses such as expansion of City College or preserving the
site as open space;

Sufficiency of impact analysis in a subsequent EIR;
Impacts related to affordable housing and jobs-housing balance;
Effects of project operations on public transportation, pedestrian access, and vehicle traffic;

Secondary environmental effected related to displacement of City College parking currently at
the project site and changes in parking availability during operations;

Impacts from exposure to air pollutants during construction and operation;

Cumulative impacts resulting from construction of the proposed project and other adjacent
projects;

Effects of construction or operational noise on surrounding educational facilities;
Effects of the project on public services, including emergency response;
Sufficiency of existing or proposed utilities to support proposed project; and

Aesthetic effects of the proposed development, including height of buildings compared to
surrounding areas including Westwood Park.
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TABLE S-2

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and

Circulation

Impact TR-1: Construction of the
project would not require a
substantially extended duration or
intense activity and the secondary
effects would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for people
walking, bicycling, or driving; or
interfere with accessibility for
people walking or bicycling; or
substantially delay public transit.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-2: Operation of the
proposed project would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for
people walking, bicycling, or driving
or public transit operations.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-3: Operation of the
proposed project would not
interfere with accessibility of people
walking or bicycling to and from the
project site, and adjoining areas, or
result in inadequate emergency
access.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-4: Operation of the
proposed project would not
substantially delay public transit.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-5: Operation of the
proposed project would not cause
substantial additional VMT or
substantially induce automobile
travel.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact TR-6a: The proposed
supply of freight and passenger
loading spaces within the project
site would not meet peak hour
demand by building, but would not
create potentially hazardous
conditions or significant delay
affecting transit, other vehicles,
bicycles, or people walking.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact TR-6b: Operation of the
proposed project, including
proposed street network changes,
would impact existing passenger
and freight loading zones along
Lee Avenue between Ocean
Avenue and the project site, and
may create potentially hazardous
conditions for people bicycling and
may substantially delay public
transit.

No feasible mitigation identified.

SuU

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant construction-related
transportation impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-TR-2: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for
people walking, bicycling, driving,
or public transit operations.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

August 2019

5-12

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV
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S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
Impact C-TR-3: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not interfere with
accessibility of people walking or
bicycling to and from the project
site, and adjoining areas, or result
in inadequate emergency access.
Impact C-TR-4: The proposed S Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Monitor Cumulative Transit Travel Times and Implement SUM
project, in combination with Measures to Reduce Transit Delay.
reasonably foreseeable future The project sponsor, under either project option, shall monitor cumulative transit travel times for the
p.rop.ac.:ts, may resul_t m_a potentially identified route segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 49 Van
significant cumulative impact Ness/Mission lines to determine if a route does not meet its performance standard. If applicable, the
related to public transit delay and project sponsor shall implement feasible measures (as developed in consultation with SFMTA) to
the p_rgnec;lcould contribute reduce transit delay and meet the transit travel time performance standard.
considerably.
y Transit Travel Time Performance Standard. Existing transit travel times and performance standards
for the routes subject to this measure, including study segment and time periods, are shown in Table
M-C-TR-4. The routes and study segments shown in Table M C TR 4 represent routes and study
segments most likely to have a cumulative impact to which the project would have a considerable
cumulative contribution.
TaBLE M-C-TR-4
TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME PERFORMANCE STANDARD
Existing Transit Travel Time2 | Performance Standard®
Transit A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak
Line | Study Segment Period Period Period Period
Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa Park
3:30 8:42 7:30 12:42
BART
KIT
San Jose Ave/Geneva Ave to Dorado 328 10:03 798 11:28
Terr/Ocean Ave
29 PIymputh Ave/Ocean Ave to Mission St/ 8:01 12:09 12:01 16:01
Persia Ave
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth Ave/

7:10 9:55 11:10 15:10
Ocean Ave
Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance
4:20 4:37 8:20 8:37
to Foerster St/Monterey Blvd
43
Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Frida
4:16 4:23 8:16 8:23
Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance
Fri
nda_1 thlo Way/(?CSF South Entrance 5:92 10:04 9:22 14:04
to Mission St/Persia Ave
49
Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo 718 11:25 11-18 15:25

Way/CCSF South Entrance

SOURCE: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; SFMTA Automatic Vehicle Location Data, 2019.

NOTES:

2 Kittelson staff collected transit travel time data along route segments via onboard surveys. Transit travel times were collected on
Tuesday, April 2, 2019, during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) and the weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Staff
boarded a transit vehicle at the route start point and recorded the travel time between each stop and the dwell time at each stop.

Onboard survey data was used to supplement and verify automatic vehicle location data provided by SFMTA. Agencies may

determine to update the existing baseline transit travel times closer to commencement of construction.
b The performance standard is calculated as the existing transit travel time plus four minutes, or half the headway of a route with

headways of less than eight minutes.

Monitoring and Reporting. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant to monitor

and report cumulative transit travel times to determine if a route exceeds its performance standard
and the project’s fair share contribution to such exceedance, if applicable. The transportation
consultant shall be on a list of qualified consultants at the SFMTA or San Francisco Planning

Department (agencies). The monitoring plan is subject to agencies’ review and approval. All reporting

documents are also subject to review and approval by the agencies. The agencies may modify the

monitoring and reporting program to account for transit route or transportation network changes, or

major changes to the project’'s development program.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Timing. The project sponsor shall retain a transportation consultant within one year of occupancy of
one new major building® at the City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus (City College)
and at least 750 units are occupied at the project site.

The transportation consultant shall submit its first transit travel time reporting document to the
agencies within 18 months of occupancy of one new major building at the City College San Francisco
Ocean Avenue campus (City College) and at least 750 units are occupied at the project site.
Thereafter, the transportation consultant shall submit annual reporting documents until the project
sponsor meets it terms for this measure.

Collection and Reporting Details. For each reporting document, the transportation consultant shall collect
transit travel time data during the a.m. peak (7 to 9 a.m.) and p.m. peak (4 to 6 p.m.) periods during three
consecutive, non-holiday weekdays (Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday) when City College is in typical
(i.e., non-finals or spring break week) session. The transportation consultant may use automatic vehicle
location on the routes to average the transit travel time data for the peak hour within the peak period of
each route in both the inbound and outbound directions along the study segment. Transit travel time
surveys shall be conducted within the same month for each reporting period.

For the first reporting document, the transportation consultant shall collect and report additional data
during the peak periods to determine the project sponsor’s fair-share impacts of the cumulative transit
delay. The transportation consultant may use methodologies such as cordons, intersection counts, or
video cameras to determine traffic congestion and reentry delay attributable to the project and intercept
surveys to determine passenger boarding/alighting delay attributable to the project. Agencies will
determine if the collecting and reporting of this subsequent data is required for subsequent reporting
documents (e.g., if a route exceeds or is close to exceeding the performance standard in a prior reporting
document).

Implement Fair-Share of Measures. If the agencies determine a route does not meet its
performance standard and the project contributes greater than or equal to two minutes’ delay to that
route, the project sponsor shall implement measures that reduce transit travel times. These measures
are subject to agency approval and could include:

1. Expansion of measures already included in the project’s transportation demand management
(TDM) Plan (e.g., increases in tailored transportation marketing services, additional bicycle
parking, etc.). The project sponsor shall pay the full cost of implementation.

¢ A new major building is City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus construction post-2019 that results in a cumulative net addition of more than 50,000
square feet to an existing building(s) or a new building(s), or a new or expanded parking facility of more than a 50,000 square feet.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

2. Measures identified in the City’s TDM Program Standards Appendix A (as such appendix may be
amended by the Planning Department from time to time) that have not yet been included in the
project’s TDM Plan. The project sponsor shall pay the full cost of implementation.

3. Other measures not included in the City’'s TDM Program Standards Appendix A that the agencies
agree are likely to reduce transit travel times. These other measures may include off-site capital
improvements such as, turn pockets, bus bulbs, queue jumps, turn restrictions, boarding islands,
and/or transit signal priority projects. The project sponsor shall pay their fair share, calculated as
the project’s percent contribution to the increase in transit travel time between baseline and
cumulative conditions, of the selected measures.

Term Condition A: The project sponsor shall monitor, submit reporting documents, and implement
their fair share portion of measures for each route until the agencies determine that three consecutive
reporting documents demonstrate: (1) the route does not exceed its performance standard or (2) the
project does not contribute greater than or equal to two minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds its
performance standard.

Term Condition B: The project sponsor shall be subject to the term condition A for every new major
building at City College or for every additional 250 occupied dwelling units at the project site. The
agencies may waive term Condition B if past reporting documents demonstrate the project has no
potential to contribute to greater than or equal to two minutes’ delay to a route that exceeds or may
exceed its performance standard.

Impact C-TR-5: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not cause
substantial additional VMT or
substantially induce automobile
travel.

Impact C-TR-6a: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not create
hazardous conditions or significant
delay affecting transit, other
vehicles, bicycles, or people

walking.
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
Impact C-TR-6b: Operation of the S No feasible mitigation identified. SuU
proposed project, including
proposed street network changes,
in combination with reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would
impact existing passenger and
freight loading zones along Lee
Avenue between Ocean Avenue
and the project site, and may
create potentially hazardous
conditions for people bicycling and
may substantially delay public
transit.
SEIR Section 3.C, Noise
Impact NO-1: Project construction S Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures. SUM
would cause a substantial _ The project sponsor shall implement a project-specific noise control plan that has been prepared by a
temporary or periodic increase in qualified acoustical consultant and approved by the planning department. The noise control plan may
ambient noise levels at noise- include, but not limited to, the following construction noise control measures:
sensitive receptors above levels . - .
existing without the project. e To the extent tha_t it does not gxtenc_i the qverall gchedule, conduc't demol!tlon of the parking Igt at
the northern portion of the project site during periods when Archbishop Riordan High School is not
in session.
e Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project construction
utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign,
use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds).
e Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as the rock/concrete
crusher, or compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle
such noise sources, and/or to construct barriers around such sources and/or the construction site,
which could reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the
contractor shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, to the maximum
extent practicable.
e Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jackhammers and pavement breakers)
that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external
noise jackets on the tools, which would reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA.

e Include noise control requirements for construction equipment and tools, including specifically
concrete saws, in specifications provided to construction contractors. Such requirements could
include, but are not limited to, erecting temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction
site, particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses; utilizing noise control blankets on a
building structure as the building is erected to reduce noise levels emanating from the
construction site; performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise; and using equipment with
effective mufflers. Moveable sound barrier curtains can provide up to 15 dBA of sound
attenuation.

e Undertake the noisiest activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents and
occupants (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.); and select haul routes that avoid the North Access Road and the
adjacent Archbishop Riordan High School and residential uses along Plymouth Avenue.

e Postpone demolition of the west side berm to the end of Phase 0, to the extent that it does not
extend the overall schedule, so that it may serve as a noise attenuation barrier for the receptors to
the west for earlier Phase 0 demolition and construction activities.

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.

The general contractor or other designated person(s) shall prepare a weekly noise monitoring log
report that shall be made available to the planning department upon request. The log shall include any
noise complaints received, whether in connection with an exceedance or not, as well as any noise
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 shall be submitted to the planning department within three
business days following the week in which the exceedance or complaint occurred. A report also shall
be submitted to the planning department at the completion of each construction phase. The report
shall document noise levels, exceedances of threshold levels, if reported, and corrective action(s)
taken.

Impact NO-2: Project construction LTS No mitigation required. NA
would not generate excessive
groundborne vibration that could
result in building damage.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
Impact NO-3: Operation of the S Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls. Noise attenuation LSM
fixed mechanical equipment on the measures shall be incorporated into all fixed mechanical equipment (including HVAC equipment)
project site could result in a installed on all buildings that include such equipment as necessary to meet noise limits specified in
substantial permanent increase in Police Code section 2909. Interior noise limits shall be met under both existing and future noise
ambient noise levels in the conditions.
immediate project vicinity, and Noise attenuation measures could include provision of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof
permanently expose noise- parapets to block noise, increasing setback distances from sensitive receptors, provision of louvered
sensitive receptors to noise levels vent openings, location of vent openings away from adjacent residential uses, and restriction of
in excess of standards in the San generator testing to the daytime hours.
Francisco Noise Ordinance. o . . . .
After completing installation of the HVAC equipment but before receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy
for each building, the project sponsor shall conduct noise measurements to ensure that the noise
generated by fixed mechanical equipment complies with section 2909(a) and (d) of the San Francisco
Noise Ordinance. No Final Certificate of Occupancy shall be issued for any building until the
standards in the Noise Ordinance are shown to be met for that building.
Impact NO-4: Project traffic would LTS No mitigation required. NA
not result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient
noise levels.
Impact C-NO-1: Cumulative S Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures (see Impact NO-1) SUM
construction of the proposed
project, in combination with
construction of reasonably
foreseeable future projects, could
cause a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise
levels.
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Environmental Impact
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Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact C-NO-2: Cumulative traffic
increases of the proposed project,
in combination with reasonably
foreseeable future projects, could
cause a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity, but the
proposed project would not
contribute considerably.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-NO-3: Cumulative
mechanical equipment noise of the
proposed project, in combination
with reasonably foreseeable future
projects, could cause a substantial
permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity,
but the proposed project would not
contribute considerably.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Fixed Mechanical Equipment Noise Controls (see Impact NO-3) LSM

SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality

Impact AQ-1: During construction,
the proposed project would not
generate fugitive dust that could
violate an air quality particulate
standard, contribute substantially to
an existing or projected particulate
violation, or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in
particulate concentrations.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact AQ-2a: During
construction, the proposed project
would generate criteria air
pollutants which would 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.

S

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization. In the case of the
Developer's Proposed Option under the compressed three-year construction schedule or in the case
of the Additional Housing Option under either the six-year construction schedule or the compressed
three-year construction schedule, the project sponsor or the project sponsor’s contractor shall comply
with the following:

A. Engine Requirements.

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower shall have engines that meet Tier 4 Final
off-road emission standards.

Since grid power will be available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.

Renewable diesel shall be used to fuel all diesel engines unless it can be demonstrated to the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) that such fuel is not compatible with on-road or off-road
engines and that emissions of ROG and NOx from the transport of fuel to the project site will
offset its NOx reduction potential.

4. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for more
than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe
operating conditions). The contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish,
and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of
the two-minute idling limit.

4. The contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the
maintenance and tuning of construction equipment, and require that such workers and
operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer
specifications.

Waivers.

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a particular piece of off-
road equipment is technically not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired emissions
reduction due to expected operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a safety
hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use
other off-road equipment. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must use the next cleanest
piece of off-road equipment, according to the table below.

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.1 if: a particular piece of off-road
equipment with an engine meeting Tier 4 Final emission standards is not regionally available to
the satisfaction of the ERO. If seeking a waiver from this requirement, the project sponsor must
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the ERO that the health risks from existing sources, project

SUM

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

construction and operation, and cumulative sources do not exceed a total of 10 ug/m3 or 100
excess cancer risks for any onsite or offsite receptor.

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Item A.2 if: an application has been
submitted to initiate onsite electrical power, portable diesel engines may be temporarily operated
for a period of up to three weeks until onsite electrical power can be initiated or, there is a
compelling emergency.

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting onsite ground disturbing, demolition, or
construction activities, the contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to
the ERO for review and approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the contractor will
meet the requirements of Section A, Engine Requirements.

1. The Construction Emissions Minimization Plan shall include estimates of the construction
timeline by phase, with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every
construction phase. The description may include, but is not limited to: equipment type,
equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine
certification (tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and
hours of operation. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall also
specify the type of alternative fuel being used.

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Construction
Emissions Minimization Plan have been incorporated into the contract specifications. The plan
shall include a certification statement that the contractor agrees to comply fully with the plan.

3. The contractor shall make the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan available to the
public for review onsite during working hours. The contractor shall post at the construction site
a legible and visible sign summarizing the plan. The sign shall also state that the public may
ask to inspect the plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how
to request to inspect the plan. The contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a
visible location on each side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way.

D. Monitoring. After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit quarterly reports to the
ERO documenting compliance with the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. After
completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the
project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities,
including the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase, and the specific
information required in the plan.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings. The project sponsor shall use low- and
super-compliant VOC architectural coatings during construction. “Low-VOC” refers to paints that meet the
more stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality Management District rule 1113; however, many

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-2

Level of
Significance prior
Environmental Impact to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

A

C.

D.

1.

manufacturers have reformulated to levels well below these limits. These are referred to as “Super-
Compliant” architectural coatings.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c: On-Road Truck Emissions Minimization for the Compressed
Construction Schedule. Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the
Developer's Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor or the project sponsor's
contractor shall comply with the following:

Engine Requirements. The project sponsor shall ensure that all on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks
with a gross vehicle weight rating of 19,500 pounds or greater used at the project site (such as
haul trucks, water trucks, dump trucks, concrete trucks, and vendor trucks) be model year 2014 or
newer.

Waivers. The ERO may waive the engine year requirements of Subsection (A)(1) for on-road
heavy duty diesel vendor trucks delivering materials to the project site, which could include
window, door, cabinet, or elevator equipment if each vendor truck entering the project site is used
only once for a single delivery of equipment or material. If the ERO grants the waiver, the
contractor must demonstrate that that vendor truck would only be used once for a single delivery
to the project site.

Waivers to the engine year requirements of Subsection (A)(1) shall not be included for vendor
trucks that import or off-haul soil, transport heavy earthmoving equipment, or ready-mix concrete,
or deliver lumber.

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. The construction minimization requirements of
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (C).

Monitoring. The monitoring requirements of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a item (D).

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule.
Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s Proposed Option
or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor shall implement this measure. Prior to issuance
of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building associated with Phase 1, the project sponsor,
with the oversight of the ERO, shall either:

Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within San Francisco if available to achieve the
equivalent to a one-time reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s
Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing Option. To
qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific emissions offset project must result in emission
reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin that would not otherwise be achieved
through compliance with existing regulatory requirements. A preferred offset project would be one
implemented locally within the City and County of San Francisco. Prior to implementing the offset

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

project, it must be approved by the ERO. The project sponsor shall notify the ERO within six months
of completion of the offset project for verification; or

2. Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean Air
Foundation. The mitigation offset fee, currently estimated at approximately $30,000 per weighted
ton, plus an administrative fee of no more than 5 percent of the total offset, shall fund one or more
emissions reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The fee will be
determined by the planning department, the project sponsor, and the air district, and be based on
the type of projects available at the time of the payment. This fee is intended to fund emissions
reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing
Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions below significance levels after
implementation of other identified mitigation measures as currently calculated.

The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project sponsor,
the air district, and the ERO prior to issuance of the first site permit. This offset payment shall total
the predicted 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2
tons per year of ozone precursors for the Additional Housing Option above the 10-ton-per-year
threshold after implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c.

The total emission offset amount is calculated by summing the maximum daily construction of
ROG and NOx (pounds/day), multiplying by 260 work days per year, and converting to tons. The
amount represents the total estimated operational and construction-related ROG and NOx
emissions offsets required. No reductions are needed for operations or overlapping construction
and operations.

Impact AQ-2b: During construction S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a) LTS
phases that overlap with project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (see Impact AQ-2a)
operations, the proposed project
would generate criteria air
pollutants which would 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.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
August 2019 S-24 Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR

Case No. 2018-007883ENV



S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2
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Level of Level of
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Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
Impact AQ-3: During project LTS No mitigation required. NA
operations, the proposed project
would result in emissions of criteria
air pollutants, but not at levels that
would violate an air quality
standard, contribute to an existing
or projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria
air pollutants.
Impact AQ-4: Construction and S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a) SUM
operation of the proposed project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications. To reduce ROG and NOx
would generate toxic air associated with operation of the proposed project, the project sponsor shall implement the following
contaminants, including DPM, measures:
which could expose sensitive .
receptors to substantial pollutant A. All new diesel backup generators shall:
concentrations. 1. Have engines that meet or exceed California Air Resources Board Tier 4 off-road emission
standards which have the lowest NOx emissions of commercially available generators; and
2. Be fueled with renewable diesel, if commercially available, which has been demonstrated to
reduce NOx emissions by approximately 10 percent.
B. All new diesel backup generators shall have an annual maintenance testing limit of 50 hours,
subject to any further restrictions as may be imposed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District in its permitting process.
C. For each new diesel backup generator permit submitted to Bay Area Air Quality Management
District for the project, the project sponsor shall submit the anticipated location and engine
specifications to the San Francisco Planning Department ERO for review and approval prior to
issuance of a permit for the generator from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.
Once operational, all diesel backup generators shall be maintained in good working order for the
life of the equipment and any future replacement of the diesel backup generators shall be required
to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of the facility at which the
generator is located shall be required to maintain records of the testing schedule for each diesel
backup generator for the life of that diesel backup generator and to provide this information for
review to the planning department within three months of requesting such information.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility. If the daycare
facility is constructed as part of Phase 1 and is operational while Phase 2 is under construction, the
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
project sponsor shall install a mechanical ventilation system at the onsite daycare facility located in
Block B capable of achieving the protection from particulate matter (PM2.5) equivalent to that
associated with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filtration (as defined by American
Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers [ASHRAE] standard 52.2). The
system must meet the requirements of San Francisco Health Code article 38 and San Francisco
Building Code section 1203.5.
Impact AQ-5: The proposed S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a) LSM
project could conflict with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (see Impact AQ-2a)
implementation of the Bay Area Mitigation M M-AO-4a: Diesel Backup G Specificati | AO-4
2017 Clean Air Plan. itigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (see Impact AQ-4)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility (see Impact AQ-4)
Impact AQ-6: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project would not create
objectionable odors that would
affect a substantial number of
people.
Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a) SUM
project, in combination with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings (see Impact AQ-2a)
reasonably foreseeable future Mitigation M M-AO-2¢: On-Road Truck Emissi Minimization for the C d
projects, would contribute to Cmgatlon_ ezsired | Q- ci n- can 2ruc missions Minimization for the Compresse
cumulative regional air quality onstruction Schedule (see Impact AQ-2a)
impacts. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction and Operational Emissions (see
Impact AQ-2b)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (see Impact AQ-4)
Impact C-AQ-2: The proposed S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: Construction Emissions Minimization (see Impact AQ-2a) SUM

project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, could contribute to
cumulative health risk impacts on
sensitive receptors.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Diesel Backup Generator Specifications (Impact AQ-4)
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Install MERV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility (see Impact AQ-4)

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning

Impact LU-1: The proposed project
would not physically divide an
established community.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact LU-2: The proposed project
would not The proposed project
would not conflict with any
applicable land use plans, policies
or regulations of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts to
land use.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.3, Population and Housing

Impact PH-1: Construction of the
proposed project would not induce
substantial unplanned growth in the
area.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact PH-2: Operation of the
proposed project would not induce
substantial unplanned growth in the
area, either directly (for example,
by constructing new homes or
businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure).

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Impact C-PH-1: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA

project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative population
and housing impacts.

Initial Study Section E.4, Cultural Resources

Impact CR-1: The proposed NI No mitigation required. NA
project would not cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
as defined in section 15064.5.

Impact CR-2: The proposed S Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources (PEIR Mitigation LTS
project could cause a substantial Measure AM-1). The project sponsor shall distribute the planning department archeological resource

adverse change in the significance “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition,

of an archeological resource excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils-disturbing

pursuant to section 15064.5. activities within the project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing activities being undertaken each

contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel
including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor
shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible
parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field
personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.

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

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project area, the
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified
archeological consultants maintained by the planning department archeologist. The archeological
consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains
sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological
resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological
resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures
to be implemented by the project sponsor.

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

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

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the
ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Survey
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the
transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning
Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF
copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series)
and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of
Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a
different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

Impact CR-3: The proposed
project may disturb human
remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains and of Associated or
Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of associated or
unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall comply with all
applicable state and federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of 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 Native American Heritage
Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).The MLD shall complete his or her
inspection and make recommendations or preferences for treatment and disposition within 48 hours of
being granted access to the site (Public Resources Code section 5097.98). The Environmental
Review Officer (ERO) shall also be notified immediately upon discovery of human remains.

The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement
(“Agreement) with the MLD, as expeditiously as possible for the treatment and disposition, with
appropriate dignity, of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as

LTS

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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detailed in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The Agreement shall take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. If the MLD agrees
to scientific analyses of the remains and/or associated or unassociated funerary objects, the
archeological consultant shall retain possession of the remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects until completion of any such analyses, after which the remains and associated or
unassociated funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as specified in the Agreement.

Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the
ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD. However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are
unable to reach an agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects, the ERO, in cooperation with the project sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and
associated or unassociated funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be
reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future
subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code section 5097.98).

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during soil-disturbing activity additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the project’s
archeological treatment documents, and any agreement established between the project sponsor, the
Medical Examiner and the ERO.

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts to
cultural resources.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
Initial Study Section E.5, Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact TC-1: The proposed project S Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. If the Environmental LTS
may result in a substantial adverse Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in
change in the significance of a consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the ERO determines that the
tribal cultural resource as defined in resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource and that the resource could be adversely affected by the
Public Resources Code proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the
section 21074. significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible.
If the ERO determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both feasible and
effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan
(ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the archeological consultant shall be required
when feasible.
If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the project
sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or
feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the tribal cultural
resource in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An interpretive plan produced in
consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the
ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify, as appropriate,
proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays
or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or 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.
Impact C-TC-1: The proposed LTS No mitigation required NA
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts to
tribal cultural resources.
IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C-GG-1: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project would generate greenhouse
gas emissions, but not at levels
that would result in a significant
impact on the environment or
conflict with any policy, plan, or
regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.

Initial Study Section E.10, Wind

Impact WI-1: The proposed project LTS No mitigation required. NA
would not create wind hazards in
publicly accessible areas of
substantial pedestrian use.

Impact C-WI-1: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
cumulatively considerable impacts
related to wind.

Initial Study Section E.11, Shadow

Impact SH-1: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project would not create shadow
that substantially and adversely

affects the use and enjoyment of
publicly accessible open spaces.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

TABLE S-2

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact C-SH-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
cumulatively considerable impacts
related to shadow.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.12, Recreation

Impact RE-1: The project would
increase the use of existing
neighborhood parks and other
recreational facilities, but not to
such an extent such that
substantial physical deterioration of
the facilities would occur or be
accelerated or such that the
construction of new or expanded
facilities would be required.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed
project, in combination with other
reasonably foreseeable
development within approximately
0.5 mile of the project site, would
not increase the use of existing
neighborhood parks or other
recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of
the facilities would occur or be
accelerated or such that the
construction of new or expanded
facilities would be required.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.13, Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: Sufficient water
supplies are available to serve the
proposed project and reasonably
foreseeable future development in
normal, dry, and multiple dry years
unless the Bay Delta Plan
Amendment is implemented; in that
event the SFPUC may develop
new or expanded water supply
facilities to address shortfalls in
single and multiple dry years but
this would occur with or without the
proposed project. Impacts related
to new or expanded water supply
facilities cannot be identified at this
time or implemented in the near
term; instead, the SFPUC would
address supply shortfalls through
increased rationing, which could
result in significant cumulative
effects, but the project would not
make a considerable contribution to
impacts from increased rationing.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-2: The proposed project
would not exceed wastewater
treatment requirements of the
Oceanside Treatment Plant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

TABLE S-2

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact UT-3: The proposed project
would not require or result in the
construction of new wastewater
treatment facilities, new storm
water drainage facilities, or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects,
nor would the project result in a
determination by the SFPUC that it
has inadequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in
addition to its existing
commitments.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-4: Project construction
and operation would result in
increased generation of solid waste
but would be served by a landfill
with sufficient capacity to
accommodate the proposed
project’s solid waste disposal
needs.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact UT-5: The construction and
operation of the proposed project
would comply with all applicable
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed
project, in combination with other
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant adverse cumulative
impacts on utilities and service
systems.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.14, Public Services

Impact PS-1: The proposed project
would not be expected to increase
demand for public services (in
order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for
public services) to the extent that it
would require new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could result in
significant environmental impacts.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
cumulative impacts on public
services.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.15, Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: The proposed project
would not have a substantial
adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modification, on
any special-status species.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact BI-2: The proposed project
would not have a substantial
adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, or
regulations.

NI

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

TABLE S-2

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact BI-3: The proposed project
would not have a substantial
adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by
section 404 of the Clean Water Act
or navigable waters as defined in
section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means.

NI

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact Bl-4: The proposed project
would not interfere with the
movement of native resident or
migratory wildlife species resident
or with established native resident
or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact BI-5: The proposed project
would not conflict with any
applicable local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance.

NI

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-BI-1: The project, in
combination with other reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would
not result in cumulative impacts on
biological resources.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.16, Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1: The proposed
project would not exacerbate the
potential to expose people or
structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake
fault, seismic ground shaking,
seismically induced ground failure,
or landslides.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-2: The proposed
project would not result in
substantial loss of topsoil or
erosion.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-3: The project site
would not be located on a geologic
unit or soil that is unstable, or that
could become unstable, as a result
of the proposed project.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-4: The proposed
project would not create substantial
risks to life or property as a result
of being located on expansive or
corrosive soils.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact GE-5: The proposed
project would not substantially
change the topography or any
unique geologic or physical
features of the site.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact GE-6: The proposed
project could directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site.

S

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources. Before the start
of excavation activities, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified paleontologist, as defined by the
Society of Vertebrate 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, including the site superintendent,
regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance and types of fossils that are likely to be
seen during construction, the proper notification procedures should fossils be encountered, and the laws
and regulations protecting paleontological resources. If potential vertebrate fossils are discovered by
construction crews, all earthwork or other types of ground disturbance within 25 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 5 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 and the monitoring level of effort based on the nature of the find,
site geology, and the activities occurring on the site, and in consultation with the Environmental Review
Officer. 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. Upon receipt of the fossil
collection, a signed repository receipt form shall be obtained and provided to the planning department.
The qualified paleontologist shall prepare a paleontological resources report documenting the treatment,
salvage, and, if applicable, curation of the paleontological resources. The project sponsor shall be
responsible for the costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils, and for any curation fees
charged by the paleontological repository. 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.

LTS

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

S Significant
SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
Impact C-GE-1: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA

project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts on
geology and soils or
paleontological resources.

Initial Study Section E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Construction of the LTS No mitigation required. NA
proposed project would not violate
any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements, or
otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater quality.

Impact HY-2: Operation of the LTS No mitigation required. NA
proposed project would not violate
a water quality standard or waste
discharge requirement or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or
groundwater quality, and runoff
from the proposed project would
not provide a substantial source of
stormwater pollutants.

Impact HY-3: The proposed LTS No mitigation required. NA
project would not decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may
impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin.

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable S Significant
NI No impact SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

TABLE S-2

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact HY-4: The proposed
project would not substantially alter
the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream
or river, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion,
siltation, or flooding on or off site,
and would not create or contribute
runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or
impede or redirect flood flows.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HY-5: The proposed
project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the site vicinity, would
not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts
on hydrology and water quality.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Initial Study Section E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HZ-1: Construction and
operation of the proposed project
would not create a significant
hazard through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project
would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project
would not handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project
would not impair implementation of
or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan and
would not expose people or
structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving fires.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed
project, in combination with
reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the project vicinity,
would not result in a cumulative
impact related to hazards and
hazardous materials.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY (CONTINUED)

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.20, Energy

Impact EN-1: The project would
not result in the use of large
amounts of fuel, water, or energy,

or use these in a wasteful manner.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

Impact C-EN-1: The project, in
combination with other reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would
not result in significant adverse
cumulative impacts on energy
resources.

LTS

No mitigation required.

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA Not Applicable
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

S Significant

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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S. Summary

TABLE S-3

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative C:

Alternative D:

Alternative B: San Ramon Way Six-Year
Alternative A: Reduced Passenger Vehicle | Construction
Impact of Proposed Project Options2 No Project Density Access Schedule
Summary of Impacts for Topics in this SEIR

SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network changes, NI SuU SuU SuU
would impact existing passenger and freight loading zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean < < < =
Avenue and the project site, and may create potentially hazardous conditions for people
bicycling and may substantially delay public transit. (SU)
Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future NI SUM SUM SUM
projects, may result in a potentially significant cumulative impact related to public transit delay < < < =
and the project could contribute considerably. (SUM)
Impact C-TR-6b: Operation of the proposed project, including proposed street network changes, NI SuU SuU SuU
in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would impact existing passenger < < < =
and freight loading zones along Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site, and
may create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling and may substantially delay
public transit. (SU)
All other transportation impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < < =
SEIR Section 3.C, Noise
Impact NO-1: Project construction would cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in NI SUM SUM SUM
ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors above levels existing without the project. (SUM) < < = =
Impact NO-3: Operation of the fixed mechanical equipment on the project site could result in a NI LSM LSM LSM
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the immediate project vicinity, and < = = =
permanently expose noise-sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of standards in the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance. (LSM)
Impact C-NO-1: Cumulative construction of the proposed project, in combination with NI SUM SUM SUM
construction of reasonably foreseeable future projects, could cause a substantial temporary or < < = =

periodic increase in ambient noise levels. (SUM)

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:

NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts

are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); < (less than or equal to)

NOTE:

& See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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S. Summary

TABLE S-3

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

Alternative C:

Alternative D:

Alternative B: San Ramon Way Six-Year
Alternative A: Reduced Passenger Vehicle | Construction

Impact of Proposed Project Options2 No Project Density Access Schedule
Impact C-NO-3: Cumulative mechanical equipment noise of the proposed project, in combination with NI LSM LSM LSM
reasonably foreseeable future projects, could cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise < = = =
levels in the project vicinity, but the proposed project would not contribute considerably. (LSM)
All other noise impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < = =
SEIR Section 3.D, Air Quality
Impact AQ-2a: During construction, the proposed project would generate criteria air pollutants NI SUM SUM LSM
that would 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.
(SUM)
Impact AQ-2b: During construction phases that overlap with project operations, the proposed project NI LSM LSM LSM
would generate criteria air pollutants that would 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. (LSM)
Impact AQ-4: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate toxic air NI SUM SUM LSM
contaminants, including DPM, which could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant < < = <
concentrations. (SUM)
Impact AQ-5: The proposed project could conflict with implementation of the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air NI LSM LSM LSM
Plan. (LSM) < = = =
Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future NI SUM SUM LSM
projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. (SUM) < < = <
Impact C-AQ-2: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future NI SUM SUM LSM
projects, could contribute to cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors.(SUM) < = = <
All other air quality impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < = =

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:

NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts

are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); < (less than or equal to)

NOTE:

& See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-3
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)
Alternative C: Alternative D:
Alternative B: San Ramon Way Six-Year
Alternative A: Reduced Passenger Vehicle | Construction
Impact of Proposed Project Options2 No Project Density Access Schedule
Summary of Impacts for Topics in the Initial Study

Initial Study Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< = = =
E.2, Aesthetics
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
E.3, Population and Housing
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < = =
E.4, Cultural Resources
Impact CR-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an NI LSM LSM LSM
archeological resource pursuant to section 15064.5. (LSM) < = = =
Impact CR-3: The proposed project may disturb human remains, including those interred outside of NI LSM LSM LSM
formal cemeteries. (LSM) < = = =
All other cultural resources impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< = = =
E.5, Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact TC-1: The proposed project may result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a NI LSM LSM LSM
tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code section 21074. (LSM) < = = =
E.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < = =

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts
are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); < (less than or equal to)

NOTE:

& See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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S. Summary

S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-3
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)
Alternative C: Alternative D:
Alternative B: San Ramon Way Six-Year
Alternative A: Reduced Passenger Vehicle | Construction

Impact of Proposed Project Options2 No Project Density Access Schedule
E.10, Wind
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < = =
E.11, Shadow
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < = =
E.12, Recreation
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < = =
E.13, Utilities and Service Systems
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < = =
E.14, Public Services
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< < = =
E.15, Biological Resources
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< = = =
E.16, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources
Impact GE-6: The proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource NI LSM LSM LSM
or site. (LSM) < = = =
All other geology, soils, and paleontological resource impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS

< = = =

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:

NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts

are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); < (less than or equal to)

NOTE:

& See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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S. Summary
S.4. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

TABLE S-3
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT OPTIONS TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)
Alternative C: Alternative D:
Alternative B: San Ramon Way Six-Year
Alternative A: Reduced Passenger Vehicle | Construction
Impact of Proposed Project Options2 No Project Density Access Schedule
E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS
< = = =
E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS
< = = =
E.19, Mineral Resources, E.21, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, and E.22, Wildfire
All impacts NI NI NI NI NI
E.20, Energy
All impacts LTS NI LTS LTS LTS
< < = =

CEQA SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION:
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than significant; LSM = Less than significant with mitigation; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; SU = Significant and unavoidable. All SUM and SU impacts

are shown in bold.
= (equal to); < (less than); > (greater than); < (less than or equal to)

NOTE:
& See SEIR Chapter 3 and Appendix B for complete impact statements.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.A Purpose of This SEIR

This subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR), including the initial study, analyzes the physical
environmental effects associated with implementation of the proposed project. The San Francisco
Planning Department (planning department), as lead agency, has prepared this SEIR in compliance
with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines
(California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq., and California Code of Regulations
title 14, sections 15000 et seq.), and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31. The lead agency
is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.

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

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

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

CEQA requires that before a discretionary decision can be made to approve a project that may
cause a significant effect on the environment that cannot be mitigated, an EIR must be prepared.
The EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to
identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of a project, to identify mitigation measures
to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the
project. Thus, prior to taking an approval action on the proposed project, the City and County of
San Francisco (the City) must consider the information in this SEIR, including the initial study, and
make certain findings with respect to each significant effect that is identified. The information
contained in this SEIR, including the initial study, along with other information available through
the public review processes, will be reviewed and considered by the decision-makers prior to a
decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project, or to adopt an alternative to the
proposed project.

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR 1-1 August 2019
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1. Introduction

1.B. Type of EIR

This SEIR, including the initial study, evaluates the whole of the proposed action, including project-
level impacts (offsite, onsite, construction-related, operational, direct, and indirect) and cumulative
impacts. This is an informational document that does not determine whether a project will be
approved, but instead aids in the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the potential
environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of the proposed project.

The planning department has prepared this SEIR, including the initial study, with a degree of
analysis that provides decision makers with sufficient information to enable them to make a
decision that accounts for the environmental consequences of the proposed project. The evaluation
of the environmental impacts of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of
an EIR is to be reviewed in 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 (CEQA Guidelines section 15151).

1.B Type of EIR

The CEQA Guidelines section 15160 provides for variations in EIRs so that environmental
documentation can be tailored to different situations and intended uses, and these variations are
not exclusive. As described below, this SEIR relies on a program EIR.

This document is a project-level EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15161. This project EIR
is tiered from a previously certified program EIR in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines
section 15168(c), which provides for environmental review of subsequent activities under the same
program. The proposed project is a subsequent activity under the Balboa Park Station Area Plan
(area plan). Environmental review of the area plan was completed in the Balboa Park Station Area
Plan [Program] Environmental Impact Report (PEIR),” certified in December 2008. The PEIR is a
program EIR under CEQA Guidelines section 15168. The PEIR analyzed the environmental
impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the
project site. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at the Balboa Reservoir site is considered a
later activity under the area plan program, and this SEIR evaluates the environmental effects of the
proposed project relative to the program-level impact analysis in the certified PEIR.

This SEIR is a subsequent EIR to the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162, which states
that an SEIR is required if the lead agency determines that the proposed project could result in any
of the following conditions:

e Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the previous
EIR;

e Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project
is undertaken; or

¢ New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known at the time of certification of the previous EIR, shows that the project could have one

7 City and County of San Francisco, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning
Department File No. 2004.1059E, certified December 4, 2008.
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1. Introduction

1.C. Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR

or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR, significant effects previously
examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR, mitigation
measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects, or mitigation measures or
alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR would
substantially reduce one or more significant effects.

The planning department has determined that one or more of these conditions have been met for
the proposed project, and that an SEIR is therefore warranted, including the fact that the proposed
project would result in new significant impacts and substantially more-severe significant impacts
than previously identified in the PEIR.

Furthermore, this SEIR is a focused EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15063(c). In
accordance with section 15128, an initial study on the proposed project was prepared as part of this
SEIR (see SEIR Appendix B, Initial Study) to identify which of the proposed project’s effects were
adequately examined in the PEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis.
The initial study is being published concurrently with this SEIR, and comments will be accepted on
the initial study during the public review period for the SEIR.® Thus, this SEIR concentrates the
environmental analysis on those topics (i.e., transportation and circulation, noise, and air quality)
identified in the initial study with the potential to have either new significant effects or substantially
more severe significant impacts than were previously identified in the PEIR under the currently
proposed project at the Balboa Reservoir site. The remaining environmental topics, as documented
in the initial study, were determined to have no new or more severe significant environmental effects
than what was previously identified in the PEIR, and these topics are not analyzed in this SEIR.

1.C Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR

1.C.1 Balboa Park Station Area Plan Environmental Review

On December 4, 2008, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the PEIR. The PEIR
assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Balboa Park Station, an Area
Plan of the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco. The PEIR analyzed
transportation/infrastructure and public space improvements and potential future development
expected in the near future (2009-2010) or within the long-term (2010-2025) timeline. The near-
future development program analyzed also included two individual near-term projects named
“Phelan Loop Site” and “Kragen Auto Parts Site,” which are now built.1

8 Under CEQA Guidelines section 15128, the EIR must contain a brief statement indicating the reasons why certain
effects were determined not to be significant and, thus, are not studied in detail in this SEIR.

?  Planning Department Case No. 2004.1059E.

10 The “Phelan Loop Site” (1100 Ocean Avenue) is bounded by Lee Avenue to the west, Ocean Avenue to the
south, San Francisco Fire Department Station 15 to the east, and Balboa Reservoir to the north. (It is noted that
Phelan Loop is now referred to as the City College Terminal. The terminology here is from the PEIR.) This site
is a mixed-use development with residential above ground-floor retail and public open space (Unity Plaza).
The “Kragen Auto Parts Site” (1150 Ocean Avenue) is bounded by Ingleside Branch Library to the west, Ocean
Avenue to the south, Lee Avenue to the east, and the Balboa Reservoir to the north. This site is a mixed-use
development with residential above ground-floor retail.
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1. Introduction

1.C. Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR

On April7, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the area plan. The Mayor
subsequently signed the legislation for the area plan, which was enacted on May 18, 2009."" The
planning department has prepared one addendum to the PEIR, dated July 10, 2015, analyzing the
amendment of San Francisco Planning Code section 737.1 and Zoning Map Sheet ZN12 to rezone 19
parcels from RH-2 (12 parcels) or RM-1 (7 parcels) to Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit
(NCT).”2 The planning department determined that the addendum was sufficient to satisfy CEQA
environmental review requirements for no further additional analysis (CEQA Guidelines
section 15164).

The proposed project at the Balboa Reservoir site is the first development project under the adopted
area plan in which conditions triggering a subsequent EIR are met. This SEIR is the first project-
level EIR tiering from the PEIR.

1.C.2 Summary of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR

As described above, this EIR is a subsequent EIR to the PEIR certified in 2008, as supplemented by
one addendum issued in 2015. The PEIR evaluated the potential environmental effects of the
development of the plan area, approximately 210 acres in size and located in south central San
Francisco, generally bounded by parcels along the northern edge of Ocean Avenue, the southern
boundary of Archbishop Riordan High School, Judson Avenue and Havelock Street to the north;
the northeastern edge of City College, and San Jose and Delano avenues to the east; Niagara and
Mount Vernon avenues, and parcels along the southern edges of Geneva and Ocean avenues to the
south; and Manor Drive to the east.

In general, the area plan defined as the project description and analyzed in the PEIR consisted of
the following;:
e  Street network changes for Geneva, San Jose, Ocean, and Phelan avenues;

o Transit facility changes for San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and Bay
Area Rapid Transit facilities;

¢ Changes to existing open space and proposed new open spaces;
e Urban design and architectural guidelines;

¢ Changes to land use policies;

¢ Changes to the planning code; and

o Three tiers of development programs.

The three-tier development program was based on the amount of development that could occur in
the plan area over short term (Tier 1 —2010), long-term (Tier 2 — up to 2025), and beyond year 2025
(Tier 3). The overall land use program for the plan area evaluated in the PEIR assumed an

11 Ordinance No. 0058-09 Balboa Park Station Area Plan — monitoring program, Ordinance No. 0059-09 Zoning
Map Amendments in connection with the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, Ordinance No. 0060-09 Approving
General Plan Amendments in connection with the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, and Ordinance No. 0061-09
Planning Code Amendments in connection with the Balboa Park Station Area Plan.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Addendum to Environmental Impact Report, Case No. 2015-008342ENV,
Board of Supervisors File No. 150271, July 10, 2015.
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1. Introduction

1.D. CEQA Environmental Review Process

additional 1,780 residential units, 104,620 square feet of commercial use, 22,853 square feet of
cultural/institutional use, and 129,300 square feet of open space. The land use program for the
Balboa Reservoir project site evaluated in the PEIR assumed 500 residential units and 100,000
square feet of open space under the long-term (Tier 2) timeframe.

The PEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the area plan
and identified a suite of mitigation measures for avoiding or reducing significant environmental
impacts. A topic-by-topic summary of impacts and mitigation measures presented in the PEIR is
included under each respective environmental topic in this SEIR, including the initial study. SEIR
Appendix H, Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Mitigation Measures, lists all of the mitigation
measures from the PEIR and indicates those applicable to the proposed project.

As required under CEQA, the PEIR identified and analyzed alternatives that would reduce or
avoid identified significant impacts of the area plan and meet most of the plan’s objectives. The
two alternatives analyzed included: No Project alternative; and No Transportation Improvements
alternative. The PEIR determined that the No Project alternative would avoid impacts on
roadways, intersections, and transit operations identified for the plan area, and no significant and
unavoidable impacts on historical resources would occur. The PEIR also determined that the No
Transportation Improvements alternative would result in fewer impacts on roadways,
intersections, and transit operations, and the same significant unavoidable impacts on historical
resources. The No Transportation Improvements alternative was identified as the environmentally
superior alternative in the PEIR.

Following certification of the PEIR and as part of the approval process for the area plan, CEQA
Findings were adopted by the City and County of San Francisco.®

1.D CEQA Environmental Review Process

CEQA Guidelines sections 15080 to 15097 set forth the EIR process, which includes multiple phases
involving notification and input from responsible agencies and the public. The main steps in this
process are described below.

1.D.1 Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report and Public Scoping

The City and Reservoir Community Partners LLC entered into an exclusive negotiating agreement,
as authorized by SFPUC Commission resolution no. 17-0225 in November 2017. In April 2018, the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted resolution no.85-18, finding the proposed
development of the Balboa Reservoir site to be fiscally feasible under San Francisco Administrative
Code chapter 29. This resolution authorized the filing of the environmental application and the San
Francisco Planning Department to undertake environmental review as required by San Francisco
Administrative Code chapter 31 and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

13 City and County of San Francisco, Planning Commission Motion No. 17775, December 4, 2008.
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1.D. CEQA Environmental Review Process

Reservoir Community Partners LLC filed an environmental evaluation application with the
planning department on May 31, 2018. This filing initiated the environmental review process. The
EIR process includes an opportunity for the public to review and comment on the proposed
project’s potential environmental effects and to further inform the environmental analysis.

On October 10, 2018, the planning department issued the notice of preparation (NOP) of an EIR on
the proposed Balboa Reservoir project and made the NOP available on its website. The NOP was
sent to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons interested in the proposed project, and
publication of the NOP initiated the 30-day public scoping period for this SEIR, which started on
October 10, 2018, and ended on November 12, 2018. The NOP included a description of the
proposed project and a request for agencies and the public to submit comments on the scope of
environmental issues that should be addressed in this SEIR. The NOP is included as SEIR
Appendix A, Notice of Preparation.

The planning department held a public scoping meeting on Tuesday, October 30, 2018, at the Lick
Wilmerding High School Cafeteria, 755 Ocean Avenue, San Francisco to receive oral comments on
the scope of the SEIR. During the scoping period, a total of 84 comment letters and emails were
submitted to the planning department and 16 speakers provided oral comments at the public
scoping session. These comments received in response to the NOP during the public scoping
period, both written and oral, are available for review at the planning department as part of Case
File No. 2018-007883ENV. The planning department has considered all of these comments in
preparing this SEIR for the proposed project.

1.D.2 Scoping Comments

The planning department has considered the comments made by the public and agencies in
preparation of this SEIR, as summarized in Table 1-1, Summary of Scoping Comments.
Comments on the NOP that relate to environmental issues are addressed and analyzed throughout
this SEIR and initial study (see SEIR Appendix B). The scoping comments, as summarized in this
table, also indicate areas of controversy known to the lead agency and issues to be resolved, per
CEQA Guidelines section 15123.

TaBLE 1-1
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS
SEIR or Initial
Study Section Comment
SEIR
Chapter 1 The Introduction should include explanations and/or descriptions of:
Introduction e Anticipated date of initial study publication;
« Sufficiency of impact analysis in a subsequent EIR;
e Accuracy of Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s program-level significance determinations on
components related to or included in the proposed project;
e Changes related to the loss of potential water storage in the reservoir; and
e Additional Housing Option: Should be deferred until Balboa Reservoir Community
Advisory Committee (CAC) and the public has a chance to fully review.
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SEIR or Initial
Study Section Comment
Chapter 2 The SEIR should include an explanation and/or descriptions of:
Project Description e Proposed zoning changes;
e Whether the planning department received community input from the Balboa Reservoir
CAC;
e The proposed project’s consideration for open space, including for the public, per the
Open Space Element of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan; and
e Affordable housing locations and quantities, and reserved housing for teachers.
Section 3.A e Address cumulative impacts for each relevant section; and
Cumulative e Study cumulative impacts of Performing Arts Education Center and overlapping
construction and parking impacts, and cumulative impacts from the City College Facilities
Master Plan.
Section 3.B e Address effects of the project on traffic, public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities:
Transportation and — Increased traffic volumes and congestion along Frida Kahlo Way, Ocean Avenue, and
Circulation Lee Avenue:
— intermodal access to the site and the potential to overwhelm Muni and BART
systems;
— increased pedestrian safety and access points;
— vehicular access from Frida Kahlo Way and 1-280;
— additional modifications to freeway access;
— emergency vehicle access;
— additional parking structures;
— congestion due to transportation network companies and delivery vehicle; and
— modifications to existing public transportation to alleviate traffic concerns.
e Study vehicular access from San Ramon Way;
¢ The Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s recommendations and impacts to public transit; and
e Transportation analysis should take into account parking considerations, especially for
students and teachers.
Section 3.C e Exposure of students at Archbishop Riordan High School and City College to construction
Noise noise;
e Address ways to minimize construction noise impacts;
e Increase noise levels from the project; and
e Cumulative noise impacts with City College projects.
Section 3.D e Evaluate air quality impacts on surrounding areas from the increased vehicle traffic and
Air Quality from construction.
Chapter 6 e Evaluate alternatives that incorporate potential design changes that may be necessary to
Alternatives address significant traffic and circulation impacts such as:
— areconfigured site plan that provides additional vehicular access from Frida Kahlo
Way and 1-280;
—  additional modifications to freeway access, emergency vehicle access; and
— additional parking structures and modifications to existing public transportation to
alleviate traffic concerns;
e Evaluate alternatives that include a higher and lower number of housing units;
e Evaluate affordable housing alternatives;
e Evaluate alternatives that incorporate potential design changes that may be necessary to
address impacts related to construction staging areas; and
e Evaluate alternative that would leave the site open (e.g., for open space, or expansion of
City College at a later date).
Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR 1-7 August 2019
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SEIR or Initial

Study Section Comment

Initial Study

Section E.1 The initial study should include an analysis of:

Land Use and Land
Use Planning

The planning code in relation to the parcel’s zoning designation and nonpublic use of the
parcel; and

The accuracy of Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s program-level significance
determinations on components related to or included in the proposed project.

Section E.2 e Scenic vistas and impacts to the visual character of the existing site and surrounding
Aesthetics areas.

Section E.3 e Evaluate potential design changes that may be necessary to address significant
Population and population and housing impacts (e.g., increased density of units, and analysis of existing
Housing supporting infrastructure).

Section E.4 e AB 52 and SB 18 tribal consultation procedures. Comment provided mitigation measures

Cultural Resources

to avoid or minimize significant adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, if feasible.

Section E.9 e Address maximizing opportunities for electric car charging in parking structures.
Greenhouse Gas

Emissions

Section E.10 e Impacts to open spaces and Riordan High School Track resulting from wind effects; and
Wind e Impacts to Sunnyside resulting from wind effects.

Section E.10 e Impacts to open spaces and Riordan High School Track resulting from shadows
Shadow

Section E.13 e Water supplies to serve the project;

Utilities and Service
Systems

The proposed project’s construction of new housing and demand in relation to sufficiency
of existing or proposed utilities to support the proposed project; and

Address Utilities and Service Systems separate from Public Services.

Section E.14
Public Services

Address potential impacts to facilities adjacent to, and in surrounding neighborhoods of
the project site (e.g., schools and public education services, emergency service response
times, and other public facilities); and

Parking loss and potential secondary impacts to City College, increased demand for
parking on nearby streets and off-street facilities.

Section E.15
Biological Resources

Address the potential for the proposed project to cause habitat modifications (e.g.,
installation of lawn and removal of plants) and pet-wildlife conflicts, and include relevant
mitigation measures if significant impacts are found;

Address impacts on existing plants and animals on the project site (e.g., coyote brush,
white-crowned sparrow, migratory birds, native plants, and insects); and

Proposed project should build to Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, as provided by San
Francisco Planning Department.

Section E.17
Hydrology and Water
Quality

Impacts to water quality from water supply, emergency water supply, groundwater, and
stormwater runoff.

Section E.18
Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Evaluate the potential impact of herbicide use on groundwater.
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1.D.3 Draft SEIR and Initial Study Public Review and
Opportunities for Public Participation

The CEQA Guidelines and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31 encourage public
participation in the planning and environmental review processes. The planning department
provides opportunities for the public to present comments and concerns regarding this SEIR and
its appendices, including the initial study (SEIR Appendix B), throughout the environmental
review process. These opportunities include a public review and comment period and a public
hearing on this Draft SEIR and initial study before the San Francisco Planning Commission.

The public review period for the Draft SEIR and initial study is from August 8, 2019, through
September 23, 2019. The planning commission will hold a public hearing on the Draft SEIR and
initial study during the 45-day public review and comment period to solicit public comment on
the information presented in the Draft SEIR and initial study. The public hearing will be held on
September 12, 2019, at City Hall, Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400, San Francisco,
California, beginning at 1 p.m. or later (call 415.588.6422 the week of the hearing for a recorded
message giving a more specific time).

The SEIR and all attachments (including the initial study, SEIR Appendix B) are available on the
planning department’s “Environmental Impact Reports & Negative Declarations” webpage
(https:/isfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents). Compact discs and paper copies are also
available at the Planning Information Center counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street,
San Francisco. Documents referenced in this SEIR are available for review at the Planning
Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street in Case File No. 2018-007883ENV
(call 415.575.9072), as well as online at www.ab900balboa.com.

Governmental agencies, interested organizations, and other members of the public are invited to
submit written comments on the Draft SEIR and initial study during the public review period.
Written public comments may be submitted by mail to:

San Francisco Planning Department

Attention: Jeanie Poling, Senior Environmental Planner
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

or by email to:

CPC.BalboaReservoir@sfgov.org

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the San Francisco Planning Commission. 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.
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1.D.4 Final SEIR and SEIR Certification

Following the close of the public review and comment period, the planning department will
prepare and publish a document titled “Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR.” This
document will contain copies of all written, email, and recorded oral comments received on the
Draft SEIR as well as the planning department’s written responses to substantive comments and
any necessary revisions to the Draft SEIR. Together, the Draft SEIR and the Responses to
Comments document will constitute the Final SEIR. Not less than ten days prior to the San
Francisco Planning Commission hearing to consider certification of the Final SEIR, the planning
department will issue the Final SEIR to persons commenting on the Draft SEIR and to any board(s),
commission(s) or department(s) that will carry out or approve the proposed project. During an
advertised public meeting, the planning commission will consider the documents and, if found
adequate, will certify the Final SEIR. Certification of the Final SEIR by the commission represents
that the document: (1) has been completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) was presented to the San
Francisco Planning Commission and the commission reviewed and considered the information
contained in the Final SEIR prior to taking an approval action on the proposed project; and
(3) reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

CEQA requires that agencies shall neither approve nor implement a project unless the project
implements all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce significant environmental impacts
to a less-than-significant level, essentially avoiding or substantially lessening the potentially
significant impacts of the project, except when certain findings are made. If an agency approves a
project that would result in the occurrence of significant adverse impact(s) that cannot feasibly be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels (that is, significant and unavoidable impacts), the agency
must state the reasons for its action in writing, demonstrate that even with implementation of all
feasible mitigation, the impact would still exceed significance thresholds based on the SEIR or other
information in the record, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations.

At the time of project approval, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require lead agencies to adopt a
mitigation monitoring or reporting program that it has made a condition of project approval in
order to mitigate or avoid significant impacts on the environment (CEQA Guidelines
section 21081.6; CEQA Guidelines section 15097). This SEIR identifies and presents the project-
specific mitigation and improvement measures that, if the proposed project is approved, would be
included in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the Balboa Reservoir project as a
condition of project approval.

1.D.5 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 as an environmental leadership development project under
the Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (Assembly
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1. Introduction

1.D. CEQA Environmental Review Process

Bill [AB] 900, as updated to comply with Senate Bill [SB] 734 and AB 246). The application is
available online, and was subject to public review from June 25, 2019, through July 28, 2019.14

AB 900> provides streamlining benefits under CEQA, as described further below, 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
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 has accepted that the strategy would
achieve the greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets.!s

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 GHG emissions; (4) comply with requirements
for commercial and organic waste recycling; (5) have a binding agreement with the lead agency
establishing the mitigation measure and record of proceeding 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.”’8 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.

4 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California Jobs (AB 900), Submitted Applications, 201802028-Balboa
Reservoir, http:/lopr.ca.gov/ceqalcalifornia-jobs.html, accessed July 15, 2019. This document (and all other
documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is available for review at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2018-007883ENV.

15 California Public Resources Code section 21178 et seq. and Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California
Jobs (AB 900), Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial Review Under the California Environmental Quality Act
Pursuant to AB 900, Updated to Comply with Senate Bill 734 and Assembly Bill 246. Available online at
http:/lopr.ca.gov/ceqalcalifornia-jobs.html, accessed July 22, 2019.

16 California Public Resources Code section 21180(b).

17 California Public Resources Code section 21183.

18 Reservoir Community Partners, LLC, Balboa Reservoir Mixed-Use Project Acknowledgment of Obligations
under Public Resources Code Sections 21183(e), (f), and (g), May 1, 2019.
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1. Introduction

1.E. Contents and Organization of This SEIR

As of the publication of this Draft SEIR the California Air Resources Board has yet to determine if
the proposed project would result in any net additional GHG 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 that can be accessed and downloaded from the following
website: www.ab900balboa.com. The record of proceedings includes the SEIR and all other
documents and materials submitted to, or relied upon by, the lead agency in the preparation of the
SEIR 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 SEIR that is a part of the record
of proceedings, and comments received on the Draft SEIR, 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 SEIR should be emailed to CPC.BalboaReservoir@sfgov.org.

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

As required by Public Resources Code section 21185, 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 AB900 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.

1.E Contents and Organization of This SEIR

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines sections 15120 to 15132, this SEIR describes the proposed
project, required approvals, and existing land use plans and policies applicable to the proposed
project; identifies potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, mitigation measures
where those impacts are significant, and cumulative adverse impacts to which the proposed project
could make a substantial contribution; discusses growth-inducing and significant unavoidable
effects of the project; and evaluates alternatives to the project that could avoid or reduce significant
impacts while still meeting most of the project’s objectives.
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1. Introduction

1.E. Contents and Organization of This SEIR

This SEIR is organized as follows:

Chapter S, Summary. This chapter summarizes the contents of the SEIR, including an
overview of the project description and, in a tabular format, a summary of the environmental
impacts that would result from project implementation and the mitigation measures identified
to reduce or avoid significant impacts. It also briefly describes the project variant and its
impacts, and the alternatives to the proposed project.

Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter describes the environmental review process, the
previous environmental review of the area plan, the public and agency comments received on
the scope of the SEIR, and the organization of the SEIR.

Chapter 2, Project Description. This chapter discusses the project’s background, objectives,
and location; describes the physical characteristics of the project, including both the
construction and operational phases; and identifies required project approvals.

Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This chapter describes
the project’s existing setting and environmental impacts with respect to transportation and
circulation, noise and vibration, and air quality. Each environmental topic is discussed in a
separate section within this chapter, and each section identifies the thresholds of significance
used to assess the severity of the impacts. Within each section, there is a summary of the
relevant sections of the PEIR, descriptions of the setting and regulatory framework, and impact
analyses of both project-specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed project and a
determination of the significance of each impact. For impacts determined to be significant,
mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid those impacts are presented.

Chapter 4, Other CEQA Issues. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2, this chapter
summarizes any growth-inducing impacts that could result from the proposed project,
irreversible changes to the environment, and significant and unavoidable environmental
impacts. This chapter presents areas of controversy to be resolved.

Chapter 5, Variants. This chapter describes and analyzes variants to the proposed project.

Chapter 6, Alternatives. This chapter presents and evaluates alternatives to the proposed
project that could feasibly attain most of the project’s objectives as well as reduce identified
significant adverse impacts of the project. It also identifies the environmentally superior
alternative and describes other alternatives that were considered but rejected. Alternatives
evaluated in this chapter include the following:

—  Alternative A: No Project

— Alternative B: Reduced Density

— Alternative C: San Ramon Way Passenger Vehicle Access
— Alternative D: Six-Year Construction Schedule

Chapter 7, Report Preparers. This chapter identifies the SEIR authors and consultants; project
sponsor and consultants; and agencies and persons consulted.

Appendices. The appendices include the NOP, the initial study, and supporting technical
information for the SEIR. The following appendices are included in this SEIR:

— Appendix A: Notice of Preparation

— Appendix B: Initial Study (includes analysis of: land use and land use planning; population
and housing; cultural resources; tribal cultural resources; greenhouse gas emissions; wind;
shadow; recreation; utilities and service systems; public services; biological resources;
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1.E. Contents and Organization of This SEIR

geology and soils; hydrology and water quality; hazards and hazardous materials; mineral
resources; energy; agriculture and forestry resources; and wildfire)

— Appendix C: Transportation Supporting Information
* Appendix Cl: Travel Demand Memorandum
* Appendix C2: Transit Assessment Memorandum
— Appendix D: Noise Supporting Information
* Appendix D1: Construction Noise Model Output
* Appendix D2: Traffic Noise Model Output
= Appendix D3: Calculations of Long-Term Noise Metrics
= Appendix D4: Sound Level Meter Reports
— Appendix E: Air Quality Technical Memorandum
— Appendix F: Water Supply Assessment
— Appendix G: Biological Resources Supporting Information

— Appendix H: Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Mitigation Measures
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CHAPTER 2

Project Description

2.A Project Overview

The proposed Balboa Reservoir Project is located on a 17.6-acre site in the West of Twin Peaks area
of south central San Francisco (see Figure 2-1, Location Map). The site is north of the Ocean Avenue
commercial district, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood
Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School. The project site is owned by
the City and County of San Francisco (City) under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The City, acting by and through the SFPUC, selected Reservoir
Community Partners LLC (a joint venture between BRIDGE Housing Corporation [a nonprofit
affordable housing developer] and Avalon Bay Communities) to act as master developer for the
project site.’ The proposed project would develop the site with mixed-income housing, open
space, a childcare facility/community room available for public use, retail space, on- and off-street
parking, and new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. This subsequent environmental impact
report (SEIR) will analyze two different sets of options for the site’s residential density to capture
a range of possible development on the project site: The first is the Developer’s Proposed Option
(1,100 dwelling units), proposed by Reservoir Community Partners LLC. The second is the
Additional Housing Option (1,550 dwelling units), developed by the City to fulfill the objectives of
the San Francisco General Plan (the general plan) to maximize affordable housing and housing in
transit-rich neighborhoods. Development under each of the two options would entail the same
land uses and street configurations, and similar site plans.

Under each option, the proposed project would amend the general plan and the San Francisco
Planning Code, and would create a new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (SUD). The special
use district would establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and
guidelines for the site. The San Francisco Zoning Map would be amended to show changes from
the current zoning (P [Public]) to the proposed zoning and would modify the existing height limits
of 40 to 65 feet to heights of up to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in
the Additional Housing Option.

¥ The build-out of the development would involve additional partner firms, including nonprofits Mission
Housing Development Corporation and Habitat for Humanity of Greater San Francisco, along with Pacific
Union Development Company.
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2. Project Description

2.A. Project Overview

Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 1.8 million gross square feet
(gsf) of uses, including between approximately 1.3 and 1.5 million gsf of residential space (1,100 to
1,550 dwelling units plus residential amenities), approximately 10,000 gsf of community space
(childcare and a community room for public use), approximately 7,500 gsf of retail, up to 550
residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces in the Developer’s Proposed Option, and
up to 650 residential parking spaces (with no public parking spaces) in the Additional Housing
Option.? The buildings would range in height from 25 to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed
Option and from 25 to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option. Approximately 4 acres would be
devoted to publicly accessible open space under each option. Also under each option, the SFPUC
would retain ownership of an 80-foot-wide strip of land located along the southern edge of the site
where an underground water transmission pipeline is located.

The proposed project (both options) would include transportation and circulation changes,
including the extension of existing north-south Lee Avenue across the site, and a new internal
street network. The project would include a roadway network that would be accessible for people
walking, including people with disabilities, bicycling, and driving. The project would also include
new utility infrastructure to supply the site with potable water, wastewater collection, stormwater
collection and treatment, electricity, natural gas, and communications.

The proposed project also includes four variants that consider modifications to a limited feature or
aspect of the project (e.g., street and garage configurations). Each of the variants are described and
analyzed in SEIR Chapter 5, Variants. A brief description is provided under SEIR Section 2.F,
Project Variants, p. 2-38.

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to occur in three main phases over the course
of six years, from 2021 to approximately 2027. The initial phase (Phase 0) would include grading,
excavation, and construction of site infrastructure over 12 months. During the initial portion of
Phase 0, the site may not be available for public parking due to mass grading activities. Two phases
of vertical construction would follow, each lasting approximately 24 to 30 months. During
construction of Phase 1, unused portions of the site would be paved to allow surface vehicular
parking until Phase 2 construction begins. During construction of Phase 2 and operation of Phase 1,
some surface vehicular parking areas would be available along streets constructed during Phase 1;
however, the public parking garage would not be yet available, as it would be under construction
during Phase 2. Public parking would be accommodated in the public parking garage (under the
Developer’s Proposed Option), when it is completed.

2 Gross square feet includes residential circulation and common area, and it is different from the planning code
definition.
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2. Project Description

2.B. Project Objectives

2.B Project Objectives

2.B.1 Project Objectives

The City and County of San Francisco and the SFPUC, as the current owner of the project site, and

Reservoir Community Partners LLC, the project sponsor, seek to fulfill the following shared

objectives associated with the Balboa Reservoir project:

Implement the goals of the City’s 2014 Public Land for Housing program and the Surplus
Public Lands Initiative (Proposition K), passed by the voters in November 2015, by replacing
an underused surface parking lot located on surplus public land with a substantial amount of
new housing, including a high percentage of affordable housing.

Implement the objectives and goals of the General Plan Housing Element and of the 2009
Balboa Park Station Area Plan that calls for the development of a mixed-use residential
neighborhood on the west reservoir to address the citywide demand for housing.

Contribute to the City’s goal of creating 5,000 housing units each year on a site specifically
identified in the general plan for additional housing in close proximity to local and regional
public transportation by maximizing the number of housing units in the project.

Build a high-quality residential community with a wide range of building types and heights,
and a range of dwelling unit type and tenure, which will provide new residents with the
greatest variety of housing options.

Build a mixed-income community with a high percentage of affordable units to provide
housing options for households at a range of income levels, and by doing so facilitate a
neighborhood that fosters personal connections across income ranges.

Replace the reservoir’s abandoned infrastructure with new infrastructure improvements, including
new streets and sidewalks, bicycle and pedestrian amenities, pedestrian paseos and multiuse paths,
water, sewer and gas/electric utilities, new fire hydrant infrastructure and an extension of the City’s
Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS), and community facilities including one new public park,
another major open space, a community center, and a childcare facility.

Establish pedestrian and bicycle connections from the project site to adjacent neighborhoods
including City College of San Francisco, Ocean Avenue, Sunnyside and Westwood Park, and
increase and improve pedestrian access to transit connections in the area including Bay Area
Rapid Transit (BART), Municipal Railway (Muni) light-rail and bus lines, and Muni’s City
College Terminal.!

As stated in the City’s Balboa Reservoir Request for Proposals, work with City College to
address parking needs by identifying substitute parking and transportation solutions.

Develop a project that is financially feasible and able to support the financial investment that
will be required to realize it, including equity and debt return levels that will be required by
investors and lenders to finance residential developments, as well as eligibility for required
federal, state, regional, and local sources of subsidy for infrastructure and utility construction
and affordable housing.

2 The City College Terminal was formerly known as the Phelan Loop.
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2. Project Description

2.C. Background

The City and SFPUC have the following additional objective:

e Provide SFPUC’s water utility ratepayers with fair market value for this utility land asset as
required by the city’s charter and applicable law.

2.C Background

SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, presents a detailed discussion of the area plan approval process,
prior environmental review of the area plan, and the relationship of this SEIR to the Balboa Park
Station Area Plan [Program] Environmental Impact Report (area plan PEIR, or PEIR). The
following provides a description of the project site development background.

2.C.1 Public Lands for Housing and Proposition K

The City established a Public Land for Housing program in 2014 (formerly the Public Sites
Program), wherein City agencies examined underutilized City-owned sites for housing potential.
The interagency committee site selection process was informed by the general plan, Planning Code
section 101.1(b), the Surplus City Property Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code
chapter 23A), San Francisco Charter section 8A.115 (the Transit First Policy), the San Francisco
Health Care Services Master Plan, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SEMTA’s)
Real Estate & Facilities Vision for the 21st Century, the SFPUC Land Use Framework, and the City
& County of San Francisco Consolidated Plan. In 2014, the City, in coordination with a robust
public outreach process, selected the Balboa Reservoir as the first site identified for housing
through this process.

In April 2015, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors established the Balboa Reservoir Community
Advisory Committee to solicit public input for the site. Between August 2015 and September 2016,
the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee and the City developed the Balboa Reservoir
Development Principles & Parameters. The principles and parameters guided the selection process
of a developer partner to finance and construct a residential development at the site.

In November 2015, the San Francisco electorate approved Proposition K. The ballot measure
expanded allowable uses of surplus public land to include affordable housing. Under
Proposition K, surplus property developments with 200 or more units would allow mixed-income
projects and would also require at least 33 percent of the housing in each such development to be
made permanently affordable to low- and moderate-income households.

2.C.2 Competitive Solicitation and Exclusive Negotiation
Agreement

In November 2016, the City, through the SFPUC, issued a request for qualifications to initiate a
developer solicitation and selection process. Out of nine request for qualifications respondents, the
City identified three development teams most qualified to develop the project site. In March 2017
the City invited these development teams to submit comprehensive proposals in response to a
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2. Project Description

2.D. Project Setting

request for proposals. The request for proposals panel selected Reservoir Community Partners
LLC, and in August 2017 recommended its selection to the SFPUC general manager.

The City and Reservoir Community Partners LLC entered into an exclusive negotiating agreement,
as authorized by SFPUC Commission resolution no. 17-0225 in November 2017. In April 2018, the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted resolution no.85-18, finding the proposed
development of the Balboa Reservoir site to be fiscally feasible under San Francisco Administrative
Code chapter 29. This resolution authorized the filing of the environmental application and the San
Francisco Planning Department to undertake environmental review as required by San Francisco
Administrative Code chapter 31 and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

2.D Project Setting

2.D.1 Balboa Park Station Area Plan

The City adopted the area plan into the general plan in May 2009. The Balboa Reservoir project site
comprises the central portion of the plan area, as shown in Figure 2-1, p. 2-2. The 210-acre plan area
is generally bounded by parcels along the northern edge of Ocean Avenue, the southern boundary
of Archbishop Riordan High School, Judson Avenue and Havelock Street to the north; the
northeastern edge of City College, and San Jose and Delano avenues to the east; Niagara and Mount
Vernon avenues, and parcels along the southern edges of Geneva and Ocean avenues to the south;
and Manor Drive to the west.

The area plan’s objectives and policies were developed to implement a set of land use and zoning
controls; urban design and architectural guidelines; and transportation/infrastructure, streetscape,
and open space improvements that would enhance the overall urban environment and encourage
new development, particularly housing and neighborhood-serving commercial uses.?? The area
plan PEIR estimated that implementation of the area plan would result in a net increase of 1,780
residential units and 104,620 net new gsf of commercial development in the plan area by 2025.2 As
of September 2018, 273 dwelling units and 40,904 gsf of commercial uses have been built in the
plan area. Excluding the proposed Balboa Reservoir project, an additional 209 dwelling units and
10,995 gsf of commercial uses are under construction or review in the plan area.*

The project site is the western portion of the larger Balboa Reservoir basin. The area plan includes
policies to develop the east basin with classroom, administrative, a performing arts center, and
other uses in accordance with City College’s master plan; and policies to develop the west basin
(the project site) with residential and open space uses, and to prioritize affordable housing.?>

2 City and County of San Francisco, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, December 4, 2008.

2 City and County of San Francisco, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, December 4, 2008.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Development Status of Balboa Park Area Plan Land Use Program — Updated
May 2019, May, 2019.

% In 2010, the east basin, also known as the “upper basin,” was filled and its grade raised to match surrounding
terrain to the east.
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2.D. Project Setting

2.D.2 Project Site

The project site is a 17.6-acre rectangular parcel and encompasses Assessor’s Block 3180/Lot 190.
As shown in Figure 2-2, Project Site and Adjacent Uses, the site is bounded by City College to the
east, Archbishop Riordan High School to the north, the Westwood Park neighborhood to the west,
and mixed-use multifamily residential development along Ocean Avenue to the south. The site is
less than 0.25 mile north of Ocean Avenue, the primary retail corridor in the Ingleside-Westwood
Park neighborhood.

Balboa Reservoir Background

The project site is the western portion of a once-larger 28-acre Balboa Reservoir site. In 1957, the
San Francisco Water Department (now the SFPUC) began excavation with water storage in mind,
creating north and south basins separated by an east-west berm. The SFPUC never filled or used
the basins for water storage. In 20112012, a series of land transfers between various public
agencies resulted in the reconfiguration of the SFPUC’s original Balboa Reservoir land holdings.
The City removed the east-west berm and reconfigured the 28-acre property into western and
eastern portions. City College now owns the 10.4-acre east basin, and the City, through the SFPUC,
owns the 17.6-acre west basin (the project site). City College filled and developed the east basin in
2010 with a surface parking lot and its four-story Multi-Use Building.

Existing Uses

The project site is bounded on three sides by sloping western, northern, and eastern edges that
surround a sunken paved surface at the center. It is bounded on the southern side by mixed-use
development along Ocean Avenue. An approximately 30-foot-tall earthen berm is located at the
western edge of the property. The asphalt-paved surface is relatively level with a slope of 0 to
5 percent, sloping gently up from west to east. There is an approximately 18- and 30-foot increase in
elevation between the project site bottom and the top of the eastern and northern slopes, respectively.
Along the southern boundary of the site is an 80-foot-wide section of the parcel where a high-pressure
underground pipeline maintained by the SFPUC is located (SFPUC right-of-way). The pipeline runs
east-west and delivers water across San Francisco. Uses within the right-of-way are subject to SFPUC
standards and regulations, which prohibit the placement of permanent structures above water and
wastewater assets (such as pipelines). These regulations are considered in the proposed project
configuration and further described in Section 2.E.8, Transportation and Circulation Plan.

The site does not contain any permanent structures and currently contains 1,007 surface vehicular
parking spaces. The lot provides overflow vehicular parking for City College students, faculty, and
staff.26 A cargo storage container is located on the west side of the site, at the foot of the berm slope. The
parking lot is entirely paved with no vegetation. The western and northern slopes contain scattered
trees and shrubs, with paved pathways along the tops of these slopes. Paved walkways, stairs,
vegetation, and lighting are located on the eastern slope, providing pedestrian connections between the
project site and adjacent City College property containing parking and the Multi-Use Building.

% City College uses the site under a revocable license granted by the SFPUC.
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2. Project Description

2.D. Project Setting

Direct vehicular access into and out of the site is provided along the north side of the east basin by
an east-west access road immediately south of Archbishop Riordan High School, and accessed
from Frida Kahlo Way (formerly Phelan Avenue).

2.D.3 Zoning and Land Use Designations

Zoning

The project site is within a P (Public) Use District and located in 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk
Districts (see Figure 2-3, Existing Zoning on Project Site). The project site is within the central
portion of the Balboa Park Station Plan Area (see Figure 2-1, p. 2-2). The City adopted the area plan
in 2009, but the City did not rezone the site as part of plan adoption.

General Plan Land Use Designation

The project site is currently designated P (Public Use) in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan of the
general plan.

2.D.4 Existing Streets and Public Transit

Major roadways in the project vicinity include Ocean Avenue, a major east-west roadway,
approximately 0.1 mile to the south, Frida Kahlo Way, a north-south roadway 0.1 mile to the east,
and the north-south-running I-280 freeway, located about 0.3 mile to the east. The site is less than
0.1 mile from a number of Muni stops at Ocean and Lee avenues, including the KT Ingleside/ Third
Street Muni line, and the 29 Sunset, along with overnight service on the 91 Third Street and K Owl.
The site is less than 0.2 mile away from the Muni stops at City College Terminal, including the 8
Bayshore, 8BX Bayshore Express, and 49 Van Ness/Mission. The site is also approximately 0.5 mile
from the Balboa Park BART Station with its East Bay and Peninsula lines and which also has stops
for the KT-Ingleside/Third Street, K Owl, ] and M light rail lines, along with bus routes 43 Masonic,
54 Felton, 88 BART Shuttle, 8 Bayshore, 8BX Bayshore, 49 Van Ness/Mission, and 91 Third Street.

2.D.5 Adjacent Uses

Land uses immediately surrounding the project site consist primarily of mixed-use commercial
and residential buildings, high school buildings and athletic fields, surface parking lots, City
College’s four-story Multi-Use Building, and single- and two-story single-family housing (see
Figure 2-2, p. 2-8).
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Figure 2-3
Existing Zoning on Project Site




2. Project Description

2.D. Project Setting

City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus

The 67.4-acre City College Ocean Campus is to the east and includes academic and support
buildings, commons, open spaces, walkways and roads, and parking facilities. City College is a
public, two-year community college that serves approximately 70,000 students each year at its
Ocean Campus, eight centers, and various other instructional sites throughout San Francisco. The
Ocean Campus serves approximately 60 percent of City College’s total full time equivalent
students, with the remaining balance served at the other centers.?” City College’s Ocean Campus
contains approximately 732,600 square feet of existing building space that includes classrooms,
labs, offices, library, study space, and other support spaces (e.g., gym, food service, and health
service).2

The campus is roughly bounded by the project site to the west, Archbishop Riordan High School
and Judson Avenue to the north, Ocean Avenue to the south, and I-280 to the east. The western-
most area of the Ocean Campus, which comprises the eastern portion of the Balboa Reservoir,
contains approximately 1,167-space surface vehicle parking spaces for students, faculty, and staff,
and the Multi-Use Building. The Multi-Use Building is located on the southeast portion of the east
basin and includes academic counseling services, health education, and other outreach and
resource centers.

Archbishop Riordan High School

Directly north of the project site is the approximately 9.4-acre Archbishop Riordan High School
campus, a private Catholic all-male high school that opened in 1949. The campus is bounded by
Judson Avenue to the north, Frida Kahlo Way to the east, Westwood Park to the west, and the east-
west access road to the proposed project site to the south. The high school has a student population
of approximately 680 day and boarding students. The school’s campus contains two- and three-
story buildings, athletic fields, and a parking lot.

Westwood Park

The Westwood Park residential neighborhood is to the west of the project site and includes
approximately 650 one- to two-story bungalow-style homes, generally dating from the 1920s. The
neighborhood’s systematic street layout generally contains curved roads that form larger ovals
within the neighborhood. Miramar Avenue bisects the Westwood Park neighborhood, connecting
Ocean Avenue from the south to Monterey Boulevard from the north.

Ocean Avenue Development

Directly south of the project site are three multifamily mixed-use commercial and residential
buildings, each with neighborhood-serving retail uses at the ground floor and four stories of

% City College of San Francisco, Facilities Master Plan Final Draft, March 18, 2019, https://www.ccsf.edu/en/about-
city-college/administration/vcfalfacilities_planning/facilities-master-plan.html, accessed June 7, 2019. The master plan
was adopted at the City College Board of Trustees meeting on March 21, 2019.

% City College of San Francisco, CCSF Facilities Master Plan Board of Trustees Update, April 27, 2017,
https:/fwww.ccsf.edul/dam/Organizational_Assets/ About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20170427FMPUp
dateBoT/2017.0427_1V.%20A%20FMP%20Update.pdf, accessed October 15, 2018.
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

residential units above. The building at 1100 Ocean Avenue is bounded by Lee Avenue to the west,
Ocean Avenue to the south, San Francisco Fire Department Station 15 to the east, and Balboa
Reservoir to the north. This site is a mixed-use development with residential above ground floor
retail and public open space (Unity Plaza). The two buildings at 1150-2000 Ocean Avenue are
bounded by Ingleside Branch Library and courtyard (under the SFPUC’s jurisdiction) to the west,
Ocean Avenue to the south, Lee Avenue to the east, and the Balboa Reservoir to the north. This site
is a mixed-use development with residential above ground floor retail.

Other Uses

The Ingleside Branch of the San Francisco Public Library is located on Ocean Avenue less than
100 feet from the project’s southwestern border. The library has an outdoor courtyard and garden
(under the SFPUC’s jurisdiction) that is open to the public during library hours, and includes seating
areas, a play-to-learn area for children, fencing, gates, and landscaping. Unity Plaza, located at the
corner of Ocean Avenue and City College Terminal, approximately 200 feet from the project site’s
southeastern border, is a landscaped, publicly accessible open space with benches, pedestrian
lighting, artistic pavement, a domed play structure, and photography displays depicting the history
of the area. The space serves as a pedestrian link between Muni's KT-Ingleside/Third Street stop on
Ocean Avenue, the City College campus, and the City College Terminal Muni bus terminal.
San Francisco Fire Department Station 15 is located on the corner of Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo
Way approximately 500 feet from the project site’s southeastern border.

2.E Project Characteristics

The proposed project would rezone the site and establish development controls for the
development of mixed-income housing, open space, community facilities, small retail, parking,
streets, and other infrastructure. The project would include amendments to the general plan and
the planning code, and would create a new Balboa Reservoir SUD. The special use district would
establish land use zoning controls and incorporate design standards and guidelines for the site.
The Zoning Map would be amended to show changes from the current use district (P [Public]) to
the proposed special use district. The existing height limits of 40 to 65 feet would be modified to
varying heights up to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option and up to 88 feet in the
Additional Housing Option, as measured by the planning code. (The planning code permits minor
rooftop appurtenances, such as elevator and stair penthouses to exceed height limits.) The
proposed project would include new publicly accessible open space, transportation and circulation
changes, and new utilities and other infrastructure. Transportation and circulation changes would
include the extension of the existing north-south Lee Avenue across the site and a new internal
street network. The project would include a roadway network to be accessible for people walking,
including people with disabilities, bicycling, and driving.

This SEIR, including the initial study, analyzes two different options for the site’s residential
density to capture a range of possible development on the project site. The two options are the
Developer’s Proposed Option of 1,100 dwelling units, and the Additional Housing Option of

August 2019 2-12 Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV



2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

1,550.2 Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 1.6 million gsf of
development in the Developer’s Proposed Option, or 1.8 million gsf of development in the
Additional Housing Option. The Developer’s Proposed Option includes a 750-space public parking
garage, and the Additional Housing Option does not include a public parking garage.

Development under each of the project options would entail the same land uses and street
configurations, and similar site plans. Both project options could include approximately 7,500 gsf
of retail space such as a café provided on the ground level of Block® A, C, D, E, or F to help activate
the approximately 2-acre central park open space area. Under both options, the ground floor of
Block B would contain approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare and community space. Additional
information on the project options is provided below.

Table 2-1, Balboa Reservoir Project Characteristics, summarizes the project characteristics of the
two proposed project options, including the types and amounts of land uses, proposed dwelling
units, building heights, vehicle and bicycle parking, and other features. In this SEIR, the term
“proposed project” is used when project features of the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option would be the same.

2.E.1 Developer’s Proposed Option

The Developer’s Proposed Option would include up to 1.64 million gsf in new construction on 10
Blocks (Figure 2-4, Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height Ranges). Construction
under this option would provide 1,100 residential units totaling about 1.3 million gsf. Housing
would be provided on each block. A total of up to 50 percent of the new units would be designated
affordable to persons earning between 55 and 120 percent of the area median income, depending
on market surveys, funding source restrictions and other stakeholder input on the affordable
housing plan. Affordable housing would be distributed throughout the site. For purposes of this
SEIR, the unit mix is assumed to be 40 percent studio/one bedroom units and 60 percent two-or-
more-bedroom units. Figure 2-5, Ground Floor Use Plan for Developer’s Proposed Option,
presents the proposed ground floor use plan at the project site. With the exception of the townhome
blocks (Blocks TH1 and TH2), the ground floor areas on all blocks could include common spaces,
building lobbies, residential units, as well as utility and parking access. As shown in Figure 2-5, the
ground floor of Block B would contain approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare and community
space. Approximately 7,500 gsf of retail space, including a café, could be provided on the ground
level of Block A, C, D, E, or F.

2 In an effort to fulfill general plan objectives to maximize affordable housing and housing in transit-rich
neighborhoods, the City developed a policy assumption consisting of 1,550 dwelling units (the Additional
Housing Option) that envisions more housing for all incomes than the Developer’s Proposed Option.

% For purposes of this SEIR, “Blocks” represent areas proposed for individual buildings or a group of
townhomes (e.g., TH1).
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

TABLE 2-1

BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

Project Characteristic Metric

Proposed Land Use Program Area (gross square feet) Area (gross square feet)

Residential 1,283,000 1,588,000

Commercial (retail) 7,500 7,500

Community facilities (childcare 10,000 10,000

and community room for public

use)

Parking 339,900 (residential and public) 231,000 (residential only)
Total Building Area 1,640,400 1,836,500

Percentage Percentage

Proposed Dwelling Units Number (approximate) Number (approximate)

Studio and 1-bedroom 440 40% 620 40%

2- and 3-bedroom 660 60% 930 60%
Total Dwelling Units 1,100 100% 1,550 100%

Proposed Parking Number Number

Vehicle Parking Spaces

1,300 [550 residential + 750 public garage]

650 [residential only]

Car share spaces 7 minimum 12 minimum

Bicycle parking® 936 1,100

Bicycle parking class 1

Bicycle parking class 2 75 80
Total Bicycle Parking 1,011 1,180

Open Space

Area (gross square feet)

Area (gross square feet)

Publicly accessible open space

174,240

174,240

Private open space

36 square feet per unit if located on balcony, or 48 square feet per unit if commonly
accessible to residents

Building Characteristics

Stories

2 to 7 stories

2 to 8 stories

Height

25 to 78 feet

25 to 88 feet

Ground floor

Blocks A through H could include residential
units, lobbies, retail, and common space.
Block B would include childcare and
community space.

Blocks A through J could include
residential units, lobbies, retail, and
common space. Block B would
include childcare and community
space.

Basements

Blocks A through H would allow but not
require one below-grade level of vehicle
parking spaces.

Blocks A through J would allow but
not require one below-grade level
of vehicle parking spaces.

SOURCES: Reservoir Community Partners LLC, 2018; San Francisco Planning Department, 2018.

NOTE:

& Pplanning Code section 155.1(a) defines class 1 bicycle spaces as “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as
long-term, overnight, and workday bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential occupants, and employees” and defines
class 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-term use by
visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”
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Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and Height Ranges
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

2.E.2 Additional Housing Option

Development under the Additional Housing Option would include up to 1.8 million gsf in new
construction on 12 blocks (Figure 2-6, Additional Housing Option Site Plan and Height Ranges).
Construction under this assumption would provide 1,550 residential units totaling about
1.5 million gsf on all 12 blocks. Under this option and as shown in Figure 2-6, four-story stacked
townhomes are proposed on Blocks I and ], which would be one story taller than the Developer’s
Proposed Option for the same area. Under the Additional Housing Option, a four- to five-story
residential building is proposed on Block H. With the exception of the townhome blocks
(Blocks TH1, TH2, I, and J), the ground floor areas on all blocks could include residential units,
common spaces, and building lobbies, as well as utility and parking access. For purposes of this
SEIR, the unit mix is assumed to be 40 percent studio/one bedroom units and 60 percent two-or-
more-bedroom units. Figure 2-7, Ground Floor Use Plan for Additional Housing Option,
presents the proposed ground floor use plan for this option.

2.E.3 Building Heights

Figure 2-4 and Figure 2-6 present the proposed height limits for the Developer’s Proposed and
Additional Housing Options, respectively. The proposed project would include amendments to the
Zoning Map to modify the existing height limits to up to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option
and to up to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option. As shown in Figure 2-4 and Figure 2-6, the
proposed height limits for both options would generally step up from west to east across the project
site, with lower permitted heights being adjacent to the Westwood Park neighborhood and greater
permitted heights nearer to Lee Avenue, City College, and the existing multistory development along
Ocean Avenue. In general, most buildings under the Additional Housing Option would be one story
taller than the Developer’s Proposed Option. The maximum building heights for the Developer’s
Proposed Option would generally be 25 to 78 feet, and the maximum building heights for the
Additional Housing Option would generally be 25 to 88 feet. Figure 2-8, Site Sections, is a
representative north-south and east-west illustration of the site for both project options.

2.E.4 Design Standards and Guidelines

As part of the proposed special use district, the planning department would adopt design
standards and guidelines for building design, streets and circulation, utilities and infrastructure,
open space, and the public realm. Standards would be measurable and include quantitative design
specifications that developers would have to meet. Guidelines would be qualitative that the
developers would be required to follow to the maximum extent possible. The design standards and
guidelines would establish controls for bulk restriction, articulation and modulation, building
materials and treatment, building frontage utilization, setbacks, design parameters for open space,
streets, and parking and loading standards. Certain architecture requirements would apply to the
entire project site and others would be block-specific. The design standards and guidelines would
require street trees to be planted in appropriate locations to create new landscape compatible with
the proposed project. The proposed planning code amendments included in the special use district
and the design standards and guidelines would together guide and control all development at the
project site after the project obtains entitlements.
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Figure 2-6
Additional Housing Option Site Plan and Height Ranges
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

The project site includes property overlying water and wastewater assets that would retain its public
“P” zoning designation. Such property and its use would be governed by a license that SFPUC would
grant to the project sponsor and would be subject to SFPUC regulations governing uses in such areas
and additional provisions of the design standards and guidelines as determined by SFPUC.

In addition to AvalonBay Communities and Bridge Housing, build-out of the project site would
involve additional partner firms. Each of the developers would be bound by the design standards
and guidelines. The City would evaluate subsequent submittals of proposed building designs for
consistency with both the special use district and the design standards and guidelines.

2.E.5 Open Space Improvements

As shown in Figure 2-9, Proposed Open Space Plan, and further described below, the proposed
project would provide approximately 4 acres of publicly accessible open space. The open spaces
and parks would be connected by new internal networks such as pedestrian passages, sidewalks,
and roadways. The proposed pedestrian network is described under SEIR Section 2.E.8,
Transportation and Circulation Plan, p. 2-26. The proposed project would also include balconies,
rooftops, and courtyards accessible only to building occupants, as well as publicly accessible open
space. The City and sponsor would detail the shape and design of open spaces in the design
standards and guidelines.

Central Park

This proposed approximately 2-acre park would be located at the center of the project site,
generally surrounded by Blocks C, D, E, and F. Potential programming could include a multiuse
lawn and terraces, a playground, community garden, picnic area, stormwater gardens and a terrace
overlooking the park from the community room.

SFPUC Open Space

South of Blocks A and B abutting the south side of the project site is the 80-foot-wide section of the
parcel that contains a large underground water main. SFPUC regulations state that no structures,
trees, or woody shrubs are allowed above water and wastewater assets.3 The City, through the
SFPUC, would continue to own the space for utility use. The sponsor proposes this area to serve as
an active flexible urban recreation space subject to a license from the SFPUC. Thus, the space could
potentially accommodate both the SFPUC's utility use and temporary programming such as a
farmers market, sports court, childcare overflow play area, and multiuse lawn.

3t The SFPUC Asset Protection Standards are regulations that provide guidance to projects in the public right-of-
way to protect, maintain the intended function, maintain system performance and level of service
requirements, and minimize the risk of damage of SFPUC assets while still being accessible for regular and
emergency operations and maintenance. The standards prohibit the placement of permanent structures above
water and wastewater assets (such as pipelines).
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

Gateway Landscape

The proposed 0.15-acre landscaped area would be located at the project site’s entrance east of the
Lee Avenue and South Street intersection.

2.E.6 Vehicle Parking and Loading

Under both project options, all blocks would be allowed, but not required, to provide parking below
grade or at ground level wrapped with active uses (e.g., residential, retail, or childcare). As shown in
Table 2-1, p. 2-14, the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option include a different
number of off-street vehicle parking spaces. With the exception of the townhomes, all residential
parking would be unbundled.?? The differences between the two project options are as follows:

¢ Developer’s Proposed Option: The Developer’s Proposed Option would provide a total of up to
1,300 off-street vehicle parking spaces. Figure 2-10, Developer’s Proposed Option Parking
Facilities and Street Parking Plan, illustrates the proposed off-street parking locations. Up to
550 off-street parking spaces for project residents may be located in parking garages below grade
at Blocks C, D, F, and G and in the townhomes. In addition to resident parking, the Developer’s
Proposed Option would include a below-grade multilevel public garage of up to 750 spaces
located under Blocks A and B and accessed from South Street. The Developer’s Proposed Option
would include a minimum of seven car-share parking spaces located on streets and in buildings.
In addition, the Developer’s Proposed Option would include approximately six on-street freight
loading areas and approximately eight passenger loading areas along the internal streets.

e Additional Housing Option: The Additional Housing Option would provide a total of up to
650 off-street parking spaces for the residents. Figure 2-11, Additional Housing Option
Parking Facilities and Street Parking Plan, illustrates the proposed off-street parking
locations. Up to 650 residential parking spaces for the project could be located in parking
garages at or below grade at Blocks A, B, C, D, F, and G. A public parking garage is not
proposed as part of this project option. The Additional Housing Option would include a
minimum of 12 car-share parking spaces located on streets and in buildings. Vehicle parking
would also be available along the internal streets. In addition, the Additional Housing Option
would include approximately six on-street freight loading areas and approximately eight
passenger loading areas along the internal streets.

2.E.7 Bicycle Parking

Both project options would provide: class 1 bicycle parking spaces located either on the ground
floor or in the first below-grade level of each building in the locations compliant with the planning
code; and class 2 bicycle parking spaces, all of which would be located in the right-of-way adjacent
to each building or in the publicly accessible open space.®* The Developer’s Proposed Option would
provide at least 936 class 1 and 75 class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The Additional Housing Option
would provide at least 1,100 class 1 and 80 class 2 bicycle parking spaces.

32 Private parking spaces are leased or sold separately from dwelling units, allowing residents or tenants the
option of renting or buying a parking space at an additional cost.

% Planning Code section 155.1(a) defines class 1 bicycle spaces as “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities
intended for use as long-term, overnight, and workday bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential
occupants, and employees” and defines class 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly accessible, highly
visible location intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

2.E.8 Transportation and Circulation Plan

Vehicular access to the project site would be provided via the intersection of Ocean and Lee
avenues from the south, and the access road that would connect to the north end of the project site
via Frida Kahlo Way (formerly Phelan Avenue) from the north. Lee Avenue would be extended,
as described below, along the eastern project site border and connect to proposed interior streets
(see Figure 2-12, Proposed Street Type Plan).

The proposed interior streets, which would include the extension of Lee Avenue and new streets
designated North, South, and West streets, would be designed according to the principles of the
Better Streets Plan.** The new internal streets would include street trees and other streetscape
elements to encourage walking, biking, and access to nearby public transit. The street network
would also provide access for delivery and emergency vehicles, and on-street freight and
passenger loading areas.

¢ Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the Project Site. Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue
and the project site is an existing 56-foot-wide right-of-way with one travel lane in each
direction and currently terminates at the southeast corner of the project site. Sidewalks on the
east and west side of Lee Avenue between the project site and Ocean Avenue are 8 feet wide
and 6 feet wide, respectively, including a 3- to 4-foot-wide planting strip. As shown in
Figure 2-13a, Proposed Street Section (Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the Project
Site), the proposed project would include one 10-foot-wide northbound lane and would
reconfigure the southbound Lee Avenue approach to Ocean Avenue from one all-movement
lane to one 10-foot-wide southbound through/right-turn lane and one 10-foot-wide
southbound left-turn lane with a class III shared roadway?> bicycle facility (sharrows). This
change from two travel lanes to three travel lanes (with shared bicycle access) would preclude
the use of curb space along Lee Avenue for freight loading, as currently occurs, because trucks
stopped for loading would obstruct one of the travel lanes. Also as part of the project,
sidewalks on either side of Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site would be
widened.

e Lee Avenue. The proposed project would extend Lee Avenue along the east side of the site.3
Lee Avenue would include one travel lane in each direction. As shown in Figure 2-13b,
Proposed Street Section (Lee Avenue), Lee Avenue would include an approximately 10-foot-
wide vehicle travel lane in each direction, approximately 12-foot-wide sidewalks, and an 8-
foot-wide parking lane on both sides of the street. The Lee Avenue right-of-way would be
approximately 72 feet wide. In the sidewalks, a 6.5-foot-wide throughway zone would be
buffered from vehicular traffic by a 6-foot-wide planting/furnishing strip. An 8-foot-wide
parking lane would be provided on the west side of the street. Lee Avenue would have class IV
facilities (protected bike lanes) in both directions between South Street and the north access
road. The functionality of the existing “exit only” driveway for Archbishop Riordan High
School west of the Lee Avenue and north access road intersection would be maintained. The
street connecting the “exit only” driveway to Lee Avenue would be 20 feet wide and one-way
eastbound. It would not be a continuous street from West Street (see Figure 2-12).

3 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Better Streets Plan, adopted December 2010.

% Bicycles share the travel lane with vehicles.

%  The Lee Avenue right-of-way would travel along what is currently the western boundary of the surface parking
lot behind City College’s Multi-Use Building; this portion of the existing parking lot is within the project site.
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Figure 2-13a

Proposed Street Section
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

A raised crossing with a rectangular rapid flashing beacon would be installed at the Lee
Avenue and SFPUC Open Space intersection as a traffic calming measure and to emphasize
pedestrian priority. Advance pedestrian warning signs and advance yield lines would be
placed to notify drivers of the raised crossing. At the south of the project site, Lee Avenue
would cross SFPUC’s 80-foot-wide right-of-way. No structures, street lights, poles, trees, or
woody shrubs would be installed along Lee Avenue over this SFPUC right-of-way due to the
presence of underlying pipelines.

¢ North and South Streets. North and South streets would be east-west interior neighborhood
residential streets and would provide pedestrian, vehicular, and bike access to the individual
buildings. As shown in Figure 2-14, Proposed Street Section (North and South Streets), North
and South streets would have rights-of-way approximately 64 feet wide and would include a
single 12-foot-wide lane of travel in each direction. North and South streets would also include
8-foot-wide parking lanes and 12-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides of the street. In the
sidewalks, a 6-foot-wide throughway zone would be buffered from vehicular traffic by a 6-
foot-wide planting/furnishing strip. As shown in Figure 2-14, North Street would be located
between Blocks G and E/F, and South Street would be located between Blocks C/D and A/B.
North and South streets would be shared roadways that would include bicycle facilities.

e  West Street. West Street would be a north-south interior neighborhood residential street, and
would provide pedestrian, vehicular, and bike access to individual buildings and to the
townhome blocks. As shown in Figure 2-15, Proposed Street Section (West Street)), West
Street would include a 12.5-foot-wide single lane of travel in each direction and would have
an approximately 54-foot right-of-way. A 10.5-foot-wide sidewalk would be provided on both
sides of the street and an 8-foot-wide parking lane would be provided on the east side of the
street. This street would be a shared roadway that would include bicycle facilities. A raised
crossing would be installed at the central park open space entry point.

The street network designs would be required to undergo detailed design and review to ensure that they
are designed to meet city design standards. The street designs would be subject to approval by SEMTA,
San Francisco Department of Public Works, and the San Francisco Fire Department, along with other
city agencies, to ensure that the streets are designed consistent with city policies and design standards.
The interior streets would also be regulated by SEMTA with regard to loading and parking spaces.

Ocean Avenue Streetscape Modifications

As described above, the proposed project would extend Lee Avenue, which is currently a dead-
end street, into a through street. Currently, the dead-end configuration allows for loading activities
associated with Whole Foods (1150 Ocean Avenue) and other nearby retail and residential uses to
occur with minimal conflict. Some of this loading activity occurs in the No Parking zones on Lee
Avenue.¥” The project extension to Lee Avenue would effectively reduce the existing supply of on-
street loading available to Whole Foods and other nearby uses. Therefore, as part of the proposed
project, five 21-foot-long metered parking spaces (totaling 105 feet) along the Ocean Avenue
frontage of 1150 Ocean Avenue would be converted to metered loading spaces between the hours

% The existing 1150 Ocean Avenue loading operations currently do not fully adhere to the measures outlined in
the building’s Planning Commission conditions of approval. 1150 Ocean Avenue, Case No. 2006.0884CEU
Motion No. 17885, Hearing date: May 21, 2009, http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-003525CUA.pdf,
accessed April 26, 2019.
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

of 6 am. and 2 p.m. (subject to SEMTA approval) to replace the loading activity that exists on the
existing dead-end segment of Lee Avenue. This proposed modification is analyzed in SEIR
Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Network

The proposed project would include a new pedestrian and bicycle network. As shown in Figure 2-16,
Proposed Dedicated and Shared Bicycle Circulation, the proposed project would include class II,
class I, or class IV bicycle facilities.?® Class IV facilities (protected bike lane) are proposed on Lee
Avenue between South Street and the north access road and shown in Figure 2-13a, p. 2-28. South of
South Street, Lee Avenue would gradually narrow to meet the existing 56-foot-wide right-of-way at
the project boundary and would have class II facilities (bicycle lanes) along this portion. As shown in
Figure 2-13b, p.2-29, class III facilities (shared lanes) are proposed on Lee Avenue between the
project boundary and Ocean Avenue. Class III facilities (shared lanes) are proposed on North, South,
and West streets. Bicycle access to the project site would be via class III bicycle facilities on Ocean
Avenue, and via class II bike lanes on Frida Kahlo Way.

Figure 2-12, p. 2-27, illustrates the proposed pedestrian access and connections on the project site.
As shown in Figure 2-12 and Figure 2-16, p. 2-34, shared pedestrian and bicycle access to the site
would be provided at Brighton Avenue on the south side, and San Ramon Way on the west side of
the site. The project site would also be accessible via a shared pedestrian and bicycle connection
along the access road along the north of the east basin (City College property). Pedestrian access
to the site would also be provided at Unity Plaza (see Figure 2-12) and east of the Ingleside Branch
Library. As shown in Figure 2-12, the central park and SFPUC open space areas would be linked
by the landscaped shared pedestrian and bicycle passages through the site.® The proposed
buildings and residential lobbies would be accessible from the interior streets, connected directly
to public sidewalks. The pedestrian and bicycle crossings at Lee Avenue and North, South, and
West streets may be raised slightly to emphasize the pedestrian priority of the open space network.
A representation of the proposed pedestrian paseos is included in Figure 2-17, Representative
Proposed Pedestrian Paseo Section.

Transportation Demand Management

The proposed project would include a transportation demand management (TDM) program that
would implement measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable modes of
transportation. The TDM program may include both physical (e.g., bicycle and car-share parking)
and programmatic (e.g., incentives) measures.

3 Class Il bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential
use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed biked routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles.
Class IV bikeways, often referred to as cycle tracks, are for the exclusive use of bicycles, physically separated from
motor traffic with a vertical feature. The separation may include, but is not limited to, grade separation, flexible
posts, inflexible barriers, or on-street parking.

% SFPUC high-pressure water transmission pipelines are situated under the SFPUC Open Space and Unity Plaza
and prohibit the installation of any structures. The maintenance, repair, and installation of new pipelines may
temporarily disrupt the pedestrian and bicycle access over the SFPUC right-of-way.
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

Towards the goal of achieving a sustainable land use development, the TDM program would
prioritize pedestrian and bicycle access and implement measures to encourage alternative modes
of transportation. Onsite childcare and affordable housing would be among the features of the
TDM program. Sustainable modes of transportation would be encouraged through building a
walkable, mixed-use, transit-oriented development, encouraging bicycling and walking, and
reduced parking ratios for residential uses. Sidewalk and streetscapes would be designed to
prioritize safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Key strategies in the TDM plan include improved walking conditions and bike lanes, unbundled
parking, car-share parking, and other approaches to discourage use of single-occupant private vehicles.
See the additional discussion of the TDM plan in SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation.

2.E.9 Infrastructure and Utilities

The proposed project would develop infrastructure and utility systems to support the proposed
uses at the site. This would include the following:

e DPotable Water. The project would include construction of potable water distribution piping
located under the planned streets and open spaces. These water distribution pipelines would
connect to the existing water lines in Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way adjacent to the
project site. To reduce potable water demand, high-efficiency fixtures and appliances would
be installed in new buildings.

¢ Non-potable Water. To meet the goals of Health Code article 12C, some or all of the buildings
onsite would be piped with dedicated non-potable water piping supplied to each toilet and
urinal and for irrigation purposes. Graywater (the wastewater from lavatories, showers, baths,
and washing machines) would be diverted from the sewers by capturing, treating onsite, and
reusing it to satisfy these non-potable water demands. Since there would be different
developers for each building, a shared district graywater treatment system is not proposed;
rather, as each building is constructed, a dedicated graywater treatment system would be
installed for that building. Therefore, a dedicated graywater treatment system would be fully
developed and coordinated with SFPUC as the project evolves.

e Auxiliary Water Supply System. The project would include construction of auxiliary water
supply system (AWSS)® distribution lines and fire hydrants that would serve the project
primarily for firefighting and other emergency uses. The proposed project’s AWSS distribution
pipelines would connect to the existing AWSS line in Ocean Avenue.

e Wastewater. The project would include construction of wastewater collection lines throughout
the site. These wastewater pipelines would connect to the existing combined sewer system in
Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way. The wastewater from the site would be collected and
conveyed to the Westside Pump Station for treatment at the Oceanside Treatment Plant.

e Stormwater. The proposed project would include a stormwater management system that
would comply with the City’s stormwater management ordinance. The system would be
designed with low-impact design concepts and stormwater management systems, designed to
retain and reuse some of the stormwater captured onsite. As required, proposed streets would
also incorporate bio-filtration via bioswales or pervious surfaces where feasible.

4 The high pressure AWSS is a system independent from the city’s municipal potable water system and built
solely for the purpose of firefighting.
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2. Project Description

2.E. Project Characteristics

Electricity. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has both overhead and underground
lines along Frida Kahlo Way and underground lines along Ocean Avenue. The proposed
project would extend electrical distribution lines to serve the project site.

Natural Gas. There are existing natural gas lines in Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way. The
proposed project would extend natural gas distribution lines throughout the site, connecting
to the existing lines.

Emergency Generators. The Developer’s Proposed and Additional Housing Options would
include two and six backup emergency generators, respectively.*! No emergency generators
would be installed near the SFPUC right-of-way due to the presence of subsurface high-
pressure water transmission pipelines.

Existing Infrastructure Under SFPUC Property. In 2010, as part of the construction of the
Multi-Use Building on the east basin, City College constructed a series of subgrade hydronic
wells that, in combination with a ground-source heat pump, provide both heating and cooling
for the Multi-Use Building.#? The system was also designed to serve four future but
unidentified buildings.#* The hydronic wells were installed beneath the Multi-Use Building
and extend into SFPUC property to the west, beneath the Balboa Reservoir project’s proposed
Lee Avenue extension and right-of-way along the east side of the project site.* The hydronic
wells are also located under portions of proposed Blocks A and C and South Street. The utility
pipelines that extend beneath the project site would be removed during construction and the
remainder of the system would be maintained. The hydronic wells under the Lee Avenue
easement and project site would be removed or capped, in accordance with a Memorandum
of Understanding with City College.

2.E.10 Sustainability Plan

The proposed project would establish a sustainability plan that outlines performance and monitoring

criteria for its operation. The project would comply with the state’s Title 24 and San Francisco Green

Building Code requirements for energy efficiency and the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation

Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 63) for water efficiency. The project sponsor

would evaluate renewable energy approaches such as solar and living roofs as part of the

sustainability plan to be included in the proposed project. The project would pursue Leadership in

Energy and Environmental Design™ (LEED®) Gold® certification for the proposed buildings.#

41

42

43

44

45

Emergency diesel generators are only required if the top floor level is higher than 75 feet. It is unlikely that the
top floor level for each proposed project option would be higher than 75 feet. However, the analysis in this
SEIR conservatively assumes that the proposed project options would include emergency diesel generators.
Pfau Long Architecture, Sustainable CCSF Multi Use Building, November 15, 2012. Available at:
https:/lwww.pfaulong.com/sustainable-ccsf-multi-use-building/; accessed June 20, 2019.

City College of San Francisco, Ocean Avenue (Main) Campus Infrastructure Upgrade Project Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration, March 2019; p. 6. Available at:
http:/lwww.ccsf.edu/content/dam/Organizational _Assets/ About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/PlanningConstructio
n/CCSF_Ocean_Infrastructure_Web%20Version.pdf; accessed June 20, 2019.

Herrera, Dennis, City Attorney, City and County of San Francisco Office of the City Attorney, letter to Steve
Bruckman, General Counsel, City College of San Francisco, Re: City College Infrastructure Encroachments,
February 14, 2019.

LEED is a green building certification program developed by U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC). LEED v4
is the newest version of the program. LEED uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the
negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects
satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. Based on the number of points
achieved, a project then earns one of four LEED® rating levels: Certified®, Silver®, Gold®, or Platinum®.
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2. Project Description

2.F. Project Variants

2.F Project Variants

In addition to the specific characteristics of the proposed project described above, there are four
proposed variants: (1) Aboveground Public Parking; (2) South Street Alignment and Aboveground
Public Parking at North End of Site; (3) Assumes Pedestrians and Bicycles Would Not Access the Site
via San Ramon Way; and (4) North Street Extension. The variants modify one limited feature or
aspect of the Developer’s Proposed Option, unlike the alternatives to the proposed project analyzed
in SEIR Chapter 6, Alternatives, which provide a different features or characteristics to the proposed
project. Therefore, each variant is the same as the Developer’s Proposed Option except for the specific
variation described. The variants are being considered by the project sponsor but have not been
confirmed to be part of the Developer’s Proposed Option. Only Variant 4 applies to both project
options. These variants are analyzed in SEIR Chapter 5, Variants, at a sufficient level of detail so that
any variant or combination of variants could be included in the Developer’s Proposed Option
(Variants 1-4) and the Additional Housing Option (Variant 4 only) as part of an approval action.

2.G Project Construction Overview and Schedule

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to occur in three main phases over the course
of six years, from 2021 to 2027, as depicted in Table 2-2, Preliminary Construction Schedule by
Phase. The construction phasing and durations would be similar for both project options.

TABLE 2-2
PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE BY PHASE
Proposed Development Proposed Development
under Developer’s under the Additional
Construction Stage Proposed Option Housing Option Start Finish Duration
Phase 0 (Grading and 2021 2022 1 year
Site Infrastructure)
Phase 1 Block TH 1 Block TH 1 2022 2024 2.5 years
Block TH 2 Block TH 2
Block C Block C
Block D Block D
Block E Block E
Block F Block F
Block |
Block J
Phase 2 Block A Block A 2024 2027 2.5 years
Block B Block B
Block G Block G
Block H Block H

SOURCE: Reservoir Community Partners LLC, 2018.
NOTES:

All dates and construction phasing estimates are subject to change by market conditions and other factors. Under an extended
construction schedule, construction activities would be less intensive and would have less overlap between the phases. If construction
occurs over a compressed three-year period, Phases 1 and 2 could occur simultaneously over two years following Phase 0.
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2. Project Description

2.G. Project Construction Overview and Schedule

The initial phase (Phase 0) would include demolition of the parking lot, west side berm, and north
and east embankments, followed by grading, excavation, and construction of site infrastructure
over 12 months from 2021 to 2022. Two phases of vertical construction would follow, each lasting
up to 30 months. The construction activities during Phases 1 and 2 would include, but not be
limited to, finish grading, excavation for subgrade parking, construction of building foundations,
building construction, architectural coatings, and paving. Figure 2-18, Proposed Developer’s
Option Construction Phasing, and Figure 2-19, Additional Housing Option Construction
Phasing, shows the vertical construction phasing on the project site. As shown in Figure 2-18 and
Figure 2-19, the townhome and inner blocks would be constructed first during Phase 1, followed
by development of the south and north ends of the site during Phase 2. As shown in Table 2-2,
multiple blocks would be developed under each Phases 1 and 2 for both project options. In general,
the construction of each block and associated buildings would occur in parallel for each phase for
both project options. Construction of Phase 1 would occur from 2022 to 2024. Construction of
Phase 2 would occur from 2024 to 2027, after Phase 1 is complete. Buildings constructed in Phase 1
would be occupied during construction of Phase 2.

As stated in the footnote to Table 2-2, the phasing of project implementation would be subject to
changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors. Consequently, construction
could be complete as early as 2024 under a compressed schedule or extend beyond 2027. If
construction occurs over a shorter period than shown in Table 2-2 (e.g., Phases 1 and 2 occurring
simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively larger amount of construction would take place
during a relatively shorter period of time of three years, thereby increasing the typical daily
construction activity. The construction analysis in SEIR Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts,
and Mitigation Measures, is generally based on conservative assumptions where appropriate and
described in the “Approach to Analysis” section of the resource topic area.

Construction would generally occur between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., up to seven days a
week, consistent with San Francisco Police Code section 2908. Certain construction activities such
as large concrete pours, may require earlier start or later finish times to accommodate such time-
specific activities. Construction activities that extend beyond normal hours would be subject to
review, permitting, and approval by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.

2.G.1 Grading, Soil Excavation, and Hauling

Currently, the grade of the site along the west side is approximately at the same elevation as the
adjacent residential area along Plymouth Avenue within Westwood Park; however, the two areas are
separated by the 30-foot-tall berm. As described under SEIR Section 2.D.2, Project Site, p. 2-7, the
project site slopes gently upward from west to east. There are also 18- and 30-foot increases in
elevation between the project site bottom and the top of the eastern and northern slopes, respectively.

The proposed project would require removal of the west side berm, and north and east
embankments, with the soil redistributed and used as fill to raise the grade of the project site such
that once constructed, the ground floor levels of the buildings, pathways, and roadways would
match the grades of adjacent areas along each side of the site (see Figure 2-8, p. 2-20).
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Figure 2-18
Developer's Proposed Option Construction Phasing
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2. Project Description

2.G. Project Construction Overview and Schedule

Soil excavation and grading of the site would occur during Phase 0 of construction. The proposed
grading plan intends to balance the site and use as much cut soil as fill soil in other areas of the
site, minimizing the need for either soil import or export. The Developer’s Proposed Option would
require approximately 171,000 cubic yards of cut and excavated material would include concrete,
asphalt, and soil from the berms and embankments and the parking lot, of which approximately
115,000 cubic yards would be recycled and reused onsite. The Additional Housing Option would
require approximately 108,000 cubic yards of cut and excavated material, which would be recycled
and reused onsite. Graders, excavators, and dozers would be used to remove and redeposit soil on
the project site. During Phase 0, excess soil would be stockpiled onsite on Blocks B and H. Under
the Developer’s Proposed Option only, the below-grade public parking garage on Blocks A and B
would require excavation to a depth of approximately 20 feet at the beginning of Phase 2.
Approximately 56,000 cubic yards of stockpiled and excavated soil would be exported at the
beginning of Phase 2 over 2 months. Under the Additional Housing Option only, no below-grade
public parking garage would be constructed and approximately 9,000 cubic yards of soil would be
imported at the beginning of Phase 2. The maximum depth of excavation under the Additional
Housing Option would be approximately 5 feet.

2.G.2 Construction Employment

The number of daily construction workers at the project site would vary over the course of
construction, depending on the specific construction activities being performed, and overlap
between block construction. The number of construction workers per day at the project site would
range from an average 33 workers per day (during Phase 0 for both project options) to a maximum
of 460 workers per day (during Phase 1 for the Additional Housing Option).

2.G.3 Construction Equipment and Staging

A variety of mobile and stationary construction equipment would be used at the project site during
construction. Track/tire-mounted cranes and/or tower cranes would also be used for building
construction, including but not limited to, precast or prefabricated erection, and building facades.
Other mobile equipment such as excavators, graders, backhoes, loaders, dump trucks, compactors,
pavers and forklifts would be used at the project site for a range of other construction tasks on the
project site, including excavation, site clearing and grading, building construction, and/or
hardscape and landscape materials installation. The construction equipment would be staged
within the project site.

In order to minimize the need for exporting materials, a recycling facility would be located onsite
during Phase 0 to crush and recycle asphalt, rock, and concrete from demolition of the berm and
parking lot.

Project construction would also generate offsite truck trips for deliveries of concrete and other
building materials, transportation of construction equipment to and from the site, hauling soils and
debris from the site, and street sweepers. Miscellaneous stationary equipment would include
generators, crushing and processing equipment, and cement and mortar mixers. A variety of
smaller, mechanical equipment would also be used at the project site during the construction
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period, such as jackhammers/pavement breakers, saw cutters, chopping saws, tile saws, stud
impact guns, impact drills, torque wrenches, welding machines, and concrete pumps.

2.G.4 Parking During Construction

On-site parking would be provided for construction worker vehicles throughout the construction
period. During Phase 0, construction worker parking would be provided in areas not under
construction. Public parking would not be available at the site during Phase 0 for safety reasons
and due to mass grading and construction activities. During construction of Phase 1, unused
portions of the site would be paved to allow surface vehicular parking until Phase 2 construction
begins. The central park area of the site would also be available for construction worker parking
during Phase 1 until it is constructed. During construction of Phase 2 and operation of Phase 1, on-
street parking would be available along streets constructed during Phase 1; however, the public
parking garage would not be yet available, as it would be under construction during Phase 2.
Public parking would be accommodated in the public parking garage (under the Developer’s
Proposed Option), when it is completed.

2.G.5 Building Foundations

The proposed buildings are planned as type Ill or type V wood-framed construction* over a
ground floor of typel reinforced-concrete construction¥” that would accommodate parking,
amenity spaces, and in some cases residential units. The foundations for the townhomes,
multifamily structures, and parking structures are anticipated to be of conventional spread
footings. The project would not require pile driving.

2.H Graphic Exhibits of Proposed Project

A number of graphic exhibits depicting the proposed project options are presented in Figure 2-20,
Aerial View of Project Looking Southeast, through Figure 2-25, View of Project Looking North
from Unity Plaza, for informational purposes. Figure 2-21, Viewpoint Map, shows the location
and direction of Figure 2-22 through Figure 2-25. These figures are conceptual drawings of one
potential massing scheme and do not represent the final design of the individual buildings.
Detailed drawings and visual renderings of the buildings showing the proposed special use district
massing controls, associated zoning map amendments, and design standards and guidelines for
the site would be prepared for subsequent project approvals.

4 Type III construction is defined as construction in which the exterior walls are of noncombustible materials and
the interior building elements are of any material permitted by the California Building Code. Type V
construction is defined as construction in which the structural elements, exterior walls, and interior walls are
of any materials permitted by the California Building Code.

47 Type I construction is defined as construction in which the building primary structural frame, bearing walls,
nonbearing walls and partitions, floor construction, and roof construction are of noncombustible materials,
except as permitted in the California Building Code.

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR 2-43 August 2019
Case No. 2018-007883ENV



Developer’s Proposed Option
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SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2019

Figure 2-20

Aerial View of Project Looking Southeast
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Figure 2-21
Viewpoint Map
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Additional Housing Option

SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2019 Case No. 2018-007883ENV: Balboa Reservoir Project

Figure 2-22

View of Project Looking West from Cloud Hall
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Additional Housing Option

SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2019 Case No. 2018-007883ENV: Balboa Reservoir Project

Figure 2-23
View of Project Looking South from Montecito and Colon Avenues
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Developer’s Proposed Option

Additional Housing Option

SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2019
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Figure 2-24
View of Project Looking North from Lee and Lakeview Avenues
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Additional Housing Option
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Figure 2-25
View of Project Looking North from Unity Plaza
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2. Project Description

2.I. Required Project Approvals

2.1 Required Project Approvals

The proposed project is subject to review and approvals by several local, regional, state, and federal
agencies. Certification of the final SEIR by the San Francisco Planning Commission, which would
be appealable to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, is required before any other discretionary
approval or permits would be issued for the proposed project. The proposed project may require
project approvals, recommendations, consents, and/or plan amendments from the following;:

2.1.1 State and Regional Agencies

Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Francisco Bay Region
e Approval of Section 401 water quality certification

e Approval of General Construction Stormwater Permit

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

e Approval of any necessary air quality permits (e.g., Authority to Construct and Permit to
Operate) for individual air pollution sources, such as emergency diesel generators

2.1.2  Local Agencies

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
e Approval of general plan amendments

e Approval of planning code amendments (SUD) and associated zoning map and height map
amendments

e Approval of a development agreement
e Approval of final subdivision map

e Approval of dedications and easements for public improvements, and acceptance of public
improvements, as necessary

e Agreement with City College of San Francisco for roadway access and any joint development
of streets, if applicable

San Francisco Planning Commission

o Certification of the final SEIR

e Adoption of CEQA findings

e Approval of special use district design standards and guidelines

e Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve
amendments to the general plan

¢ Initiation and recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve planning
code amendments adopting an SUD and associated zoning map amendments

e Recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve a development
agreement
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San Francisco Public Utilities Commission or General Manager

e Actions and approvals related to a development agreement and a purchase and sale
agreement, and other actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Department of Public Works

e Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

e Approval of transit improvements, public improvements and infrastructure, including certain
roadway improvements, stop controls, bicycle infrastructure and loading zones, to the extent
included in the project

San Francisco Fire Department

e Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection
e Approval and issuance of demolition, grading, and site construction permits

¢ Nighttime construction permit, if required

San Francisco Department of Public Health

e Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

City College of San Francisco
e Act as responsible agency under CEQA
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CHAPTER 3

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

3.A Impact Overview

This subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR) chapter provides a project-level impact
analysis of the potentially significant, physical environmental impacts of implementing the Balboa
Reservoir project (proposed project) as described in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. The
chapter focuses on those topics that were identified in the initial study (see SEIR Appendix B) with
the potential to have either new significant effects or substantially more severe significant impacts
than were previously identified in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan [Program] Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR) due to implementation of the currently proposed project. Topics for which
no new or more significant impacts were identified in the initial study are not analyzed in this
chapter. Following this SEIR Section 3.A are Sections 3.B through 3.D, each presenting the impact
analysis for the key resource topics identified in the initial study, as described below. Sections 3.B
through 3.D each includes descriptions of the environmental setting and regulatory framework;
assessments of project impacts (i.e., offsite, onsite, construction-related, operational, direct, and
indirect impacts) and cumulative impacts; and identification of mitigation measures that would
reduce or avoid identified significant environmental impacts.

This section describes the scope of analysis in the initial study and this SEIR and explains the format
and basis for the impact analysis for all resource topics, including the cumulative impact analysis.

3.A.1 Scope of Analysis

Initial Study

As described in SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, the San Francisco Planning Department (the
planning department) determined that an EIR is required for the proposed project in compliance
with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and published a notice of preparation (NOP)
(see SEIR Appendix A). As part of the preparation of this SEIR, the planning department identified
several resource topics that could be adequately addressed in an initial study and determined that
many of the topics were adequately analyzed in the PEIR such that the proposed project would
have no new significant impacts or no substantially more severe significant impacts than those
previously found significant. In some cases, the initial study identified mitigation measures in
these topic areas that would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level
to support the determination that under these resource areas, the proposed project would have no

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR 3.A-1 August 2019
Case No. 2018-007883ENV



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.A. Impact Overview

new significant impacts or no substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously
identified in the PEIR. Therefore, the topics addressed in the initial study are listed below and are
not analyzed in this SEIR chapter.*® Also shown are abbreviations for each resource topic that are
used in the naming of impact statements and mitigation measures:

e Section E.1: Land Use and Land Use Planning (LU)

e Section E.2: Aesthetics (AE)

e Section E.3: Population and Housing (PH)

e Section E.4: Cultural Resources (CR)

e Section E.5: Tribal Cultural Resources (TC)

e Section E.9: Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GG)

e Section E.10: Wind (WI)

e Section E.11: Shadow (SH)

e Section E.12: Recreation (RE)

e Section E.13: Utilities and Services Systems (UT)

e Section E.14: Public Services (PS)

e Section E.15: Biological Resources (BI)

e Section E.16: Geology and Soils (GE)

e Section E.17: Hydrology and Water Quality (HY)

e Section E.18: Hazards and Hazardous Materials (HZ)

e Section E.19: Mineral Resources (MR)

e Section E.20: Energy (EN)

e Section E.21: Agriculture and Forest Resources (AG)

e Section E.22: Wildfire (WF)

Refer to the initial study in SEIR Appendix B for a discussion and the impact analysis of the
proposed project with respect to these resource topics.

SEIR Topics

The resource topic areas addressed in this SEIR chapter are listed below, and the abbreviations for
each resource topic that are used in the naming of impact statements and mitigation measures are
shown in parentheses:

e Section 3.B: Transportation and Circulation (TR)

e Section 3.C: Noise (NO)

e Section 3.D: Air Quality (AQ)

* " As described in SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, and in the initial study, impacts related to aesthetics are not

analyzed in this initial study or this SEIR because, under CEQA (Public Resources Code section 21099), aesthetics
impacts of a mixed-use or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area are not
to be considered significant impacts; therefore, no impact analysis is required.
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Aesthetics and Parking Analysis

CEQA section 21099(d) states that “Aesthetic 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 effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:

1. The project is in a transit priority area;*
2. The project is on an infill site;>! and

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

The two proposed project options and the project variants all meet each of the above three criteria
because the project site is (1) located within 0.5 mile of several Municipal Railway (Muni) transit
lines and the Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station; (2) located on an infill site that is
developed as surface parking, and adjacent to residential and mixed uses; and (3) would include
residential, retail, and community center and childcare uses meeting the definition of a mixed-use
residential project.* Thus, this SEIR does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in
determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.

CEQA section 21099(e) states that a lead agency may consider aesthetic impacts under local design
review ordinances or other discretionary powers and that aesthetics impacts do not include
impacts on historical or cultural resources. Therefore, there is no change in the planning
department’s methodology related to design review or impacts on historical resources.

The planning department recognizes that the public and decision makers nonetheless may be
interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project, and may desire
that such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, some of
the information that would have otherwise been provided in an aesthetics section of an EIR (such
as visual depictions of the proposed project) is included in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.

4 Refer to CEQA section 21099(d)(1).

% CEQA section 21099(a)(7) defines a transit priority area as an area within 0.5 mile of an existing or planned
major transit stop. A major transit stop is defined in CEQA section 21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a
frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.

51 CEQA section 21099(a)(4) defines an infill site as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously
developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by
an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.

%2 CEQA section 21159.28(d) defines a mixed-use residential project as a project where at least 75 percent of the
total building square footage of the project consists of residential use or a project that is a transit priority
project as defined in CEQA section 21155. CEQA section 21155 defines transit priority project as a project that
(1) contains at least 50 percent residential use, based on total building square footage and, if the project
contains between 26 percent and 50 percent nonresidential uses, a floor-area ratio of not less than 0.75;

(2) provides a minimum net density of at least 20 dwelling units per acre; and (3) is within 0.5 mile of a major
transit stop or high-quality transit corridor included in a regional transportation plan.

% CEQA section 21099(a)(1) defines an employment center as a project located on property zoned for commercial
uses with a floor-area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.

% San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 —Modernization of Transportation
Analysis, Balboa Reservoir Project, November 15, 2018.
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However, this information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to
determine the significance of the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to CEQA.

Similarly, the planning department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the
public and the decision makers. Therefore, the initial study presents secondary environmental
impacts related to City College in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.14, Public Services.

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled

CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires that the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the
significance of transportation impacts of projects that promote the “reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.”
CEQA section 21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines for
determining transportation impacts under CEQA section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as
described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion,
shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA.

In January 2016, OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Proposed Transportation Impact
Guidelines) recommending that transportation impacts for projects be measured using a vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) metric. VMT measures the amount and distance that a project might cause
people to drive, accounting for the number of passengers within a vehicle. These proposed
transportation impact guidelines provide substantial evidence that VMT is an appropriate
standard to use in analyzing transportation impacts to protect environmental quality and a better
indicator of GHG, air quality, and energy impacts than automobile delay. Acknowledging this, San
Francisco Planning Commission resolution 19579, was issued on March 3, 2016, which:

e Found that automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall no longer be considered a significant impact on
the environment pursuant to CEQA because it does not measure environmental impacts and,
therefore, does not protect environmental quality.

e Directed the Environmental Review Officer to remove automobile delay as a factor in
determining significant impacts under CEQA for all guidelines, criteria, and list of exemptions,
and to update the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review and
Categorical Exemptions from CEQA to reflect this change.

e Directed the Environmental Planning Division and Environmental Review Officer to replace
automobile delay with VMT criteria, which promote the reduction of GHG emissions, the
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses; and
consistent with proposed and forthcoming changes to the CEQA Guidelines by the OPR.

Planning commission resolution 19579 became effective immediately for all projects that had not
received a CEQA determination and all projects that had previously received CEQA
determinations but require additional environmental analysis. In December 2018, the California
Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the CEQA Guidelines update package, including
the Guidelines section implementing Senate Bill 743 (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3).
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Accordingly, this SEIR does not contain a discussion of automobile delay impacts based on level
of service criteria. Instead, a VMT and induced automobile travel impact analysis is provided in
SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation. Nonetheless, automobile delay may be
considered by decision makers, independent of the environmental review process, as part of their
decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project.’

3.A.2 Overall Approach to Impact Analysis

The impact analysis for all resource topics is based on the detailed, project-specific information
presented in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. The analysis includes consideration of
environmental impacts associated with both construction and operation of the proposed project.
Construction-related activities would be confined within the duration of the construction period.
Operational impacts would cover the long-term effects associated with the full use of the project
structures and features following completion of construction.

As described in SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, this SEIR is a project-level EIR that is tiered from a
previously certified program-level EIR, namely the PEIR. As a project-level EIR and consistent with
CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a), the impact analysis is generally based on potential physical
effects of the project compared to existing or baseline conditions of the physical environment at the
project site at the time of publication of the NOP, which was in October 2018.

As a subsequent EIR to the PEIR certified in 2008, this SEIR, including the initial study, identifies
and considers all mitigation measures that were identified in the PEIR and determines their
applicability to the currently proposed project. In some cases, mitigation measures have already
been implemented, either in their entirety or in part, in which case those measures are considered
part of the existing conditions. Otherwise, the impact analysis in this SEIR, including the initial
study, does not assume that all mitigation measures from the PEIR would be implemented as part
of the proposed project. Instead, this SEIR and initial study impact analysis determines if the
mitigation measures from the PEIR would apply to the proposed project and would still be
considered appropriate, in which case those PEIR mitigation measures are reiterated and modified
to reflect latest standards or the conditions of the project as project-level mitigation measures for
the proposed project. SEIR Appendix H lists all of the mitigation measures from the PEIR and
indicates which measures are applicable to the proposed project.

In addition, because this SEIR is also a subsequent EIR to the PEIR, the impact analysis also
considers the following;:

e Changes in the CEQA Guidelines since the PEIR was certified in 2008;

o  Whether the proposed project includes substantial changes from what was analyzed in the PEIR;

e Whether substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken compared to what was assumed in the PEIR; and

% The project sponsor has prepared additional transportation studies independent of the CEQA process. These
include parking monitoring and utilization, traffic operations (corridor and intersection delay), and shuttle
operations (service/ridership feasibility assessment).
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Whether new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known at the time of certification of the PEIR, would affect the impact analysis.

Thus, the project impacts are also analyzed with regard to the potential for the proposed project to

contribute to new significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than those

identified as significant in the PEIR.

3.A.3 Organization of the Impact Analyses

Each of the resource areas in this chapter includes the following elements:

Introduction. This section summarizes the applicable topic analysis and its relevance to the
proposed project.

Summary of the PEIR Section. This section summarizes how the topic was addressed in the
PEIR as it related to the Balboa Reservoir site, including identifying any applicable mitigation
measures from the PEIR and conclusions reached regarding significance of effects.

Environmental Setting. This section describes the existing physical conditions of the project
site and surroundings relevant to that resource topic when the NOP was issued on October 10,
2018, in sufficient detail and breadth to allow a general understanding of and basis for the
environmental impacts of the proposed project.

Regulatory Framework. This section describes the relevant federal, state, and local regulatory
requirements that are directly applicable to the environmental topic being analyzed.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section evaluates the potential for the proposed project
to result in adverse effects on the physical environment described in the setting. It identifies
the significance of each impact (see definitions below) based on topic-specific significance
criteria. For impacts determined to be significant, the impact analysis identifies feasible
mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce the severity of the identified impact. The
analysis describes all mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project, whether they are
the same as those specified in the PEIR, are updated measures, or new mitigation measures.
The project sponsor—Reservoir Community Partners LLC—has reviewed the identified
mitigation measures and has agreed to implement them if the project is approved.

The “Impacts and Mitigation Measures” section is further subdivided into the following:

— Significance Criteria. This section lists the criteria specific to each resource topic used to
identify and determine significant environmental effects of the proposed project. Under
CEQA, a significant effect is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change
in the environment. The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be
based on scientific and factual data, including the entire record for the project, and not on
argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence. The significance criteria used in this EIR
are based on planning department guidance used to assess the severity of environmental
impacts of the proposed project. It is based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with procedures
as set forth in San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31.10.

— Approach to Analysis. This section describes the general approach and methodology used to
apply the significance thresholds in evaluating the impacts of the project. The methodology for
applying significance criteria provides the basis for the impact analysis, which could be either
qualitative or quantitative, depending on the specific impact. The methodology identifies use
of applicable regulatory guidelines, thresholds, standards, or accepted professional practices
or protocols used to assess construction, operational, and cumulative impacts.
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— Impact Evaluation. This section presents the project-specific analyses of impacts of the

proposed project, with specific impact areas discussed under individually numbered impact
statements. Each of the numbered impact statements is followed by a discussion and analysis
of the various components of the proposed project with potential for physical environmental
effects. The conclusion of each impact analysis is expressed in terms of the impact
significance, which is discussed below. For significant or potentially significant impacts, the
impact discussion identifies feasible mitigation measures, numbered corresponding to the
impact number. The numbering of the mitigation measures corresponds with the number of
the impact statement to which the measure applies, with a prefix of “M.” Following the
impact evaluation, there is a qualitative comparison of the impact conclusions in this SEIR
with the comparable impact conclusion from the PEIR.

— Cumulative Impacts considers the effects of the proposed project together with potential

effects of other reasonably foreseeable future projects within the same geographic scope as
the project's impacts. The analysis of cumulative impacts under each resource topic is
based on the same setting, regulatory framework, and significance thresholds as the direct
impacts. Additional mitigation measures are identified if the analysis determines that the
project’s contribution to a cumulative, adverse impact would be considerable (i.e.,
significant). The overall assumptions to the cumulative impact analysis for all topics are
described in SEIR Section 3.A.6, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis, p. 3.A-8.

3.A.4 Significance Determinations

For each impact statement and analysis, the impact evaluation provides a conclusion of the impact

significance, which is designated as one of the following;:

No Impact. This determination is reached if there is no potential for impacts or the
environmental resource does not occur within the project area or the area of potential effects.

Less-than-Significant Impact. This determination applies if the impact does not exceed the
defined significance criterion or would be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level
through compliance with existing local, state, and federal laws and regulations. No mitigation
is required for impacts determined to be less than significant.

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if the project would
or could result in a significant or potentially significant adverse effect when evaluated with
respect to one or more significance criteria, but feasible mitigation is available that would
effectively reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Significant and Unavoidable Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if the
project would result in a significant adverse effect that exceeds the defined significance
criterion, and although feasible mitigation might lessen the severity of the impact, the residual
impact would still exceed the defined significance criteria. Thus, even with implementation of
feasible mitigation, the impact would be significant, and therefore, unavoidable.

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. This determination applies if the project would result in
a significant adverse effect that exceeds the defined significance criterion, and there is no
feasible mitigation available to lessen the severity of the impact. Therefore, the impact would
be significant and unavoidable.
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3.A.5 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are identified in each resource topic, where feasible, for impacts considered
significant consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, which states that an EIR “shall
describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts.” CEQA requires
that a mitigation measure has an essential nexus and be roughly proportional to the significant
effect identified in the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, mitigation measures are
not required for environmental impacts that are not found to be significant.

3.A.6 Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

CEQA Requirements for Cumulative Impact Analysis

Cumulative impacts, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15355, refer to two or more individual
effects that, when taken together, are “considerable” or that compound or increase other
environmental impacts. A cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment that would result from the incremental impact of the project added to the impacts of
other reasonably foreseeable future projects. Pertinent guidance for cumulative impact analysis is
provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15130:

e An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is
“cumulatively considerable” (e.g., the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future
projects, including those outside the control of the lead agency, if necessary).

¢ An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.

e A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not significant, if the
project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

e The discussion of impact severity and likelihood of occurrence need not be as detailed as for
effects attributable to the project alone.

o The focus of analysis should be on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects
contribute, rather than on attributes of the other projects that do not contribute to the
cumulative impact.

Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

The cumulative impact analysis for each individual resource topic is described in each section of
this chapter, immediately following the description of the direct project impacts and identified
mitigation measures. Cumulative impacts are numbered sequentially, starting with the number
“1” and preceded by “C-" (such as “Impact C-TR-1" for the first cumulative transportation impact).

Similar to the project impacts, cumulative impacts are also analyzed with regard to the potential
for the proposed project to contribute to new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more
severe cumulative impacts than those identified as significant in the PEIR. The PEIR used the year
2025 for the analysis of the buildout of the plan area as well as for the cumulative impacts analysis,
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and cumulative impacts were assessed on the basis of regional population and employment
projections for the year 2025 as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments.

Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines
section 15130(b)(1): (a) the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and probable future
projects producing related or cumulative impacts; or (b) a summary of projections contained in a
general plan or related planning document can be used to determine cumulative impacts. The
projections model includes individual projects and applies a quantitative growth factor to account
for other growth that may occur in the area.

The analyses in this SEIR, including the initial study, employ both the list-based approach and a
projections-based approach, depending on which approach best suits the individual resource topic
being analyzed. For instance, the land use analysis in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.1, Land
Use and Land Use Planning, considers individual projects that are anticipated in the project site
vicinity that may alter land use conditions in the area. By comparison, the cumulative vehicle miles
traveled analysis and the cumulative traffic noise analysis rely on a citywide growth projection
model that extends to 2040 that also encompasses other reasonably foreseeable projects, which is
the typical methodology the planning department applies to analysis of these impacts. The
cumulative air quality (operational health risks) analysis also relies on growth projections; in this
case, the Planning Department undertook citywide air quality modeling for 2040 that accounts for
both anticipated traffic increases and implementation of vehicle emission regulations. Certain other
analyses, such as construction noise and construction health risks, which are more localized in
nature, rely on the project list included in this section.

For the list-based approach, projects or plans that are relevant to the cumulative analysis include
those that could contribute incremental effects on the same environmental resources and would
have similar environmental impacts as those discussed in this SEIR. The following factors were
used to determine an appropriate list of projects to be considered in the near-term cumulative
impact analysis:

e Similar Environmental Impacts. A relevant project contributes to effects on resources that are
also affected by the proposed project. A relevant future project or plan is defined as one that is
“reasonably foreseeable,” such as a proposed project for which an application has been filed
with the approving agency or has approved funding, or an approved plan that amended the
land use controls applicable to an adjacent neighborhood.

¢ Geographic Scope and Location. A relevant project is located within the defined geographic
scope for the cumulative effect.

e Timing and Duration of Implementation. Effects associated with activities for a relevant
project (e.g., short-term construction or demolition, or long-term operations) would likely
coincide in timing with the effects of the proposed project.
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For the resource topics using the list-based approach, Table 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects within a
0.5-Mile Radius of the Project Site, presents a comprehensive list of cumulative development
projects generally located within 0.5 mile of the project site that are considered in the various
cumulative analyses. The table identifies cumulative projects and their status as of the date of the
NOP (October 10, 2018), and provides a figure key, Figure 3.A-1, Cumulative Projects within a
0.5-Mile Radius of the Project Site, which shows the location of these projects relative to the
proposed project site. In order to differentiate the status of these projects at the time of the NOP,
the table includes a column to list each project’s status. In general, these cumulative projects are
either under construction, which means they were “under construction” at the date of the NOP;
“building permit approved,” meaning the project has permits necessary to start construction but
has not yet started construction; and “under environmental review,” in which case, the project has
an application on file with the planning department.

The cumulative projects list includes the City College of San Francisco Facilities Master Plan, which
provides a plan for facilities development over the next 10 years at the Ocean Campus, eight City
College centers distributed throughout the city, and various other instructional sites throughout San
Francisco. The space needed in buildings for City College’s programmatic needs are based on state
standards for space, current and future enrollment, existing space, and current utilization of existing
facilities at City College’s sites. The master plan is based on forecasted enrollment of 62,518 students
in 2026 (34,200 full-time-equivalent students).’ This represents an increase of approximately
55 percent in enrollment from the 40,605 students (22,100 full-time equivalents) in 2018.

Table 3.A-2, City College Ocean Campus Projects, presents a potential list of projects by type
(renovation, new facilities, etc.) considered by City College for Ocean Campus. The City College
Board of Trustees adopted the facilities master plan in March 2019.5” The recommendations for the
Ocean Campus in the master plan are shown in Table 3.A-2 under the “Facilities Master Plan”
column. These recommended projects would occur within three phases: years 1-5, years 6-10, and
future phases.® In April, 2019, the City College Board of Trustees authorized a contract to conduct
CEQA compliance services for the master plan.”® City College would act as the CEQA lead agency
to prepare for the environmental review of the master plan projects. The Ocean Campus master
plan projects would undergo individual environmental review.

% City College of San Francisco, Facilities Master Plan Final Draft, March 18, 2019, p. 3-4,
https:/lwww.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/ About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20190318/FMP_0
3182019_3Enrollment.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.

5 City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 11F, Facilities Master Plan (FMP) Approval, March 21, 2019,
http:/lgo.boarddocs.com/calccsf/Board.nsf/goto? open&id=B7 C2MMS80CD17, accessed June 7, 2019.

% City College of San Francisco, Facilities Master Plan Final Draft, March 18, 2019, p. 4-54,
https:/lwww.ccsf.edul/dam/Organizational_Assets/ About_CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20190318/FMP_0
3182019_4Recommendations.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.

% City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 10H, Authorization to execute a contract with Impact Sciences to provide
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance Services to the District from May 1, 2019 through December 31,
2020, April 25, 2019, http://go.boarddocs.com/calccsf/Board.nsfigoto?open&id=BAX6Y]7208 A5, accessed June 7, 2019.
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TABLE 3.A-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WITHIN A 0.5-MILE RADIUS OF THE PROJECT SITE

Community/ | Child

Map Dwelling | Commercial/ | Institutional | Care
Key No. | Project Name (Case File No.) Status as of February 2019 Units Retail (gsf) (gsf) (gsf)
1 2340 San Jose Avenue (Upper Yard) (2017-012151PRJ) Building permit issued 131 3,900 2,900 4,000

2 2301 San Jose Avenue (Geneva Office Building — Geneva Car Under construction 19,900

Barn and Powerhouse) (2012.0262E)

3 1601-1631 Ocean Avenue and 1271 Capitol Avenue Under environmental review 54 5,869
(2009.1050ENV)
4 350 Ocean Avenue (2017-001961ENV) Under environmental review 24 1,226
5 City College Facilities Master Plan2 Plan adopted — environmental review not Unknown

yet conducted

TotalP.c 209 10,995 22,800 4,000

SOURCES: San Francisco Planning Department, 2019; City College of San Francisco, 2019; Kitchell, 2019.
NOTES:

& City College approved a facilities master plan in March 2019. Refer to the facilities master plan and Table 3.A-2 below for more details on projects included.
Transportation network improvements are not included in this table but are addressed in SEIR Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation.
€ Smaller projects such as conversions and accessory dwelling units are not included within the 0.5-mile buffer.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

TABLE 3.A-2

CITY COLLEGE OCEAN CAMPUS PROJECTS

3.A. Impact Overview

Type of Project Listed? | Facilities Master Planb.¢ Bond Measured
Swing Space (for . Swing Space Bungalows Portable Village/Temporary
temporary occupancy Campus
during construction or e Swing Space for Student Services in Multi-
renovation) Use Building
Renovation e  Cloud Hall Modernization e Cloud Hall Renovation

e  Batmale Renovation

e  Science Hall Modernization e Science Hall Renovation

. Student Union Renovation

. Bookstore Annex

. Campus Police Complex

e Turf Field Replacement

New Facilities . Performing Arts and Education Center

e  Central Utility Plant® e  Central Utility Plant®

e  Science, Technology, Engineering, Art, and e  STEAM Building

Math (STEAM) Complex

e  Student Development Center e  Student Development

e  Childcare Center e  Childcare Center

e  Parking Structure (east basin)

. East Surface Parking . Diego Rivera Theater

. Multi Media Building
Future or Alternative e  Near STEAM Complex None identified
Sites «  Near MUC and PAEC
Demolition . Bungalows #22, 24, 25, 29, 35, 42, 45, 46, . Bungalows
47, 48, 49, 50, 51)

. Conlan Hall #19 . Conlan

. Creative Arts Building #5

. Creative Arts Extension Building #6 . Creative Arts Extension

. Existing Orfalea Child and Family Center #33 | e Existing Childcare Building

. Smith-Statler Building #15 . Smith and Statler

e  Visual Arts Building #7
NOTE:

& City College Ocean Campus projects were identified using different naming conventions. For example, the facilities master plan refers
to the STEAM Complex, while the bond measure projects list refers to the STEAM Building.

SOURCES:

b City College of San Francisco, Facilities Master Plan Final Draft, March 18, 2019, p. 4-34,
https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_ CCSF/Admin/facilities_planning/2017FMP/20190318/FMP_03182019_4Rec
ommendations.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.

€ City College of San Francisco, Request for Proposal for RFQ/P 2019-238 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance
Services for Facilities Master Plan (FMP), p. 5, https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/About_ CCSF/Admin/
facilities_planning/PlanningConstruction/ProfessionalServices/RFQP2019-238/RFQ-P%202019-238_FMP%20CEQA_Consultant
_Final_%2003.21.2019.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019. The RFQ/P identified the following facilities master plan projects for CEQA
review: Cloud Hall Renovation, Batmale Renovation, Science Hall Renovation, Student Union Renovation, Bookstore Annex
Renovation, Police Station Renovation, new STEAM Complex, new Student Development Center, and new Childcare Center.

d  Kitchell, Board Presentation: Project List Review, May 30, 2019,

https://go.boarddocs.com/cal/ccsf/Board.nsf/files/BCP4CJ73ABFC/$file/7.%20D.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.

Impact Sciences, Inc. City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue (Main) Campus Infrastructure Final Initial Study/Mitigated

Negative Declaration was adopted and project approved at the May 30, 2019 Board of Trustees meeting.

https://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/files/BCP4CJ73ABFC/$file/7.%20D.pdf, accessed June 14, 2019.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.A. Impact Overview

At subsequent 2019 Board of Trustees meetings, City College staff presented a facilities planning
update on a potential bond measure that would be anticipated to fund construction of the facilities
master plan projects, shown under the “Bond Measure” column in Table 3.A-2. In that update, a
number of the facilities master plan projects were included in the list of potential bond-funded
improvements. However, the East Basin Parking Garage was no longer included, the Performing
Arts and Education Center was replaced by a new Diego Rivera Theater and a smaller STEAM
building (both on the east basin), and a Multi Media Building was proposed at the location of the
existing Creative Arts Extension Building. The bond presentation also suggested replacement of
the turf on the college’s football field. Also included were expenditures at other City College
facilities, including renovation of Evans Center in the Bayview District, improvements at other
neighborhood centers, and infrastructure upgrades to system wide City College facilities.®*6! If
approved, the bond measure will go before voters in March 2020.62

At the time of this SEIR preparation, the project description detail for the facilities master plan
projects for the Ocean Campus is limited, City College may change those projects or their details
depending on funding availability, and City College has not conducted CEQA analysis for those
projects. Therefore, the cumulative analysis for this SEIR will qualitatively assess the impacts of
these Ocean Campus projects identified in Table 3.A-2 collectively as the “City College Facilities
Master Plan” using best available information at the time of this SEIR preparation.

As an agency of the state, City College of San Francisco is not required to comply with the local
zoning ordinances, regulations, and ordinances of a county or city.®* Differences in applicable
regulations for the City College projects are described in the cumulative impact analysis where
appropriate.

Each cumulative impact analysis considers the projects listed in Table 3.A-1 as appropriate to the
resource topic. Each section identifies which of the cumulative projects could contribute to a
cumulative impact on that specific resource and why. Not all projects on the list apply to every
cumulative analysis.

% City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 7D, Update on Facilities Bond Project List 1. BMWL Presentation, May
30, 2019, http://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/ Board.nsflgoto?open&id=B7C2U580DE7B, accessed June 7, 2019.

¢t Kitchell, Board Presentation: Project List Review, May 30, 2019,
https://go.boarddocs.com/calccsf/Board.nsflfilessBCP4CJ]73ABFC/$file/7.%20D.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019.

2 City College of San Francisco, Agenda Item 9C, Authorization of a Facilities Bond Ballot Initiative for the Election on
March 3, 2020, in the amount of $845,000,000, June 27, 2019,
https://go.boarddocs.com/calccsf/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=B7C2XF80E94D, accessed July 18, 2019.

6 California Government Code section 53094.
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3.B Transportation and Circulation

3.B.1 Introduction

This section presents the existing transportation and circulation conditions and analyzes the
potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during
construction and operation of the project. Transportation and circulation topics consist of walking,
bicycling, driving hazards, transit, emergency access, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and loading.
Supporting detailed technical information is included in Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(SEIR) Appendix C, Transportation Supporting Information.

3.B.2 Summary of Comments Received in Response to the
Notice of Preparation

The following transportation-related topics were raised in response to the notice of preparation of
the SEIR:
e Increased traffic volumes and congestion along Frida Kahlo Way, Ocean Avenue, and Lee Avenue;

e Alternative vehicular access at San Ramon Avenue or at the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC) open space;

e Pedestrian and bicycle safety along Frida Kahlo Way and Ocean Avenue;
e Effects of transportation network companies (TNCs) and delivery vehicles;

e DParking loss and increased demand for parking in nearby on-street spaces and off-street
facilities;

e Increased transit ridership and effect of the proposed project on transit reliability and
frequency; and

e Emergency access.

Comments and topics related to the proposed project’s physical environmental impacts are
addressed in the following sections.

3.B.3 Summary of Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR
Transportation Section

Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Setting

The transportation and circulation setting section of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR (area
plan PEIR, or PEIR) provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the
plan area. The transportation network includes the system of local streets, ramps and freeways,
local and regional bus and rail lines, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and parking and loading
areas. The Balboa Park Station Area Plan (area plan) includes a number of projects that would affect
areawide transportation-related conditions, including the street network, transit operations, and
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parking supply. The PEIR is a program-level EIR that analyzed the impacts of the proposed
transportation and land use changes, and a project-level EIR that analyzed development of two
individual projects within the plan area: the Phelan Loop Site (now 1100 Ocean Avenue) and the
Kragen Auto Parts Site (now 1150 Ocean Avenue, which includes the Whole Foods Grocery Store).
Additionally, the PEIR included analysis of a Lee Avenue Connection to City College of San
Francisco (City College) variant that evaluated provision of vehicular access to City College
parking facilities through Lee Avenue.

The plan area consists primarily of the parcels surrounding the Balboa Park Station along Geneva,
Ocean, and San Jose avenues. The plan area is subdivided into four subareas: (1) Transit Station
Neighborhood, which includes the major regional transit facilities of the plan area, as well as
Balboa Park; (2) Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, which extends along Ocean
Avenue from Frida Kahlo Way (formerly Phelan Avenue) west to Manor Drive; (3) the main
campus of City College;* and (4) Balboa Reservoir site.

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) countywide travel demand was used
to develop the travel forecasts for future 2025 Baseline conditions without implementation of the
area plan. The SFCTA travel demand model used in the analysis incorporates Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) land use and socio-economic database and growth forecasts for the
year 2025 (Projections 2002). The San Francisco Planning Department made adjustments to the
growth projections to reflect the City’s emphasis on housing production, including the Balboa Park
Station Area Plan and other Better Neighborhoods planning efforts. The adjusted housing and
employment projections were the basis for the travel demand forecasts for the PEIR. The
development scenario used in the SFCTA travel demand model for the PEIR concentrated housing
growth in the Better Neighborhoods areas, including the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, and
therefore provides a conservative estimate of the travel demand and impacts associated with
implementation of the area plan.

The 2025 with Area Plan scenario included both proposed land use and transportation changes
that would occur with implementation of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan. For the 2025 with Area
Plan scenario, new vehicle and transit trips generated by the development within the plan area
were estimated and manually added to the 2025 Baseline traffic volumes at each study intersection
and to the 2025 Baseline transit ridership projections.

Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the PEIR included the Balboa Reservoir site as
part of numerous other parcels analyzed. The PEIR identified program-level impacts related to
implementation of the area plan and project-level impacts related to development of the 1100 Ocean
Avenue (former Phelan Loop site) and 1150 Ocean Avenue (former Kragen Auto Parts site).

¢ The City College of San Francisco Ocean campus is included in the boundaries of the plan area, although the
college is not under the City and County of San Francisco’s jurisdiction. The City College master plan and EIR
were approved in June 2004. The updated City College facilities master plan was approved by the Board of
Trustees in March 2019. https://www.ccsf.edu/en/about-city-college/administration/vcfalfacilities_planning/facilities-
master-plan.html
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Program-Level Impacts
Traffic

As noted in the Regulatory Framework, CEQA no longer considers automobile delay (traffic)
impacts. The following PEIR traffic impact summary is provided for informational purposes.

Intersection operating conditions in the plan area were analyzed for 13 study intersections for the
weekday p.m. peak hour for two future scenarios: 2025 without the area plan and 2025 with the
area plan. The transportation analysis identified significant traffic impacts at five of the 13 study
intersections: Ocean Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard; Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida
Kahlo Way; Ocean Avenue/I-280 Northbound (NB) On-Ramp; Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue;
Geneva Avenue/I-280 Southbound (SB) and NB Ramps. The PEIR identified mitigation measures
to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels at three of the five impacted intersections: Ocean
Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard; Ocean Avenue/I-280 NB On-Ramp; and Ocean Avenue/San Jose
Avenue. No feasible mitigation measures were identified to address operating conditions at two
of the five impacted intersections: Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way; and Geneva
Avenue/I-280 NB and SB Ramps. Therefore, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the area
plan would result in significant unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts at these intersections.
Significant cumulative traffic impacts were specifically identified at the intersections of Ocean
Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard and Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue intersections.

With the Lee Avenue Connection to City College variant, proposed by City College, a portion of
City College vehicle traffic would shift from Frida Kahlo Way to Lee Avenue. The transportation
analysis of this variant identified a significant traffic impact at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
intersection. Installation of a dedicated eastbound left turn lane at the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
intersection was identified as a possible mitigation. However, this would require relocation of the
light-rail tracks and result in disruptions to San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) service during
construction. City College had not committed to paying a fair share and the mitigation was
determined to be infeasible. Limiting vehicular movements (specifically allowing westbound right-
turns and prohibiting eastbound left-turns) at Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue and extending Lee
Avenue to the parking facilities was identified as a possible alternative. However, more detailed
analysis would be required to evaluate potential conflicts between right-turning vehicles and
pedestrians and impacts on Muni operations. Therefore, it was determined that provision of full
access to City College parking facilities from Ocean Avenue would create significant traffic
impacts. Any future plan from City College to allow access to City College parking facilities from
Ocean Avenue would require separate environmental review.

The area plan proposed a single-point interchange that would consolidate the on- and off-ramps
at Geneva and Ocean avenues. The proposed reconfiguration would create a significant traffic
impact due to queueing onto the I-280 mainline. Therefore, at the program level of analysis
conducted for the PEIR, the impacts on the Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB and NB Ramps were identified
as significant and unavoidable under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
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Transit

Significant transit impacts were also identified under the 2025 with Area Plan scenario on the K
Ingleside line and at Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way and the new Geneva
Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB On-Ramp intersections.

e Asnoted in the Impact TR-4, CEQA no longer considers transit capacity utilization impacts.
The following PEIR capacity utilization impact summary is provided for informational
purposes.

PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plan would contribute about 6 percent to the
future ridership on the K Ingleside line at the maximum load point,% increasing the already
exceeded capacity utilization from 100 percent to 106 percent during the p.m. peak period. As
such, the area plan was considered to have a significant contribution to adverse transit
conditions on the K Ingleside line. No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this was identified as a significant,
unavoidable impact.

e Transit impacts identified at the Ocean Avenue/Geneva Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way intersection
are a result of proposed changes to the intersection configuration, including elimination of the
channelized westbound and southbound right-turn pockets and restriping of the eastbound
and northbound approaches. The intersection reconfiguration was reported to significantly
impact intersection operations and result in congestion that could affect operations of the K
Ingleside on Ocean Avenue and Muni buses on southbound Frida Kahlo Way. The PEIR did
not identify a time-based threshold of significance (e.g., minutes of transit delay) to make this
significance finding. No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this was identified as a significant and
unavoidable impact.

e Transitimpacts identified at the new Geneva Avenue/I-280 NB Off-Ramp and Geneva Avenue/I-
280 SB On-Ramp intersection would similarly largely be attributable to the proposed
reconfiguration of the intersections and freeway ramps and not to increased vehicle traffic
generated by area plan development.56 Operations would worsen to level of service (LOS) F due
to the consolidation of all movements into a single intersection. The PEIR did not identify a time-
based threshold of significance (e.g., minutes of transit delay) to make this significance finding.
No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, this was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact.

Parking

The PEIR did not identify significant impacts related to parking. The PEIR identified Improvement
Measure (Parking) to further reduce less-than-significant impacts related to the anticipated parking
shortfall by reducing parking demand. Two scenarios were considered for the analysis of parking
conditions with implementation of the area plan: (1) no parking provided (as allowed under the
proposed planning code changes with the area plan); and (2) current code-required parking
provided. If no parking were to be provided as part of development proposals within the plan area,
there would be a shortfall of about 3,004 parking spaces during the weekday evening period. If the
maximum parking were to be provided under the current planning code requirement, there would

¢ The maximum load point is the point (i.e., a bus stop or boarding location) at which the highest number of
passengers are aboard a transit vehicle on a designated bus line and route direction at a specified time or time period.

%  San Francisco Planning Department, December 4, 2008, Balboa Park Station Area Plan Environmental Impact
Report, Volume 1, p. 183-184, http://default.sfplanning.org/MEA/2004.1059E_Balboa_FEIR_Pt1.pdf, website accessed
June 5, 2019.
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be a shortfall of about 929 parking spaces during the weekday evening period. With the new
developments proposed in the area plan, and with either current or proposed parking
requirements, parking occupancy in the plan area would increase to over 100 percent capacity at
full buildout. Due to parking supply constraints and the accessibility to transit and other alternate
modes, future parking demand and shortfalls may be lower than estimated.

Pedestrian and Bicycle

The PEIR found the impacts related to pedestrians and bicycle circulation to be less than significant.
The PEIR identified Improvement Measure (Walking/Accessibility) to further reduce less-than-
significant impacts related to the anticipated increase in the number of people walking. The
improvement measure was intended to be undertaken by San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with sponsors of subsequent development projects to provide
pedestrian signals with countdown indicators at all major intersections and at crosswalks that
connect to the Muni light-rail stops and Balboa Park BART station. The PEIR identified
Improvement Measure (Bicycles) to further reduce less-than-significant impacts related to
provision of bicycle parking and amenities.

The proposed bicycle lanes along Ocean Avenue under the area plan would require the elimination
of one through-lane in the westbound direction between the I-280 Southbound Off-Ramp and
Geneva Avenue. As a result, delay at the westbound approach to the Ocean Avenue/Geneva
Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way intersection would increase and the proposed bicycle lanes would result
in significant impacts on traffic operations at this intersection. No feasible mitigation measures
were identified and this was considered a significant and unavoidable impact in the PEIR.

Loading and Construction

The PEIR found the impacts related to loading could not be assessed for future developments in
the plan area and that analysis of construction impacts is specific to individual development or
transportation projects. The PEIR did not assess specific loading and construction impacts of future
development but concluded that construction impacts associated with individual development
projects would not be considered significant since they are temporary and short-term in duration.
The PEIR identified Improvement Measure (Construction) to further reduce less-than-significant
construction-related transportation impacts of individual projects within the plan area intended to
be undertaken by sponsors of subsequent development projects.

3.B.4 Existing Conditions

The project site is a 17.6-acre rectangular parcel and encompasses Assessor’s Block 3180/Lot 190 in
San Francisco’s West of Twin Peaks neighborhood. The project location and site characteristics are
described in SEIR Section 2.A, Project Overview, p. 2-1, and Section 2.D.2, Project Site, p. 2-7. The
existing land use setting is described in Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.1, Land Use and Land
Use Planning, p. B-12.

The transportation study area includes all aspects of the transportation network within generally
two blocks of the project site, generally bounded by Frida Kahlo Way to the east, Miramar Avenue
to the west, Holloway Avenue to the south, and Monterey Boulevard to the north. The
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transportation study area consists of travel corridors and facilities such as transit routes and
stations, bicycle routes and amenities, pedestrian sidewalks and crossings, and the overall
vehicular roadway network that residents, employees, and visitors would use in traveling to and
from the project site. The transportation study area and study intersections are shown in
Figure 3.B-1, Transportation Study Area and Study Intersections. The 23 study intersections were
selected either because they:

e Represent access points to the regional highway system (e.g., freeway on- and off-ramps);

e Arelocated along major street corridors serving the project site (e.g., Ocean Avenue and Frida
Kahlo Way); or

e Are located in the immediate vicinity of the project site (e.g., San Ramon Way/Southwood
Drive/Plymouth Avenue).

As a result, they are the intersections most likely to be potentially impacted by vehicle traffic
generated by the proposed project. The six study intersections providing access to the regional
highway system are located outside of the transportation study area, but are included because they
represent access points to the regional highway system (e.g., freeway on- and off-ramps) and are
located along major street corridors serving the project site. The following section describes the
existing transportation and circulation conditions.

Regional and Local Roadways

The following describes the closest regional roadways to the project site, including freeway on-
and off-ramps. In addition, the following describes the existing local roadways in the study area,
including their geographic extent; San Francisco General Plan, Better Streets Plan, Key Walking
Street, and High Injury Corridor designation, if applicable; speed limit; and number and type of
travel lanes and directions. For those existing streets adjacent to the project site, the following also
describes the width of the roadway, including travel lanes, and any potentially or observed vehicle
to vehicle hazardous conditions. Lastly, the following describes the amount of people driving at
study intersections.

Regional Roadways

Regional access to and from the project site is provided by I-280. I-280 extends from the southern
portion of downtown San Francisco to U.S. 101 in San Jose. I-280 carries approximately 173,000
vehicles per day south of Geneva Avenue and 181,000 vehicles per day north of Ocean Avenue.5
[-280 merges with U.S. 101 to the east of the project site and merges with Highway 1 to the
southwest of the project site. U.S. 101 connects to the East Bay via I-80 and the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge and, connecting to the South Bay and North Bay via surface streets and the
Golden Gate Bridge. Access to I-280 from the project site is provided by on- and off-ramps at Ocean
and Geneva avenues.

7 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Year 2017 Traffic Volumes on the State Highway System,
http:/lwww.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/volumes2017/, accessed January 10, 2019.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Local Roadways

The study area is served by multiple local streets that provide access to the project site. Table 3.B-1,
Roadway Facilities in the Study Area, lists local roadways in the study area by street name,
direction (east-west or north—-south), number of travel lanes, the streets’” designation in the San
Francisco General Plan (general plan) and on the City’s Vision Zero Network, the streets’
classification in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan (better streets plan), transit routes that use the
street (if any), and bicycle facilities provided on the street (if any).

TABLE 3.B-1
ROADWAY FACILITIES IN THE STUDY AREA
General Plan &
Number Vision Zero High Better Streets Bicycle

Street of Lanes Injury Network Plan Transit Facilities
Name Direction | (typical)2 | (HIN) Designations Classification RoutesP (typical)¢
Ocean E-W 2/3d CMP and MTS Major Commercial and 29,49, K, | Class ll/class Il
Avenue Avrterial, Vision Zero Residential 91 Owl

HIN Throughway
Geneva E-W 2 CMP and MTS Major Residential 8, 8BX, Class Ill
Avenue Arterial, Vision Zero Throughway 29,91

HIN Oowl
Monterey E-W 2 Vision Zero HIN Residential 23, 36 Class Ill
Boulevard Throughway
Miramar N-S 1 — Neighborhood — —
Avenue Residential
Brighton N-S 1 — Neighborhood — —
Avenue Residential
Lee N-S 1 — Neighborhood — Class ll/class 1118
Avenue Residential
Frida N-S 2 — Neighborhood 43 Class Il
Kahlo Way Residential
San Jose N-S 2d CMP and MTS Major Neighborhood J/M —
Avenue Arterial, Vision Zero Residential

HIN

SOURCES: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019; San Francisco General Plan; San Francisco Vision Zero High Injury Network; San
Francisco Better Streets Plan.

NOTES:

E-W = east—-west; N-S = north—south; CMP = congestion management plan; MTS = Metropolitan Transportation System; HIN = High
Injury Network

The descriptions associated with each street (General Plan Designation, Vision Zero High Injury Network, Better Streets Plan
Classification, Transit Routes, etc.) are those that apply to some portion of the street near the project site and may not apply to the
entire length of the street.

& Number of lanes per direction.

b Transit routes listed include lines that operate on streets within the study area but do not have stops within the study area (i.e., 36, J).

C Class | bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class Il bikeways are on-street bike lanes striped
within the paved areas of roadways. Class Il bikeways are signed bike routes. Class IV bikeways are on-street bike lanes that are
protected from adjacent vehicular travel lanes by vertical separation such as curbs or soft-hit posts.

d Two travel lanes in both directions with a center-running Muni light-rail line.
€ Class Il bikeway in the uphill (southbound) direction and class Il bikeway in the downhill (northbound) direction.
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Vehicular Counts

As part of the transportation technical analysis, vehicular turning movement counts were collected
at 23 intersections on Wednesday January 31, 2018, and Tuesday August 28, 2018, when City
College was in session during the weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and weekday p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak
periods. The 23 study intersections were selected either because they represent access points to the
regional highway system (e.g., freeway on- and off-ramps), are located along major street corridors
serving the project site (e.g., Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way), or are located in the immediate
vicinity of the project site (e.g., San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue), and
because they are the intersections most likely to be potentially impacted by vehicle traffic generated
by the proposed project. Vehicular counts are summarized in Table 3.B-2, Vehicular Counts at
Study Intersections.

Walking Conditions

A qualitative evaluation of existing pedestrian conditions was conducted during field visits to the
transportation study area in August and September 2018. Counts of people walking® were
collected on Wednesday January 31, 2018, and Tuesday August 28, 2018, when City College was
in session during the weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and weekday p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak periods.

Observations of facilities for people walking included sidewalks, crosswalks, and curb ramps and
pedestrian activity within the study area. Observations indicated facilities for people walking were
generally complete in the study area, with sidewalks provided continuously on both sides of the
streets and crosswalks provided at most intersections. However, access for people walking to and
from the project site is limited, particularly in the north, south, and west sides, which lack a direct
connection to the project site.

Sidewalks on the east and west side of Lee Avenue between the project site and Ocean Avenue are
8 feet wide and 6 feet wide, respectively, including a 3- to 4-foot-wide planting strip. Sidewalks on
the north side of Ocean Avenue between Lee Avenue and Harold Way are approximately 10 feet
wide including a 3- to 4-foot-wide planting strip.® There are high visibility marked crossings and
pedestrian countdown signals provided at all signalized intersections adjacent to the project
block.”

% People walking includes people with disabilities that may or may not require assistive mobility devices.

#  The effective clear widths of the sidewalks vary depending on the presence of landscaping, utility poles,
parking meters, and other street furniture (e.g., newspaper racks, bike racks, benches). For example, the
landscaping along the Ocean Avenue north sidewalk reduces the effective sidewalk width from ten feet to
about six feet in most locations.

70 Crosswalk markings are classified as basic or high visibility. Basic crosswalk markings consist of two
transverse lines. High visibility markings consist of diagonal or longitudinal lines parallel to traffic flow with
or without transverse lines. High visibility markings are detected at about twice the distance upstream as basic
transverse markings during daytime conditions. National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices,
Crosswalk Markings, January 2011, https://ceprofs.civil.tamu.edu/ghawkins/MTC-Files/2011-
06_Meeting/Marking_No.1.pdf, accessed February 6, 2019.
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TABLE 3.B-2

VEHICULAR COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS

Number of Vehicles&Pb
Number Intersection A.M. Peak Hour | P.M. Peak Hour

1 Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue 1,833 1,876
2 Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue 1,898 2,021
3 Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue 2,090 2,293
4 Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue 1,376 1,413
5 Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 1,841 1,866
6 San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue 422 409
7 Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 430 397
8 Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue 2,590 2,485
9 Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way 1,030 1,040
10 Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue 437 341
11 Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street 851 780
12 Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street 1,684 1,636
13 Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 750 923
14 Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 1,074 1,210
15 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 750 923
16 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 1,074 1,210
17 1-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue 1,505 1,509
18 1-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 2,463 2,590
19 1-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 2,653 2,642
20 1-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue 1,101 1,207
21 Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue 1,708 1,846
22 Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue 1,905 1,981
23 Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue 440 378

SOURCE: Quality Counts, 2018.
NOTES:

& vehicle volume (number of vehicles) reflects the sum of all turning movements at the intersection.
b The weekday a.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of vehicle traffic occurring between 7 and
9 a.m. The weekday p.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of vehicle traffic occurring between 4

and 6 p.m.

Based on observations, general impediments to people walking within the study area include the

following:

e Heavy vehicle traffic volumes associated with nearby freeway ramps and right-turn

movements at the following locations:

—  Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue, westbound right turn

—  Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue, eastbound right turn

—  Ocean Avenue/I-280 SB Off-Ramp free, southbound right turn
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e Nonstandard intersection geometry and curvilinear approach at Frida Kahlo Way/Judson
Avenue. Drivers heading northbound must use a short left-turn pocket and wait for a gap in
traffic before proceeding north on Frida Kahlo Way. Drivers focusing on gaps in opposing
traffic flow are not as likely to see people crossing in the marked crosswalk, increasing the risk
of conflicts for people walking.

e Long crossing distances and lack of marked crosswalks across some intersection legs:
— Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue, east leg
—  Ocean Avenue/I-280 NB Ramps, west leg
— Geneva Avenue/I-280 SB Ramps, east leg and west leg

e Curb ramps are not Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant and lack detectable
warnings (i.e., tactile domes) at the following locations:

— Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue, southeast and southwest corners

—  Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue, southeast and southwest corners
—  Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue, southeast and southwest corners
— Ocean Avenue/Granada Avenue, all crossings

—  Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue, all crossings

e Elevation changes (about 100 feet) and steep grades (up to 15 percent) along Geneva Avenue
between the project site and the Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)/Muni Station
make conditions for people walking more physically demanding and challenging

Counts of people walking are generally highest along the Ocean Avenue commercial district, near
the Balboa Park BART/Muni station, and adjacent to City College. In these locations, the number
of people walking peaks during the morning and evening commute periods as people walk to and
from nearby transit stops and are also high during the midday when City College is in session.
People walking to/from the K Ingleside transit stop on Ocean Avenue at Lee Avenue were
observed to cross the rightmost travel lane to access the boarding island or sidewalk instead of
crossing at the crosswalk. People waited for gaps in vehicle and bicycle traffic before crossing the
travel lane and vehicles and bicycles were generally traveling slowly with sufficient gaps in traffic
for people to cross. No conflicts were observed.

Observations and counts show the highest number of people walking at the intersection of Ocean
Avenue/Lee Avenue with a total of 698 crossings at this location during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and 866 people crossing during the weekday p.m. peak hour. At the Geneva Avenue/San Jose
Avenue intersection, near Balboa Park BART/Muni station, a total of 750 crossings during the
weekday a.m. peak hour and 549 crossings during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Other study
intersections that experienced a relatively high number of crossings (i.e., within the top 20 percent
of intersections based on the number of crossings) include Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue, Ocean
Avenue/Plymouth Avenue, Ocean Avenue/I-280 SB Off-Ramp, and Ocean Avenue/Brighton
Avenue. Walking counts are summarized in Table 3.B-3, Walking Counts at Study Intersections
— Weekday A.M. Peak Hour, and Table 3.B-4, Walking Counts at Study Intersections — Weekday
P.M. Peak Hour.
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TABLE 3.B-3
WALKING COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS — WEEKDAY A.M. PEAK HOUR
Intersection Leg (Number of Crossings)
Number Intersection North South East | West Total
1 Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue 81 60 48 36 225
2 Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue 250 147 171 130 698
3 Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue 49 138 7 62 256
4 Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue 100 168 56 133 457
5 Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 74 97 24 14 209
6 San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue 0 4 23 25 52
7 Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 2 1 6 3 12
8 Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue 330 101 106 213 750
9 Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way 16 2 0 63 81
10 Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue 4 4 10 10 28
11 Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street 19 26 37 32 114
12 Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street 12 39 19 29 99
13 Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 45 21 37 36 139
14 Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 4 201 34 28 267
15 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 29 39 37 72 177
16 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 74 43 37 39 193
17 1-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue 78 313 73 0 464
18 1-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 193 126 0 20 339
19 1-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 12 155 147 5 319
20 1-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue 158 149 53 0 360
21 Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue 161 160 35 24 380
22 Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue 148 149 5 2 304
23 Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue 30 17 37 21 105

SOURCE: Quality Counts, 2018.
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TABLE 3.B-4
WALKING COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS — WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR

Intersection Leg (Number of Crossings)
Number Intersection North South East | West Total
1 Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue 191 131 56 61 439
2 Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue 323 245 175 123 866
3 Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue 88 94 0 88 270
4 Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue 89 81 58 100 328
5 Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 349 152 78 25 604
6 San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue 10 6 33 36 85
7 Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 3 2 4 9 18
8 Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue 268 64 42 175 549
9 Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way 18 0 0 55 73
10 Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue 3 5 1 8 17
11 Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street 19 7 28 15 69
12 Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street 26 45 26 22 119
13 Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 39 19 28 61 147
14 Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 2 312 52 80 446
15 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 18 52 21 48 139
16 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 59 53 61 60 233
17 1-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue 58 287 14 0 359
18 1-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 115 18 0 20 153
19 1-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 5 135 104 36 280
20 1-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue 87 47 73 1 208
21 Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue 442 278 107 63 890
22 Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue 183 150 0 3 336
23 Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue 23 17 23 27 90

SOURCE: Quality Counts, 2018.

In 2014, San Francisco adopted the Vision Zero policy. The goal of the Vision Zero policy is to create a
culture that prioritizes traffic safety and ensures that mistakes by motorists on roadways do not result
in serious injuries or death. In 2015, the City released a pedestrian, cyclist, and vehicle high injury
corridor report (the Vision Zero “High Injury Network”) along with a two-year action strategy and new
protocols for tracking traffic fatalities and improving the City’s understanding of Vision Zero’s impact.
The project site is not located directly on the High Injury Network. However, the following street
segments near the project site are identified as part of the 2017 High Injury Network:”!

e Ocean Avenue between Frida Kahlo Way and Santa Ynez Avenue

¢ Geneva Avenue between Frida Kahlo Way and Paris Street

71 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Vision Zero High Injury Network: 2017, http://sfgov.maps.arcgis.com/
apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=fa37f1274b4446f1bdddd7bdf9e708ff, accessed January 10, 2019.
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e Monterey Boulevard between St. Elmo Way/Plymouth Avenue and Edna Street

e SanJose Avenue between Santa Ynez Avenue to Seneca Avenue and between Geneva Avenue
and Wilson Street

Pedestrian collision data from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System (SWITRS) (2013-
2017)7 reported five pedestrian-involved collisions, including one severe injury, and no pedestrian
fatalities within the study area.”

Bicycle Facilities and Circulation

A qualitative evaluation of existing bicycle conditions was conducted during field visits to the
transportation study area in August and September 2018. Bicycle counts were collected on
Wednesday January 31, 2018, and Tuesday August 28, 2018, when City College was in session
during the weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and weekday p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak periods.

Bicycle facilities are typically classified into four classes, primarily based on the level of separation
from vehicular traffic:7*

e Class I bikeway (bike path) —This is a dedicated path for bicyclists and/or pedestrians that
does not permit motorized travel. No class I bikeways exist in the study area.

e Class II bikeway (bike lane) —This is a portion of the roadway network that has been striped
and signed for bicycle use. Implementation of class II bicycle facilities requires sufficient right-
of-way between the vehicle stream and the curb or curbside parking. Bicycle lanes are typically
used along collector or arterial streets with medium to high traffic volumes, providing
additional travel space for bicyclists along busy roadway segments.

e Class III bikeway (bike route) —This is a bikeway that primarily serves to connect other
facilities and destinations in the bikeway network. These routes include signage but do not
have roadway markings or striping to indicate reserved space for the bicyclists. Bicyclists
traveling on class III facilities must share travel lanes with vehicle traffic.

e Class IV bikeway (separated bikeway)—This is a dedicated, separated and protected on-
street lane for bicyclists. Separated bike lanes (or protected bike lanes) are typically used along
streets with high traffic volumes and high speeds, providing additional protection for bicyclists
through the use of vertical separation, such as concrete curb or safe-hit posts. No class IV
bikeways exist in the study area.

Existing on-street bicycle facilities, as designated by the SFMTA Bike Network Map, are shown in
Figure 3.B-2, Existing Bicycling Network, and described below:7>

e Ocean Avenue— A class IlI facility runs east-west between 19th Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way.
A class II facility runs east-west between Frida Kahlo Way and Alemany Boulevard.

72 As of December 2018, when the analysis was conducted, this was the most recent complete set of final SWITRS
data available from the California Highway Patrol.

73 UC Berkeley, Transportation Injury Mapping System, https://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/gismap/, accessed January 10, 2019.

74 Caltrans, Highway Design Manual, Chapter 1000, Bicycle Transportation Design, December 2015,
http:/lwww.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/hdm/chp1000.pdf, accessed February 7, 2018.

75 SFMTA, San Francisco Bike Network Map, July 2016, https://www.sfmta.com/maps/san-francisco-bike-network-map,
accessed May 25, 2018.
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¢ Geneva Avenue—A class III facility runs east-west from Frida Kahlo Way to Paris Street where
it becomes a class II facility and continues as a class II and class III facility to the Cow Palace.

e Monterey Boulevard—A classIIl facility runs east-west from Santa Clara Avenue to
Gennessee Street.

¢ Plymouth Avenue — A class III facility runs north—south and extends one block from Holloway
Avenue to Ocean Avenue.

e Lee Avenue—A class Il facility runs in the uphill (southbound) direction and extends one
block from Ocean Avenue to Holloway Avenue. A class Il facility runs in the downhill
(northbound) direction and extends one block from Holloway Avenue to Ocean Avenue.

o TFrida Kahlo Way—A class II facility runs north-south from Ocean Avenue to Judson Avenue
and continues on Judson Avenue to Gennessee Street.

As shown on Figure 3.B-2, there are dedicated bicycle facilities on the following segments that
overlap with the Vision Zero High Injury Network discussed in “Walking Conditions,” p. 3.B-9.

e Ocean Avenue, east of Frida Kahlo Way;
e Geneva Avenue, south of Frida Kahlo Way; and

e Monterey Boulevard, between St Elmo Way/Plymouth Avenue and Gennessee Street.

Bicycle collision data from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System (2013-2017) reported
four bicycle-involved collisions, including one severe injury, and no bicyclist fatalities within the
study area.”

Frida Kahlo Way and segments of Ocean Avenue within the study area are relatively flat with
elevation changes north and south of Ocean Avenue. The project site is located close to two major
transit hubs (City College Terminal and Balboa Park BART/Muni Station) and bicycle friendly uses,
including the City College Ocean Avenue campus and neighborhood-oriented retail. However,
general impediments to people bicycling observed within the study area include the following:

e Elevation changes and steep and sustained grades (e.g., on Geneva Avenue);

e Heavy vehicle traffic volumes and high-speed uncontrolled movements at freeway ramp
terminals;

¢ Nonstandard intersection geometry and high vehicle volumes at Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo
Way/Geneva Avenue;

e Muni light-rail trackway along Ocean Avenue creates an uneven surface and bicycle tires can
become stuck in rail flanges when in-street tracks are crossed at low angles; and

o Lack of protected or separated bicycle facilities.

Field observations and count data indicate that bicycle use is low, with up to 13 individuals
bicycling along Ocean Avenue in the westbound direction and six individuals bicycling in the
eastbound direction, and between five and eight people bicycling along Frida Kahlo Way in the
northbound and southbound directions during both peak hours. Counts of people biking are
generally highest along the Ocean Avenue commercial district and adjacent to City College, where

76 UC Berkeley, Transportation Injury Mapping System, https://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/gismap/, accessed January 10, 2019.
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there are designated bicycle facilities. Fewer people bicycling were observed on Geneva Avenue
near the freeway ramps and in the Westwood Park neighborhood. Bicycling counts are
summarized in Table 3.B-5, Bicycling Counts at Study Intersections - Weekday A.M. Peak Hour,
and Table 3.B-6, Bicycling Counts at Study Intersections — Weekday P.M. Peak Hour.

TABLE 3.B-5
BICYCLING COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS — WEEKDAY A.M. PEAK HOUR
Intersection Approach
(Number of People Biking)
Number Intersection North | South | East | West | Total
1 Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue 0 2 4 1 7
2 Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue 1 0 5 13 19
3 Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue 0 0 2 10 12
4 Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue 5 1 3 3 12
5 Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 0 0 6 5 11
6 San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue 0 0 0 1
7 Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 3 4 0 0 7
8 Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue 0 1 2 1 4
9 Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way 4 3 6 0 13
10 Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue 0 3 1 0 4
11 Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street 2 0 2 5 9
12 Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street 0 1 1 7 9
13 Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 8 6 1 0 15
14 Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 8 7 0 0 15
15 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 6 5 0 1 12
16 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 6 4 0 0 10
17 1-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue 0 0 7 7 14
18 1-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 1 0 3 3 7
19 1-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 0 0 3 3 6
20 1-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue 0 0 2 4 6
21 Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue 0 0 12 5 17
22 Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue 0 0 13 5 18
23 Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue 1 2 5 3 11
SOURCE: Quality Counts, 2018.
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TABLE 3.B-6
BICYCLING COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS — WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR
Intersection Approach
(Number of People Biking)
Number Intersection North | South | East | West | Total
1 Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue 0 1 6 10 17
2 Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue 0 0 3 7 10
3 Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue 2 1 5 5 13
4 Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue 4 1 3 2 10
5 Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 0 0 6 11 17
6 San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue 0 1 0 2 3
7 Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 0 0 0 0 0
8 Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue 4 1 2 1 8
9 Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way 1 1 2 0 4
10 Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue 0 0 1 0 1
11 Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street 4 0 0 7 11
12 Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street 1 2 5 2 10
13 Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 6 7 3 0 16
14 Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 2 7 2 0 11
15 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 2 7 0 0 9
16 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 2 7 0 0 9
17 1-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue 0 0 4 4 8
18 1-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 0 0 5 1 6
19 I-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 0 0 1 5 6
20 1-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue 0 0 1 0 1
21 Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue 0 0 5 8 13
22 Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue 3 0 9 8 20
23 Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue 0 1 9 2 12

SOURCE: Quality Counts, 2018.

Public Transit Conditions

The project site is served by local transit provided by Muni, operated by the SFMTA. Regional
transit service is provided to the East Bay and South Bay/Peninsula via the BART station.
Figure 3.B-3, Existing Transit Service Weekday P.M. Peak Headways, presents the local and
regional transit routes in the transportation study area.
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Local Transit

Muni

Muni provides transit service within the City and County of San Francisco, including bus (diesel,
bio-diesel/electric hybrid, and electric trolley), light-rail (Muni Metro), cable car, and electric
streetcar lines. Table 3.B-7, Local Muni Operations, summarizes Muni service characteristics for
the Muni routes operating within the study area with bus stops located within 0.5 mile of the
project site.

TABLE 3.B-7
LocAL MuNI OPERATIONS
Headways?
Weekday | Weekday
A.M. Peak | P.M. Peak Nearest
Period Period Hours of Stop to the
Route | (7-9a.m.) | (4-6 p.m.) | Operation Project Site | Neighborhoods Served
8 8 8 5-12:10 a.m. City College | Chinatown, Crocker Amazon, Excelsior,
Terminal Financial District, Nob Hill, North Beach,
- Ocean View, Outer Mission, Russian Hill,
8BX 7 7 6_:30_9:30 am. City C?ollege South of Market, Visitacion Valley, West of
(inbound) and Terminal Twin Peaks
3:30-6:40 p.m.
(outbound)
23 20 20 5:45 a.m.— Monterey Bayview, Bernal Heights, Diamond Heights,
11:30 p.m. Boulevard/ Excelsior, Glen Park, Lakeshore, Outer
Ridgewood Mission, Parkside, West of Twin Peaks
Avenue
28R 10 10 7 a.m.—7 p.m. Geneva Crocker Amazon, Golden Gate Park, Inner
Avenue/ Richmond, Inner Sunset, Lakeshore, Ocean
San Jose View, Outer Mission, Outer Richmond, Outer
Avenue Sunset, Presidio, Presidio Heights, West of
Twin Peaks
29 10 12 5:55— Ocean Bayview, Excelsior, Golden Gate Park, Inner
12:10 a.m. Avenue/Lee Richmond, Lakeshore, Ingleside, Outer
Avenue Mission, Outer Richmond, Outer Sunset,
Parkside, Presidio, Seacliff, Visitacion Valley,
West of Twin Peaks, Inner Sunset
43 9 11 5:15— Frida Kahlo Crocker Amazon, Excelsior, Golden Gate
12:30 a.m. Way/Judson | Park, Inner Richmond, Marina, Ocean View,
Avenue & Outer Mission, Pacific Heights, Presidio,
Frida Kahlo Presidio Heights, Twin Peaks, West of Twin
Way/City Peaks, Western Addition, Inner Sunset
College
Terminal
49 8 9 5:40— City College Bernal Heights, Downtown/Civic Center,
12:10 a.m. Terminal Excelsior, Glen Park, Marina, Mission, Nob
Hill, Noe Valley, Ocean View, Outer Mission,
Pacific Heights, Russian Hill, South of Market,
West of Twin Peaks, Western Addition
54 20 20 5:40— City College Bayview, Crocker Amazon, Excelsior,
12:10 a.m. Terminal Lakeshore, Ocean View, Outer Mission,
Visitacion Valley, West of Twin Peaks
August 2019 3.B-20 Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
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Headways?
Weekday | Weekday
A.M. Peak | P.M. Peak Nearest
Period Period Hours of Stop to the
Route | (7-9 a.m.) | (4-6 p.m.) | Operation Project Site | Neighborhoods Served
91 — — 12-6 a.m. Ocean Bayview, Chinatown, Crocker Amazon,
Avenue/Lee Downtown/Civic Center, Excelsior, Financial
Avenue District, Golden Gate Park, Inner Richmond,
Lakeshore, Marina, Nob Hill, North Beach,
Ocean View, Outer Mission, Outer Sunset,
Parkside, Potrero Hill, Presidio, Russian Hill,
South of Market, Visitacion Valley, West of
Twin Peaks, Inner Sunset
K 8 9 4:40- Ocean Bayview, Castro/Upper Market, Chinatown,
12:20 a.m. Avenue/Lee Downtown/Civic Center, Financial District,
Avenue Lakeshore, Mission, Noe Valley, Ocean View,
Outer Mission, Parkside, Potrero Hill, South of
Market, Twin Peaks, Visitacion Valley, West
of Twin Peaks

SOURCE: Muni, 2019. https://www.sfmta.com/getting-around/muni/routes-stops.
NOTES: “—” indicates value not applicable.
Transit routes shown have a bus stop within 0.5 mile of the project site.

a8 Headway refers to scheduled time between buses, presented in minutes. Headways shown are an average headway for the
corresponding weekday a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and weekday p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak-hour headway schedule.

Muni provides local transit for destinations within San Francisco, with nearby service along Ocean
Avenue, Geneva Avenue, and Frida Kahlo Way. Muni operates eight bus lines and one light-rail
line with stops located within about 0.5 mile of the project site.

Major bus routes operating within 0.5 mile of the project site include 8 Bayshore and 8BX Bayshore
‘B’ Express connecting to the Excelsior District, Visitacion Valley, Portola, Downtown, Chinatown,
North Beach, and Fisherman’s Wharf and the 49 Van Ness/Mission connecting to the Mission
District and Van Ness Avenue corridor. Additional crosstown routes serving the site include the
23 Monterey, 28R 19th Avenue Rapid, 29 Sunset, 43 Masonic, and 54 Felton. The K Ingleside line
rail line provides service along Ocean Avenue (center-running on the street), connecting to Balboa
Park BART/Muni Station at its eastern terminus and traveling west through the Twin Peaks Tunnel
and Market Street Subway to downtown San Francisco.

Muni increased capacity on the K/T Third/Ingleside rail line by running two-car trains. Two-car
trains operate for the length of Third Street and in the tunnel. However, for the Ocean Avenue
section of the line, many boarding islands do not extend the length of a two-car train. Therefore,
only the front car on trains along Ocean Avenue are in service. When a two-car outbound train
reaches City College (Geneva Avenue), Junipero Serra Boulevard/Ocean Avenue, all passengers
on the back car move to the first car and the operator locks the second car. It remains locked until
returning to Junipero Serra/Ocean Avenue in the inbound direction when the second car is
unlocked and proceeds through the tunnel and along Third Street. The transit boarding islands
closest to the project site at Geneva Avenue, Lee Avenue, and Jules Avenue/Dorado Terrace are of
sufficient length to safely board and unload one- and two-car trains; however, one-car service is
provided so that riders do not get in a position of being unable to exit the vehicle at a one-car stop

Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
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location. During observations conducted between 7 and 9 am. and 4 and 6 p.m. on Tuesday
April 2, 2019, trains arrived generally within one or two minutes of the scheduled time and
crowding was not observed.

A local transit hub is provided at the City College Terminal located at the northwest corner of
Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue. The terminal provides ingress from Ocean
Avenue and egress onto Frida Kahlo Way north of the San Francisco Fire Department (fire
department) Station 15. The City College Terminal provides three boarding bays (two island bays
and one curb bay) shared between the 8, 8BX, and 49 routes. Muni egress onto Frida Kahlo Way is
facilitated by actuated transit-only signals.””

Muni transit operations in the study area were evaluated using transit delay analysis. The transit
delay analysis presents the delay associated with traffic congestion, transit reentry,” and passenger
boarding along the following corridors and Muni lines:

e Frida Kahlo Way from Judson Avenue to Ocean Avenue (Line 43)
e Ocean Avenue from Plymouth Avenue to San Jose Avenue (Lines K, 29, 49)

e Geneva Avenue from City College Terminal to San Jose Avenue (Lines 8, 8BX, 43, 54)

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-8, Existing Transit Delay, and
provided in Attachment C, Corridor Delay Analysis Synchro Worksheets, and Attachment D,
Transit Reentry and Passenger Boarding Delay Analysis Calculations, of SEIR Appendix C2,
Transit Assessment Memorandum. Transit ridership and capacity analysis are provided in
Attachment F (transit ridership and capacity analysis) of SEIR Appendix C2 for informational
purposes. Table 3.B-8 presents the estimated seconds of delay a transit vehicle encounters during
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours along each of the study corridors.

TABLE 3.B-8
EXISTING TRANSIT DELAY
Weekday a.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay) | Weekday p.m. Peak Hour (seconds of delay)
Northbound/ Southbound/ Northbound/ Southbound/
Corridor Eastbound Westbound Eastbound Westbound
Frida Kahlo Way 3 12 3 25
Ocean Avenue 110 132 113 133
Geneva Avenue 70 48 66 41

SOURCE: Kittelson & Associates Inc., 2018.
NOTES:

Transit delay includes corridor delay, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay.

As shown in Table 3.B-8, the highest transit delays are experienced along Ocean Avenue between
Plymouth Avenue and Judson Avenue. This is primarily caused by the vehicular traffic at the

77 Actuated signals respond to the traffic present at the intersection so that the pattern of the signal (the length
and order of each phase) depends on the real-time traffic volumes and can be different at every cycle.

78 Transit reentry delay occurs when stopped transit vehicles wait for a gap in the traffic stream or wait for a
queue to clear before they are able to reenter the travel lane.
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Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue intersection, which operates with an average intersection delay
above 100 seconds. Additionally, as a result of the high vehicle traffic volumes in the curbside
travel lane on Ocean Avenue (between 900 and 930 vehicles per hour) transit vehicles in this
corridor typically experience transit reentry delays of around 11 seconds.

Regional Transit

Regional transit service to and from the East Bay is provided via BART commuter rail service,
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit) buses, and Water Emergency Transportation
Authority (WETA) ferries. Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided via Golden Gate
Transit (GGT) buses and ferries. Transit service to and from the Peninsula/South Bay is provided
via Caltrain, BART, and San Mateo County Transit (SamTrans) buses. BART is located within 0.6-
mile of the center of the project site and many Muni routes connect to the Balboa Park BART/Muni
Station. Other regional transit services can be reached by bicycle or from various Muni or BART
lines (some requiring a transfer). Regional transit providers and service are described below.

BART

BART provides regional commuter rail service between San Francisco and the East Bay (Antioch,
Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Warm Springs/South Fremont), as well as between San
Francisco and San Mateo County (Daly City, SFO Airport, and Millbrae). Weekday hours of
operation are between 4 a.m. and midnight. During the weekday p.m. peak period, headways are
5 to 15 minutes along each line. Within San Francisco, BART operates underground along Market
Street to Civic Center Station where it turns south through the Mission District towards Daly City,
running partially aboveground between Glen Park and Daly City stations. The BART stations
nearest to the project study area is the Balboa Park BART/Muni Station at San Jose Avenue between
Ocean Avenue and Geneva Avenue, about 0.6 mile away from the center of the project site.

Caltrain

Caltrain provides passenger rail service on the Peninsula between San Francisco and Downtown
San Jose with several stops in San Mateo County and Santa Clara County. Some service is also
available south of San Jose. Caltrain operates either local or express trains between 4:30 a.m. and
midnight inbound (northbound) and 5 a.m. to midnight outbound (southbound). Caltrain service
headways for Limited-Stop and Express (“Baby Bullet”) trains during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak periods are 10 to 40 minutes, depending on the type of train. The peak direction of service is
southbound during the weekday a.m. peak period (7 to 9 am.) and northbound during the
weekday p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Local service is not provided during peak periods.

Caltrain provides service to the Bayshore Station and the 22nd Street Station. The Bayshore Station,
located on Tunnel Avenue between Beatty Avenue and Recycle Road is about 3.5 miles east of the
project site, a 40-minute ride from Balboa Park BART/Muni Station on the Brisbane/Crocker BART
Shuttle. The 22nd Street Station, located between Indiana Street and Pennsylvania Avenue is
approximately 4.3 miles away, a 20-minute bus ride on the 8 Bayshore line.
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AC Transit

AC Transit provides local bus service in western Alameda and Contra Costa Counties and has
routes to San Francisco and San Mateo counties. The majority of AC Transit Transbay routes
terminate at the Transbay Transit Center located at First and Natoma streets, approximately
5.8 miles northeast of the project site. This station can be reached by three BART lines (Antioch,
Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Warm Springs/South Fremont) that arrive/depart from the
Balboa Park BART/Muni Station and by the K Ingleside.

Most Transbay bus lines are for peak period and peak direction (to San Francisco during the
weekday a.m. peak period and from San Francisco during the weekday p.m. peak period), with
headways of 15 to 30 minutes per route. The peak direction of service is into San Francisco during
the weekday a.m. peak period and out of San Francisco during the weekday p.m. peak period.

San Francisco Bay Ferry, Operated by WETA

WETA is a regional public transit agency that operates ferry services on San Francisco Bay and
coordinates the water transit response to regional emergencies. The San Francisco Ferry Terminal
is located about 6.3 miles northeast of the project site and can be reached by K Ingleside and BART.
WETA services operate from terminals in Alameda (Main Street and Harbor Bay), Oakland, San
Francisco, South San Francisco, Richmond, and Vallejo/Mare Island. Ferry routes operate with 30-
to 60-minute headways, depending on time and day of the week.

SamTrans

SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco. SamTrans operates
three bus lines that serve downtown San Francisco. The closest SamTrans bus stops to the project
site are located at the Transbay Transit Center (at First Street and Natoma Street). This station can
be reached by three BART lines (Antioch, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Warm Springs/South
Fremont) that arrive/depart from the Balboa Park BART/Muni Station and by the K Ingleside.
SamTrans Route KX operates as a peak-only express route, Route 292 provides service throughout
the day, and Route 397 operates as a late-night route. Headways during the weekday p.m. peak
period are approximately 60 minutes for Route KX and 20 to 30 minutes for Route 292.

Golden Gate Transit

GGT, operated by the Golden Gate Bridge and Highway Transportation District, provides bus
service between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma counties) and San Francisco. It operates 22
commuter bus routes, 9 basic bus routes, and 16 ferry feeder bus routes (ferry feeder bus routes do
not operate in San Francisco). Most bus routes serve either the Civic Center (via Van Ness Avenue
and Mission Street) or the Financial District (via Battery and Sansome streets). Basic bus routes
operate with 15- to 90-minute headways, depending on the time and day of the week. Commute
and ferry feeder bus routes operate at intervals that are more frequent in the mornings and
evenings. GGT stops are accessible with transfer from BART and K Ingleside.
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Emergency Access Conditions

The following describes the closest emergency access facilities to the project site. In addition, the
follow identifies any observed delays to emergency access operators adjacent to the project site.

There are five fire stations located within a less than 2-mile radius of the project site. The closest
fire station (fire department station 15) is located at 1000 Ocean Avenue, at the corner of Ocean
Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way, less than one block from the project site. Vehicles enter and exit the
fire station from Ocean Avenue, west of Frida Kahlo Way. Fire department station 39 is located
about 1.3 miles north of the project site at 1091 Portola Drive. Fire department station 33 is located
about 1.3 miles southwest of the project site at 8 Capital Avenue. Fire department station 43 is
located about 1.5 miles southeast of the project site at 720 Moscow Street. SFFD Station 19 is located
about 1.5 miles west of the project site at 390 Buckingham Way.

The closest police station (Ingleside Police Station) is located at 1 Sergeant John V Young Lane,
1.3 miles east of the project site. The project site is located about 2.5 miles southwest of Sutter Pacific
Medical Foundation at 3620 Cesar Chavez and 3.5 miles south of the UCSF Medical Center at 505
Parnassus Avenue.

Emergency vehicle access to the project site is currently provided from Lee Avenue and the City
College parking lot access road. All streets providing direct access to the site are wide enough to
provide adequate access for emergency vehicles. Vehicle traffic along Ocean Avenue currently
impedes emergency vehicles exiting fire department station 15. During peak periods, vehicle
queues extending back from the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue intersection were observed to
occasionally partially block the fire station driveway. Driveway blockages were observed
approximately five times during the weekday p.m. peak hour and each occurrence lasted between
10 and 20 seconds. No emergency vehicles were observed trying to exit the driveway during these
times. Three of these events occurred when a vehicle was stopped behind a bus that was waiting
for pedestrians to clear the crosswalk before turning into the City College Terminal. Two events
occurred as a result of westbound queues extending back from the Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue
intersection and the queue cleared when the signal turned green. Generally, arterial roadways in
the study area, such as Ocean Avenue, Geneva Avenue, and Frida Kahlo Way, provide enough
clearance space to permit other vehicles to maneuver out of the path and yield right-of-way to the
emergency vehicle.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

The PEIR included an evaluation of automobile delay (vehicle level of service) and did not include
an evaluation of VMT. The San Francisco Planning Commission replaced automobile delay (vehicle
level of service) with the VMT significance criteria (resolution 19579) in March 2016 (refer to
Regulatory Framework for more discussion). Accordingly, this analysis does not contain a
discussion of automobile delay impacts. Instead, the analysis assesses VMT and induced
automobile travel impacts.

VMT per person (or per capita) is a measurement of the amount and distance that a resident,
employee, or visitor drives, accounting for the number of passengers within a vehicle. Many
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interdependent factors affect the amount and distance a person might drive. In particular, the built
environment affects how many places a person can access within a given distance, time, and cost,
using different ways of travels (e.g., private vehicle, public transit, bicycling, walking, etc.).
Typically, low-density development located at great distances from other land uses and in areas
with few options for ways of travel provides less access than a location with high density, mix of
land uses, and numerous ways of travel. Therefore, low-density development typically generates
more VMT compared to a similarly sized development located in urban areas.

Given these travel behavior factors, on average, persons living or working in San Francisco result
in lower amounts of VMT per person than persons living or working elsewhere in the nine-county
San Francisco Bay Area region. On a more granular level persons living or working in some areas
of San Francisco result in lower amounts of VMT per person on average, than persons living or
working elsewhere in San Francisco. The city displays different amounts of VMT per capita
geographically through transportation analysis zones (TAZs).”

SFCTA uses the San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process (SE-CHAMP) to estimate VMT
by private automobiles and taxis for different TAZs. The transportation authority calibrates travel
behavior in the model based on observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey
2010-2012, census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows,
and observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. The model uses a synthetic population, which
is a set of individual actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who make simulated
travel decisions for a complete day.

The model estimates daily VMT for residential, office, and retail land use types. For residential and
office uses, the transportation authority uses tour-based analysis. A tour-based analysis examines
the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from a site. For retail uses, the
transportation authority uses trip-based analysis. A trip-based analysis counts VMT from
individual trips to and from a site (as opposed to entire chain of trips). A trip-based approach, as
opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail sites because a tour is likely to consist of
trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each location would
over-estimate VMT. 808182

7 Planners use these zones as part of transportation planning models for transportation analyses and other
planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer
neighborhoods, to even larger zones in historically industrial areas such as the Hunters Point Shipyard area.

%  To state another way: a tour-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in
the tour, for any tour with a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a
coffee shop on the way to work and a restaurant on the way back home, then both retail locations would be
allotted the total tour VMT. A trip-based approach allows us to apportion all retail-related VMT to retail sites
without double-counting.

81 Retalil travel is not explicitly captured in San Francisco chained activity modeling process, rather, there is a
generic "Other" purpose which includes retail shopping, medical appointments, visiting friends or family, and
all other nonwork, non-school tours. The retail efficiency metric captures all of the "Other" purpose travel
generated by Bay Area households. The denominator of employment (including retail; cultural, institutional,
and educational; and medical employment; school enrollment, and number of households) represents the size,
or attraction, of the zone for this type of “Other” purpose travel.

82 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis,
Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016.
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Table 3.B-9, Existing Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita, presents the existing average daily
VMT per capita for residents, employees, and visitors for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area
and for TAZ 915, the TAZ in which the project site is located. The boundaries of TAZ 915 are
generally Miramar Avenue, Wildwood Way, Greenwood Avenue, Frida Kahlo Way, and Ocean
Avenue. As shown in Table 3.B-9, the current existing average daily VMT per capita for the various
land uses at the project site is less than the regional Bay Area averages.

TABLE 3.B-9
EXISTING DAILY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED PER CAPITA
Land Use Bay Area Regional Average Project TAZ (TAZ 915)
Residential 17.2 11.7
Childcare 191 13.0
Retail 14.9 1.9

SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Information Map, http://sfplanninggis.org/TIM/.
NOTE:

Childcare is an “other land use”, meaning a land use other than residential, retail, and office. California Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research has not provided proposed screening criteria or thresholds of significance for other types of land uses, other than those
that meet the definition of a small project. Consistent with SF Guidelines, 2019 (p. L-16), childcare is treated as an “office use” for
purposes of screening and analysis. The rationale being that travel characteristics associated with childcare facilities are most similar to
the office land use.

Loading Conditions

The following describes the absence, discontinuity, or presence of features related to loading in the
study area. The description includes an assessment of commercial and passenger on- and off-street
spaces, hour restrictions, and usage. In addition, the following identifies any potentially or
observed hazardous conditions or delays to public transit operations due to loading activities.

Freight Loading

There are no existing designated freight loading spaces on the project site. Existing on-street freight
loading zones (yellow zones) are located on Ocean Avenue (three metered spaces east of Brighton
Avenue and four metered spaces west of Brighton Avenue) and Frida Kahlo Way (about 70 linear
feet located north of City College Terminal). On-street commercial loading zones are in effect
Monday through Saturday, 8 a.m. to 6 p.m.

A loading dock and off-street freight loading area serving Whole Foods is located off the Lee
Avenue extension north of Ocean Avenue. Information on delivery vehicle and loading activity for
this area was obtained from Whole Foods at 1150 Ocean Avenue and supplemental observations
were conducted along Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue, including at the delivery truck access
easement behind 1100 Ocean Avenue. This information is summarized in this section.
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1150 Ocean Avenue Whole Foods Loading Survey

The Whole Foods store receives about 25 to 30 deliveries on Monday through Saturday with about
8 to 12 deliveries on Sundays.® Loading occurs within the delivery truck access easement, off-street
loading facility, and along both sides of Lee Avenue. Both sides of Lee Avenue have No Parking
restrictions.®* Deliveries occur between 6:30 a.m. and 3 p.m. and from 5 to 10:30 p.m. Evening
delivery is limited to three larger delivery trucks measuring about 53 feet in length. The off-street
loading dock is occupied continuously from 7 a.m. to 1 p.m. Vehicles accessing the loading dock
pull head first into the delivery truck access easement and reverse across Lee Avenue into the
loading dock. Trash and waste/recycling bins are stored at the end of Lee Avenue and loading
occurs from Lee Avenue. Garbage trucks come on a daily basis. Delivery vehicle types range from
single-unit box trucks and delivery vans to semi-trucks. To utilize the loading dock, semi-trucks
pull head first into the delivery truck access easement and reverse across Lee Avenue into the
loading dock. During the month of November there are two 53-foot-long storage units along Lee
Avenue that contain holiday meals.

Lee Avenue Loading Data

Loading data was collected on Tuesday March 26, 2019, when City College was in session, and is
provided in Appendix C3, Freight Loading Data. Loading data was collected continuously
between 5 a.m. and 10 p.m. and included loading activity within the Whole Foods delivery truck
access easement, and both sides of Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue. Data was collected by
video camera and was manually reviewed to record the location, vehicle type,® time in, time out,
duration of stay, and whether the delivery was for Whole Foods or another location.

There were 76 total loading events observed over the 17-hour time period, including 52 (or
68 percent) related to Whole Foods. The following discussion pertains to Whole Foods-related
deliveries only.

¢ Duration of Stay: Vehicles were stopped for an average duration of 23 minutes and 35 seconds
and a median duration of 13 minutes. One vehicle was stopped for over 5hours and
35 minutes® and the minimum length of time a vehicle was stopped was observed to be
3 minutes and 55 seconds.

e Time Period of Activity: A total of 43 of the 52 loading events (83 percent) activity occurred
within the five-hour time period between 7 a.m. and 12 p.m. Three events occurred prior to
7 a.m. and the remaining six events occurred between 1 and 9 p.m.

e Peak Activity Levels: The peak hour of loading arrivals occurred at 11 a.m. (10 arrivals). There
were nine arrivals at 7 and 9 a.m. There was a maximum of six vehicles conducting loading at

8 Information provided by Whole Foods 1150 Ocean Avenue Store Manager on February 5, 2019, and April 3, 2019.
8 The delivery truck access easement north of 1100 Ocean Avenue allows for backing large trucks into the Whole
Foods loading dock. However, it is also used for loading, in which drivers leave their trucks and deliver goods.

8  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 13-category classification rule set, which is currently used for
most federal reporting requirements and serves as the basis for most state vehicle classification counting
efforts, was used to classify the vehicles. FHWA Vehicle classification definitions are available online:
https:/[www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/infrastructure/pavements/ltpp/13091/002.cfm, accessed April 4, 2019.

%  One vehicle was present at the beginning of the data collection period (5 a.m.) and departed at 10:34 a.m. This
vehicle was stopped on Lee Avenue for a duration of over 5.5 hours. However, this length of stay does not
represent typical turnover during hours of operation and is therefore excluded from the calculation of typical
average and maximum duration.
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one time, including one vehicle within the off-street loading dock, two vehicles within the
delivery truck access easement, and three vehicles on the west side of Lee Avenue. This peak
occurred at approximately 11 a.m.

e Location: The majority of delivery vehicles conducted curbside loading from Lee Avenue.
There were 31 vehicles (58 percent) stopped on Lee Avenue while 12 vehicles (23 percent)
utilized the delivery truck access easement and the remaining nine vehicles (17 percent)
utilized the off-street loading dock.

e Vehicle Type: A variety of vehicle types were observed conducting loading activity. The
majority of delivery vehicles were single unit trucks (FHWA class 3 and FHWA class 5) and
measured about 30 feet in length. The largest vehicles observed were five axle single trailer
trucks (FHWA class 9). These vehicles typically measure about 55 feet in length.

This level of existing loading peak hour Whole Foods curbside demand along Lee Avenue, equates
to approximately 180 linear feet for five delivery/service vehicles of approximately 36 feet in
length, including four feet between vehicles to load/unload goods.?

Freight Loading Observations

Freight loading observations were conducted on Tuesday August 7, 2018, Tuesday March 26, 2019,
and Thursday April 4, 2019. Observations were conducted between 10 a.m. and 1 p.m. to supplement
the detailed video data collection on Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue that was collected
continuously between 5 a.m. and 10 p.m. The 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. timeframe was selected as it represents
the typical peak period of freight loading activity and includes the observed peak hour of freight
loading activity near the site, which occurred around 11 a.m. Freight loading activity within existing
spaces along Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way, within the Whole Foods delivery truck access
easement, and along both sides of Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue were observed.

During the observation period, a maximum of four of the existing on-street freight loading zones
(yellow zones) on Ocean Avenue were observed to be occupied at any given time. The existing
freight loading zone on Frida Kahlo Way (about 70 linear feet located north of City College
Terminal) was not occupied during the observation period. No double parking was observed and
vehicles entering/exiting the on-street loading spaces were not observed to disrupt vehicle or
public transit operations in the adjacent travel lane.

During the observation period, freight and delivery/service vehicles were observed to stop on both
sides of Lee Avenue to load/unload goods. No double-parking or delays to public transit operations
were observed. People were observed to use hand carts to transport goods between vehicles and the
loading dock. If vehicles were parked on the east side of Lee Avenue, across from the loading dock
entrance, people were observed to take the shortest and most direct route across the street instead of
using the crosswalk at Ocean Avenue. Drivers exiting the Whole Foods garage were observed to yield
to people crossing the street. Although crossing a street outside of a designated crosswalk can create

8 This includes both the three on-street trucks observed on Lee Avenue and the two off-street trucks observed in
the delivery truck access easement north of the building at 1100 Ocean Avenue, east of Lee Avenue, because
this easement would no longer be available for loading operations, but rather would only be accessible to
trucks seeking to back into the Whole Foods loading dock.
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conflicts, conflicts between people loading/unloading goods and other modes were not observed
because Lee Avenue contains low vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian volumes.

Passenger Loading

Passenger loading observations were conducted on Tuesday August 7, 2018, Tuesday March 26,
2019, and Thursday April 4, 2019. Observations were conducted between 10 a.m. and 1 p.m. to
supplement the detailed video data collection on Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue that was
collected continuously between 5 a.m. and 10 p.m. The 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. was selected as it includes
the observed peak period of passenger loading activity within the project’s TAZ based on citywide
data reported in the TNCs Today Data Explorer. Passenger loading activity along Ocean Avenue
and Frida Kahlo Way, within the Whole Foods delivery truck access easement, and along both
sides of Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue were observed. Passenger loading includes pick-up
and drop-off conducted in private vehicles and for-hire vehicles (e.g., TNCs and taxis).

There are no existing designated passenger loading spaces on the project site. One existing accessible
on-street passenger loading (white curb) zone is located on Ocean Avenue at Plymouth Avenue
outside of the Ingleside Branch Library. No passenger loading/unloading activity was observed to
occur within the designated on-street passenger loading zone. However, passenger loading activity
was observed to occur in available on-street parking spaces along Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo
Way, along both sides of Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue, and within the delivery truck access
easement behind 1100 Ocean Avenue that serves Whole Foods delivery vehicles.

During the three-hour observation period, two drivers in TNC vehicles stopped in the delivery
truck access easement to drop off passengers and one driver in a private vehicle waited to pick-up
a passenger. Based on the additional loading data collected on Tuesday March 26, 2019, during the
17-hour detailed data collection period between 5a.m. and 10 p.m., a total of five passenger
vehicles were observed loading/unloading passengers along Lee Avenue north of Ocean Avenue
and one passenger vehicle was observed loading/unloading passengers within the delivery truck
access easement. Because Lee Avenue is a dead end street with low vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian
volumes, conflicts between passenger loading and other modes were not observed. Additionally,
because most delivery vehicles utilized Lee Avenue to conduct loading/unloading and deliveries
from trucks that require use of the delivery truck access easement to maneuver into the off-street
loading dock are rare, passenger loading within the delivery truck access easement was not
observed to disrupt or create hazardous conditions for freight loading activity.

According to citywide data reported in the TNCs Today Data Explorer, the peak weekday of TNC
activity occurs on a Thursday.8# A total of 292 daily pick-ups and drop-offs occurred within the
project’s TAZ (TAZ 915) on a Thursday and the peak hours of TNC activity occurred between 9
and 10 a.m. (17 pick-ups and 16 drop-offs) and between 11 a.m. and 12 p.m. (16 pick-ups and 16
drop-offs) and steadily declined through the afternoon hours.

8 SFCTA, TNCs Today Data Explorer, http://tncstoday.sfcta.org/, accessed February 8, 2019.

% The TNCs Today Data Explorer provides an estimate of the number of TNC (Uber and Lyft) pickups and drop-
offs in San Francisco by location and by time of day. Uber and Lyft trips are combined and only rides that
occur within the city limits are counted. Data is averaged from several weeks in fall 2016.
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Parking Conditions

California Senate Bill (SB) 743 amended CEQA by adding California Public Resources Code (PRC)
section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit
priority areas.” PRC section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that ... 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,
parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in
significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute.

The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not
consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.
Parking is not discussed further in this SEIR.

3.B.5 Regulatory Framework

This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco,
and regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project
site. No federal regulations, plans, or policies are relevant to the project.

State

CEQA Section 21099(b)(1) (SB 743)

CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research develop revisions
to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts of projects that “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA section 21099(b)(2)
states that upon certification of the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts
pursuant to CEQA section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or
similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant
impact on the environment under CEQA.

In January 2016, the Office of Planning and Research published for public review and comment a
Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
recommending that transportation impacts for projects be measured using a VMT metric.®' On
March 3, 2016, based on compelling evidence in that document and on the department’s
independent review of the literature on level of service and VMT, the San Francisco Planning
Commission adopted the Office of Planning and Research’s recommendation to use the VMT

% A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within 0.5 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’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/
Map%200f%20San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf, accessed May 28, 2015.

91 California Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Implementing Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013), January 20, 2016.
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metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation impacts of projects (resolution
19579). In December 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the
CEQA Guidelines update package, including the section implementing SB 743 (section 15064.3).
The Office of Planning and Research developed a Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA, which contains OPR’s technical recommendations regarding assessment of VMT,
thresholds of significance, and mitigation measures.?

Regional

Plan Bay Area

Plan Bay Area 2040 is a state-mandated, integrated long-range transportation and land use plan.
As required by SB 375, all metropolitan regions in California must complete a Sustainable
Communities Strategy as part of a Regional Transportation Plan. This strategy integrates
transportation, land use and housing to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the California
Air Resources Board. The plan meets those requirements. In addition, the plan sets a roadmap for
future transportation investments and identifies what it would take to accommodate expected
growth. The plan neither funds specific transportation projects nor changes local land use policies.

In the Bay Area, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area
Governments adopted the latest plan in 2017. To meet the greenhouse gas reduction targets, the
plan identifies priority development areas. The agencies estimate approximately 77 percent of
housing and 55 percent of job growth will occur in the Priority Development Area between 2010
and 2040. The project is located in the Balboa Park Priority Development Area.

Local

Transit First Policy

In 1973, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors declared that public transit be given priority over
other vehicles on San Francisco streets. In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter
(charter article 8A, section 8A.115) to include a transit first policy. The San Francisco General Plan
incorporates the policy and the policy requires all city boards, commissions, and departments to
implement principles that, among others, encourage the use of public rights-of-way by people
walking, bicycling, and riding public transit above the use of the personal automobile.

Vision Zero Policy

In 2014, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution to implement an action plan
to reduce traffic facilities to zero by 2024 through engineering, education, and enforcement
(resolution 91-14). Numerous San Francisco agencies responsible for the aforementioned aspects
of the action plans adopted similar resolutions. In 2017, the Board of Supervisors amended the

%2 California Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA,
December 18, 2018, http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf, accessed February 7, 2019.
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Transportation and Urban Design elements of the General Plan to implement Vision Zero
(ordinance 175-17).

San Francisco General Plan

The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and
policies that relate to the nine aspects of the citywide transportation system: General, Regional
Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles,
Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references
San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction and contains objectives and policies that are
directly pertinent to consideration of the project, including objectives related to prioritizing
sustainable modes of travel, integrating and connecting land use development and transportation
investments, and designing streets for walking, biking, and public transit.

Balboa Park Station Area Plan

The area plan was adopted in 2009 and is informed by three key principles: improve the area’s
public realm, make the transit experience safer and more enjoyable, and improve the economic
vitality of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District. It supports developing the
Balboa Reservoir site for housing and includes policies designed to increase affordable housing for
a variety of incomes; create open space; knit together isolated areas of the neighborhood; integrate
diverse land uses with the area’s commercial and transit corridors; design streets for walking,
biking and public transit; and otherwise strengthen the Balboa Park area.

Better Streets Plan, Policy, and Requirements

In 2006, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the Better Streets Policy. Since then, the
board has amended the policy several times, including in 2010 to reference the Better Streets Plan.
The Better Streets Plan creates a unified set of standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies
to govern how San Francisco designs, builds, and maintains its pedestrian environment. The
planning code requires certain new development projects to make changes to the public right-of-way,
such that it is consistent with the Better Streets Plan (section 138.1). The planning code requires most
projects to plant and maintain street trees and some, larger projects to submit a streetscape plan that
may require elements such as sidewalk widening, transit boarding islands, and medians.

San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (Blue Book)

The San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (the blue book) contains
regulations that are prepared and regularly updated by the SFMTA, under the authority derived
from the San Francisco Transportation Code, to serve as a guide for contractors working in San
Francisco streets. The manual establishes rules and guidance so that work can be done safely and
with the least possible interference with pedestrians, bicycle, transit and vehicular traffic. The
manual also contains relevant general information, contact information, and procedures related to
working in the public right-of-way when it is controlled by agencies other than the SEFMTA.
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In addition to the regulations presented in the manual, all traffic control, warning and guidance
devices must conform to the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Furthermore,
contractors are responsible for complying with all applicable city, state, and federal codes, rules
and regulations. The party responsible for setting up traffic controls during construction is
responsible if such controls do not meet the guidance and requirements established by this manual
and any applicable state requirements.

Transportation Sustainability Fee

The planning code requires certain new development projects to pay an updated fee, based on the
size of the development, to the city (section 411A). The fee offsets a portion of the development
projects impacts on the transportation system. The city may only use the fee towards specific
programs consisting of transit capital maintenance, local and regional transit service expansion and
reliability, complete streets, and program administration.

Transportation Demand Management Program

The planning code requires certain new development projects to incorporate “design features,
incentives, and tools” intended to reduce VMT (section 169). Development projects must choose
measures from a menu of options to develop an overall transportation demand management
(TDM) plan. Some options in the menu overlap with requirements elsewhere in the planning code
(e.g., bicycle parking, car-share parking). Each development project’s TDM plan require routine
monitoring and reporting to the planning department to demonstrate compliance.

Off-Street Loading

The planning code requires certain new development projects to include off-street freight loading
spaces (section 152.1). The planning code requirements for spaces, depends on the size of the
development projects. The planning requires certain dimensions of the spaces and allows for
substituted service vehicle spaces (section 154(b)).

3.B.6 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Appendix G Questions and Significance Criteria

San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31 directs the department to identify environmental
effects of a project using as its base the environmental checklist form set forth in CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. As it relates to transportation and circulation, Appendix G asks whether the project
would:

e  Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities;

e Conlflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b), which pertains to VMT;

e Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); and

e Result in inadequate emergency access.
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The department uses significance criteria to facilitate the transportation analysis and address the
Appendix G checklist. The department separates the significance criteria into construction and
operation.

Construction

Construction of the project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would require
a substantially extended duration or intense activity; and the effects would create potentially
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving, or public transit operations; or
interfere with accessibility for people walking or bicycling or substantially delay public transit.

Operation

The operational impact analysis addresses the following five significance criteria. A project would
have a significant effect if it would:

e Create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or public
transit operations;

e Interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site, and
adjoining areas, or results in inadequate emergency access;

e Substantially delay public transit;

e Cause substantial additional VMT or substantially inducing additional automobile travel by
increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel
lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network; and

e Result in a loading deficit and the secondary effects would create potentially hazardous
conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving; or substantially delay public transit.

Approach to Analysis

Project Options

For purposes of the transportation analysis, two project options were analyzed to capture the range
of potential impacts related to possible development on the project site. Transportation-related
impacts associated with each project option are evaluated and presented. The project options are
described in detail in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, and summarized below.

e Developer's Proposed Option—The Developer's Proposed Option would consist of
1,100 dwelling units, approximately 10,000 gross square feet (gsf) of community space
(childcare and a community room for public use), and approximately 7,500 gsf of retail. Up to
550 residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces would be constructed.

e Additional Housing Option—The Additional Housing Option would consist of
1,550 dwelling wunits, approximately 10,000 gsf of community space (childcare and a
community room for public use), and approximately 7,500 gsf of retail. Up to 650 residential
parking spaces and no public parking spaces would be constructed.
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Project Features

The following describes transportation-related features of the project not described in SEIR
Chapter 2, Project Description. These features would apply to both project options, except as noted.

Construction Features

The proposed project is anticipated to be constructed in three phases over the course of six years.
The three development phases are Phase 0 (grading and site infrastructure, 1 year), Phase 1 (town
homes and inner blocks, 2.5 years), and Phase 2 (Blocks A, B, G, and H, 2.5 years). No parking lane
or sidewalk closures would be required during construction.

The proposed project would minimize the need for exporting materials by recycling on-site during
Phase 0. The number of construction-related truck trips would range from an average of 0 daily
round-trips (during Phase 0 for both project options) to a maximum of 320 daily round-trips
(during Phase 1 for the Additional Housing Option) for material delivery and removal. The
primary haul routes for construction truck traffic would be:

e Entering the site: I-280 and Ocean Avenue westbound, continue northbound on Frida Kahlo
Way to access the site at North Access Road

o Exiting the site: Turn right onto Frida Kahlo Way at Cloud Circle (S), continue southbound on
Frida Kahlo Way and turn left onto Ocean Avenue eastbound

The number of construction workers accessing the site would range from an average of 33 workers
per day (during Phase 0 for both project options) to a maximum of 460 workers per day (during
Phase 1 for the Additional Housing Option). On-site parking would be provided for construction
worker vehicles throughout the construction period.

The preliminary construction schedule and phasing is described in more detail in SEIR Section 2.G,
Project Construction Overview and Schedule, p. 2-38, and under Impact TR-1, pp. 3.B-60.

Roadway Network Features

Circulation changes implemented by the proposed project include the extension of Lee Avenue
along the eastern border of the project site to connect to proposed interior street network. Lee
Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site would include one 10-foot-wide northbound
lane and would reconfigure the southbound Lee Avenue approach to Ocean Avenue from one all-
movement lane to one 10-foot-wide southbound through/right-turn lane and one 10-foot-wide
southbound left-turn lane. This change from two travel lanes to three travel lanes (with shared
with bicycles, as discussed below) would preclude the use of curb space along Lee Avenue for
freight loading, as currently occurs, because trucks stopped for loading would obstruct one of the
travel lanes.

The proposed interior streets include the Lee Avenue extension, and new internal streets: North,
South, and West streets. Proposed street sections are illustrated in SEIR Chapter 2, Project
Description, Figures 2-13 to 2-15, pp. 2-28 to 2-32. The proposed project would not eliminate or
relocate existing curb cuts.
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Walking Network Features

The proposed project would be integrated with the existing street grid. Pedestrian paseos (12 feet
wide) would be developed to align with Brighton Avenue to the south and San Ramon Way to the
west to provide access for people walking. The north-south Brighton Avenue extension and the east—
west San Ramon Way extension to the project site would be closed to vehicular traffic. Other access
for people walking to the site would be provided from a shared public way at Plymouth Avenue and
from Unity Plaza. The proposed street type plan and representative sections are illustrated in SEIR
Chapter 2, Project Description, Figure 2-12, p. 2-27, and Figure 2-17, p. 2-35, respectively.

On interior streets, the proposed project would provide sidewalks with a 6-foot-wide
planting/furnishing strip and parking lane (aka courtesy strip) on both sides. Sidewalks on Lee
Avenue would be approximately 6.5 feet wide and sidewalks on North, South, and West streets
would be approximately 6 feet wide. Raised crosswalks would be installed at the Lee
Avenue/SFPUC Open Space intersection and at the West Street/San Ramon Way extension/Central
Park open space entry point. Advance pedestrian warning signs and advance yield lines would be
placed in advance of the crosswalks. Raised crosswalks extend the sidewalk across the road and
bring motor vehicles to the same level as people walking. Raised crosswalks improve accessibility
by enabling people to cross at a nearly constant grade without the need for a curb ramp and make
the people crossing more visible to approaching motorists. Raised crosswalks have a trapezoid-
shaped cross-section that slows motorists at the crossing. Proposed street sections are illustrated in
SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Figures 2-13 to 2-15, pp. 2-28 to 2-32.

Bicycle Network Features

The proposed project would provide a class II (bike lanes) or class IV (separated bikeway) facility
on the Lee Avenue Extension and class III facilities (bike route, or shared lanes) would be provided
on interior streets, North, South, and West streets and the Access Road at the north end of the site.
Lee Avenue between Ocean Avenue and the project site would include a Class III shared roadway
bicycle facility. Shared access for people walking and biking would be provided at the shared
public way Plymouth Avenue/SFPUC Open Space. The proposed bicycle circulation is illustrated
in SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Figure 2-16, p. 2-34.

Both project options would provide class 1 bicycle parking on the ground floor or in the first below-
grade level of each buildings. Class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be located within public right-of-
way adjacent to each building entrance or in the publicly accessible open space. The Developer’s
Proposed Option would provide at least 936 class 1 and 75 class 2 bicycle parking spaces.”® The
Additional Housing Option would provide at least 1,100 class 1 and 80 class 2 bicycle parking spaces.

Transit Network Features

The proposed project does not include any transit network features, such as modifications to transit
service, operations, or amenities.

% Planning Code section 155.1(a) defines class 1 bicycle spaces as “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities
intended for use as long-term, overnight, and workday bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential
occupants, and employees” and defines class 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly accessible, highly
visible location intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”
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Loading Features

The Developer’s Proposed Option would include six on-street freight loading areas and eight
passenger loading areas along the internal streets.

The Additional Housing Option would include six on-street freight loading areas and eight
passenger loading areas along the internal streets.

Potential locations of on-street parking and loading areas are shown in SEIR Chapter 2, Project
Description, Figure 2-11, p.2-25. Passenger loading/unloading zones would be located in
proximity to building entrances.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan

San Francisco Planning Code section 169 identifies the applicability of the transportation demand
management (TDM) Program and establishes the TDM Program Standards for new development.
Based on these requirements, the project is subject to the TDM Program and must submit a TDM
Plan. The proposed project would include a TDM plan that would implement some or all of the
following measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage sustainable modes of transportation.

e Improve walking conditions by providing wide sidewalks and incorporating streetscape
elements that encourage active transportation;

e Provide secure bike parking above code requirements;

e Provide a bike repair station in each building;

e Provide car share memberships and car share parking spaces;

e Provide delivery supportive amenities including a temporary storage location for deliveries;

¢ Include family TDM amenities including storage units, cargo bikes and cargo bike parking
spaces, and collapsible shopping carts;

e  Childcare facility provided onsite;

¢ Install multimodal wayfinding signage located internally and externally directing people to
transit, bicycle parking and amenities, car share parking, and shuttle/carpool pick-up/drop-off
locations;

o Install real-time transportation information displays in building lobbies at each major
entrance/exit showing transit lines, walk time to transit stops, availability of on-site car-share
vehicles;

¢ Include on-site affordable housing;

e Provide reduced parking supply in comparison with the neighborhood average parking rate;
e Unbundle parking;

e Provide for bikeshare availability on site; and

e Provide tailored transportation marketing.

Consistent with requirements outlined in San Francisco Planning Code section 169, the project
sponsor commits to monitoring, reporting, and compliance throughout the life of the project to
ensure the TDM Plan is being implemented correctly, on an ongoing basis.
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Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology

The following summarizes the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information
considered in developing travel demand estimates for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option. In addition, the following summarizes the methodology for analyzing
and any quantitative thresholds of significance for determining transportation impacts under
existing plus project conditions. The travel demand and impact analysis methodology uses the data
and guidance within the planning department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (2019).%4
If the methodology differs than that in the guidelines, the following summarizes such differences.

Analysis Periods and Geographic Scope

The geographic scope of potential transportation impacts encompasses the transportation study
area and study intersections. The transportation study area includes all aspects of the
transportation network within generally 0.25 mile of the center of the project site, bounded by Frida
Kahlo Way (about 710 feet to the east), Miramar Avenue (about 970 feet to the west), Holloway
Avenue (about 1,400 feet to the south), and Monterey Boulevard (about 2,000 feet to the north). The
transportation study area and study intersections are shown in Figure 3.B-1, p. 3.B-7.

The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing plus project and 2040 cumulative
conditions. The existing plus project conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed
project, while 2040 cumulative conditions assess the near-term and long-term impacts of the
proposed project in combination with cumulative development. Cumulative transportation
impacts are assessed based on a review of the foreseeable future projects (a list-based approach)
that are located within the project’s study area (see SEIR Section 3.A.6, Approach to Cumulative
Impact Analysis, p. 3.A-8, for a detailed description of these projects). At the time of this SEIR
preparation, there is not enough information to conduct a quantitative cumulative analyses of City
College’s Ocean Campus facilities master plan projects. Therefore, the cumulative analysis for this
SEIR will qualitatively assess the impacts of these Ocean Campus projects identified in Table 3.A-2,
City College Ocean Campus Projects, p. 3.A-13, collectively as the “Facilities Master Plan” using
best available information at the time of this SEIR preparation.

In San Francisco, the weekday extended p.m. peak period (3 to 7 p.m.) is typically the period when
the most overall travel happens. The analysis conducted in this SEIR focuses on a two-hour p.m.
period between 4 and 6 p.m. Given the size and the proposed uses of the project, as well as travel
characteristics of City College, the methodology and analysis also consider the a.m. peak period (7
to 9 a.m.). Although a substantial amount of travel occurs throughout the day and impacts from
projects would typically be less during other periods, for most topics, the methodology focuses on
the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. The travel demand presents daily and peak a.m. and p.m. person
trip and vehicle trip generation. In addition, for loading, the methodology uses the 11 a.m.to 1 p.m.
period to assess commercial vehicle loading demand and 4 to 6 p.m. period to assess passenger
vehicle loading demand.

% San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review —
Update, http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/ TIA_Guidelines.pdf, accessed February 18, 2019.
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Project Travel Demand Methodology and Results

Project travel demand refers to the number, type, and common destinations of new trips that
people would take to and from the project. The memorandum containing the detailed methodology
and results for the project travel demand is included in SEIR Appendix C1, Travel Demand
Memorandum. This section summarizes the travel demand memorandum.

Existing Site Trips

Current driveway counts are shown in Figure 3.B-4, Existing Vehicle Trips at Site Driveways,
and summarized in Table 3.B-10, Existing Site Driveway Counts, were collected at the entrances
to the east basin parking lot (also known as the “upper basin”) during the weekday a.m. and p.m.
peak periods on Thursday December 7, 2017, when City College was in session.

TaBLE 3.B-10
EXISTING SITE DRIVEWAY COUNTS

Weekday A.M. Peak Hour2 Weekday P.M. Peak Hourb

City College Parking Lot Entrance | Inbound | Outbound | Total | Inbound | Outbound | Total

North (intersection 15) 141 144 285 83 130 213
South (intersection 16) 194 20 214 121 153 274
Total 335 164 499 204 283 487

SOURCE: Quality Counts, 2017.
NOTES:

& The weekday a.m. peak hour of vehicle activity occurred between 7:35 and 8:35 a.m.
b The weekday p.m. peak hour of vehicle activity occurred between 5 and 6 p.m.

As shown in Table 3.B-10, there were a total of 499 vehicles (335 inbound, 164 outbound) and 487
vehicles (204 inbound, 283 outbound) observed entering the east basin during the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak hours, respectively. The existing east basin parking lot driveways also serve the
parking lot in the west basin (the project site, also known as the “lower basin”). As such, a portion
of the vehicle trips counted at the site driveways would be destined for the project site and the
remaining vehicle trips would be destined for the east basin. The number of vehicle trips traveling
to/from the project site was estimated using parking occupancy and accumulation data collected
at the east and west basins and the vehicle turning movement counts collected at the existing site
driveways. Overall, it was estimated that a total of 97 vehicle trips (48 inbound, 49 outbound) and
72 vehicle trips (28 inbound, 44 outbound) were traveling to/from the project site.

Project Trips

The travel demand forecast methodology consists of four steps: (1) trip generation, (2) ways people
travel, (3) common destinations, and (4) assignment. The following summarizes each of these steps.

August 2019 3.B-40 Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR
Case No. 2018-007883ENV



- 2 ! e —

bbb L LU LU LD L DL L LT L T e T T LI T TS R = — — —
-

-
¥
&

—

* .
L TP L PP P T L T L T I T

r

l.

() St

kﬂz ) fl-.

]
§
H
n
;
;
i
n
-
;
;
i
&
:
-
-
;
i
L]

¢€) Study Intersections
f' AM (PM)  Existing Site Trips

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2019 Case No.2018-007883ENV: Balboa Reservoir Project

Figure 3.B-4
Existing Vehicle Trips at Site Driveway
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Step 1. Trip Generation

Trip generation refers to the number of estimated trips people would take to and from the project,
regardless of the way they travel (see step 2 below). The following refers to these trips as person
trips. The following applies person trip rates, accounting for the size and type of land use, to
estimate the number of project person trips. Table 3.B-11, Person-Trip Generation Estimates by
Land Use, presents the estimates of the number of daily, a.m. peak period, and p.m. peak period
project person trips by land use for both the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional

Housing Option.
TABLE 3.B-11
PERSON-TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES BY LAND USE
Developer’s Proposed Option Additional Housing Option

Land Use Daily | A.M. Peak Hour | P.M. Peak Hour | Daily | A.M.Peak Hour | P.M. Peak Hour
Residential | 9,386 635 834 13,226 895 1,176
Retail 1,123 77 101 1,123 77 101
Daycare 476 116 117 476 116 117

Total | 10,985 828 1,052 14,825 1,088 1,394

SOURCE: SF Guidelines, 2019. ITE, 10th Edition, 2017.

Step 2. Ways People Travel

Ways people travel, also known as mode split, refers to the estimated way or method people travel
(e.g., walking, bicycling, transit, etc.). Table 3.B-12, Mode Split by Land Use, provides the
estimated percentage of a.m. and p.m. peak period project trips by different ways of travel. The
percentages account for the geographic location of the project site and apply to both the

Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option.

TABLE 3.B-12
MODE SPLIT BY LAND USE

Mode Residential Retail Daycare
Auto 40% 54% 42%
Taxi/TNC 4% 1% 3%
Transit 19% 16% 19%
Walk 33% 28% 32%
Bike 4% 1% 4%

Total 100% 100% 100%

SOURCE: SF Guidelines, 2019; ITE, 10th Edition, 2017.

NOTES:

TNC = Transportation Network Company

The mode split applies to both the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option.
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Table 3.B-13, Person-Trip Generation Estimates by Mode and Land Use, provides the estimated
number of a.m. and p.m. peak period project trips by different ways of travel. The “auto” person
trip row consists of persons traveling by private auto, carpool, and for-hire vehicle (e.g., taxi or
TNC). The vehicle trip row is less than the auto trip row because it accounts for carpooling or the
number of people in a vehicle, also known as average vehicle occupancy. The “transit” column
consists of public local and regional transit. Table 3.B-14, Vehicle Trip Estimates by Land Use,
provides the estimated number of daily, a.m. and p.m. peak hour project vehicle trips.

TABLE 3.B-13
PERSON-TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES BY MODE AND LAND USE
Weekday A.M. Peak Hour Weekday P.M. Peak Hour
Mode Retail‘Daycare‘Residential‘ Total |Retail ‘Daycare‘Residential‘ Total

Developer’s Proposed Option

Auto 42 48 254 344 55 49 333 437
Taxi/TNC 1 4 22 27 1 4 29 34
Transit 12 21 120 153 16 22 157 195
Walk 21 39 215 275 28 38 283 349
Bike 1 4 24 29 1 4 32 37
Total Person Trips | 77 116 635 828 101 117 834 935
Vehicle Trips 24 30 195 249 31 30 257 318

Additional Housing Option

Auto 42 48 358 448 55 49 470 574
Taxi/TNC 1 4 31 36 1 4 41 46
Transit 12 21 169 202 16 22 221 259
Walk 21 39 303 363 28 38 399 465
Bike 1 4 34 39 1 4 45 50
Total Person Trips | 77 116 895 1,088 | 101 117 1,176 1,394
Vehicle Trips 24 30 275 329 31 30 362 423

SOURCE: SF Guidelines, 2019. ITE, 10th Edition, 2017.
NOTES:
Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.

TNC = Transportation Network Company

Step 3. Common Destinations

Common destinations, also known as trip distribution, refers to the estimated number of trips people
would take to (inbound) and from (outbound) the project and another place (e.g., another
neighborhood). Common destinations consist of eight San Francisco neighborhoods, east bay, north
bay, and the south bay. Table 3.B-15, Project Vehicle and Transit Trip Distribution, provides the
estimated percentage of a.m. and p.m. peak period project vehicle and transit trips to the common
destinations. The percentages account for the geographic location of the project site and apply to both
the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option. Figure 3.B-5, Project Vehicle
and Transit Trip Distribution, displays the information from Table 3.B-15 on a map.
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TABLE 3.B-14
VEHICLE TRIP ESTIMATES BY LAND USE
Weekday A.M. Peak Hour2 Weekday P.M. Peak Hour

Land Use Daily In ‘ Out Total In ‘ Out Total
Developer’s Proposed Option
Residential 2,842 63 132 195 175 82 257
Retail 192 13 11 24 14 17 31
Daycare 134 16 14 30 14 16 30

Total Vehicle Trips 3,168 92 157 249 203 115 318
Additional Housing Option
Residential 4,116 88 187 275 246 116 362
Retail 192 13 11 24 14 17 31
Daycare 134 16 14 30 14 16 30

Total Vehicle Trips 4,442 117 212 329 274 149 423

SOURCE: SF Guidelines, 2019; ITE, 10th Edition, 2017.

NOTES:

Tota<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>