4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

4.15 Transportation

University of California

The University of California Sustainable Practices Policy

The University of California (UC) Sustainable Practices Policy lays out sustainability goals and
strategies for all UC campuses and medical centers and covers climate and energy, transportation,
water, green building, waste, food, and operations. UC has a goal to reach operational carbon
neutrality by 2025. As a part of that goal, UC recognizes that single-occupant vehicle (SOV)
commuting is a primary contributor to commute GHG emissions and localized transportation
impacts, and has set the following goals related to transportation:

e By 2025, each location shall strive to reduce its percentage of employees and students
commuting by SOV by 10 percent relative to its 2015 SOV commute rates.

e By 2050, each location shall strive to have no more 40 percent of its employees and no more
than 30 percent of all employees and students commuting to the location by SOV.

e By 2025, each location shall strive to have at least 4.5 percent of commuter vehicles be zero-
emission vehicles (ZEV).

e By 2050, each location shall strive to have at least 30 percent of commuter vehicles be ZEV.

e Each location (campus) will develop a business-case analysis for any proposed parking
structures serving University affiliates or visitors to campus to document how a capital
investment in parking aligns with each campus’ Climate Action Plans and/or sustainable
transportation policies.

UCSF Long Range Development Plan

Each campus within the University of California system is required periodically to prepare a
Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), which sets forth concepts, principles, and plans intended
to guide future physical growth of the campus. Currently, development at all UCSF campus sites
is guided by the 2014 UCSF Long Range Development Plan (2014 LRDP), which includes
specific policies related to future program development and space needs at each UCSF campus
site, including the Parnassus Heights campus site.

The 2014 LRDP identified campus-wide objectives and objectives specific to the Parnassus
Heights campus site. The following 2014 LRDP objectives relate to transportation goals:

LRDP Objectives
1. Respond to the City and Community Context

D. Incorporate pedestrian-friendly urban design principles to relate campus buildings to
surrounding streetscape and neighborhoods.

4. Promote Environmental Sustainability

B. Reduce commute travel by providing additional campus housing.

C. Reduce the number of UCSF remote locations by consolidation of owned and leased
sites, thereby reducing travel between sites.

UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 4.15-25 ESA /D190291
Environmental Impact Report July 2020



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

4.15 Transportation

D. Enhance the Transportation Demand Management program by developing adequate
facilities and transportation demand reduction policies, to emphasize transportation
alternatives that will lessen auto traffic in and around campus sites and to meet
changing needs consistent with the City’s Transit First policy.

E. Continue to prioritize scarce parking for use by patients and essential healthcare
providers.

The 2014 LRDP also included Community Planning Principles, which were produced in
collaboration with the UCSF Community Advisory Group:

Community Planning Principles

Transportation

T1. Coordinate with relevant agencies to minimize congestion and provide viable
transportation alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles.

T2. Coordinate UCSF planning and development efforts with San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency operations within and around campus sites.

T3. Remain committed to San Francisco’s Transit First policy and appropriate
transportation demand management strategies.

T4. Recognizing UCSF’s position as the second largest employer in San Francisco, take a
leadership position to advance San Francisco’s Transit First policy and to advocate for
sustainable transportation solutions including increase in public transit ridership, use of
alternative fuel vehicles, traffic calming measures, transportation demand management,
demand pricing, off-peak delivery of goods and services, smart phone technologies,
and other innovative strategies.

T5. Take into account transportation impacts at both the neighborhood and citywide levels
in planning for UCSF’s facilities.

T6. Avoid building parking in excess of anticipated need.

City of San Francisco

Transit First Policy

The City’s Transit First policy is a set of principles that emphasize the City’s commitment to give
pedestrian, bicyclist, and public transit use of public rights-of-way priority over the private
automobile.

Better Streets Plan

The Better Streets Plan is a unified set of standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies to
govern how San Francisco designs, builds, and maintains its pedestrian environment, which it
defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. The Better Streets
Plan focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful
streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. Generally speaking,
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the guidelines are for design of sidewalks and crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better
Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particularly at intersections.

San Francisco Bicycle Strategy

The San Francisco Bicycle Strategy describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive
environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The Bicycle Strategy
identifies the citywide bicycle route network and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class L,
Class II or Class III facility) for each route.

4.15.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section provides the impact analysis related to transportation for the proposed project. It
describes the methods used to determine the impacts of the proposed project and lists the
thresholds used to conclude whether an impact would be significant. Measures to mitigate (i.e.,
avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate, or compensate for) significant impacts accompany the
discussion of each identified significant impact, as needed.

Significance Criteria

Would implementation of the CPHP, including the three Initial Phase projects and Initial Phase
improvements:

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?13

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

e) Would project construction activities adversely affect travel conditions along sidewalks and
roadways serving the project site?

Approach to Analysis

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines and the SF Guidelines, the transportation impact analysis
in this EIR analyzes the change to VMT that would result from the implementation of the CPHP
at the Parnassus Heights campus site. Changes to traffic operations in the study area (i.e., the
level of service of project area intersections) and transit operations (e.g. project generated transit
ridership and effect on capacity utilization, potential delay to transit vehicles) is outside the scope
of the CEQA analysis and are not discussed below. An analysis of the changes to traffic and

13" CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) refers to the discontinuation of vehicle level of service (LOS) as an
impact metric for transportation analysis and instead recommends the use of vehicle miles traveled (VMT); this section
gives lead agencies discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a project’s VMT.
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transit operations has, however, been completed and is presented in Appendix TRANS for
informational purposes only. This appendix is provided for decision-makers’ consideration,
independent of the environmental review process.

As discussed in the Vehicle Miles Traveled section above (within the Local Setting section),
VMT is a measurement of the amount and distance that a resident, employee, or visitor drives,
accounting for the number of passengers within a vehicle. To determine VMT, travel demand was
first estimated to understand the number and the length of vehicle trips associated with the CPHP
by population.

At a high level, travel demand is determined through the use of a four-step process: trip
generation, mode split, trip distribution, and trip assignment, which are described in more detail
in the Travel Demand Estimates section. The travel demand estimates for the CPHP were
primarily informed by the results of travel behavior surveys conducted at the campus site in
recent years, but with two adjustments to reflect how people are reasonably expected to travel in
the future with the implementation of the CPHP: (1) current travel behavior trends such as more
people traveling to and from the campus site using TNCs such as Uber and Lyft, and (2) the
expected amount of parking available to UCSF faculty, staff, patients, and visitors under the
CPHP, which would be more constrained than existing conditions and would result in a shift
away from driving alone and parking on campus. The campus off-street parking supply is
expected to decrease by approximately 400 spaces with implementation of the CPHP from
approximately 2,300 spaces to approximately 1,900 spaces. !4

Analysis Scenarios

The analysis examines four scenarios: ‘Existing’, ‘CPHP’ (Future Phase), ‘CPHP Initial Phase’
and ‘Cumulative.” Each scenario is described below.

e Existing — This scenario represents existing conditions at the campus site and is based on
existing population numbers and existing travel behavior.

e CPHP (Future Phase) — This scenario represents full buildout, when the CPHP has been
fully implemented. This analysis uses the projected future campus population and adjusted
mode split numbers.

e CPHP Initial Phase — This scenario represents the implementation of the near-term projects
proposed in the Initial Phase, which are anticipated to be completed by about the year 2030.
This includes the Irving Street Arrival, Research and Academic Building, and initial Aldea
Housing Densification projects and other Initial Phase improvements (e.g., Initial Phase
Utility Improvements, the Parnassus Avenue Streetscape Plan, Renovation of Existing
Buildings, and Neighborhood Investments (see Chapter 3, Project Description for more
detail). Note: as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the New Hospital is also an
Initial Phase project, but is analyzed at a program level in this EIR. The New Hospital will be
analyzed in more detail — at a project level — in a future, separate EIR.

14" These estimates include garage and surface lots at the campus site, including the Kezar lot, and exclude parking
associated with the Aldea Housing complex.
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e Cumulative — The Cumulative scenario represents implementation of the CPHP in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of
the campus site.

Travel Demand Estimates

Trip Generation

UCSF provided population estimates for faculty and staff, patients and visitors, and residents
under the CPHP in August 2019. Trip generation rates for the populations were based on
historical UCSF travel surveys and largely consistent with the Transportation Impact Study
prepared in support of the 2014 LRDP. These trip generation inputs were used in combination
with the population estimates by category to estimate daily and PM peak hour person trips by
population category at full implementation of the CPHP. Daily and peak hour person trip
estimates by population group are displayed in Table 4.15-7. Compared to existing conditions,
the daily population and daily and PM peak hour external person trips are expected to increase by
approximately 50 percent.

TABLE 4.15-7
CPHP (FUTURE PHASE)"! DAILY AND PEAK HOUR PERSON TRIPS (COMPARED TO EXISTING CONDITIONS)
External Daily External PM Peak
Population Group Population Person Trips Person Trips
Faculty/Staff/Students 16,4002 29,700 5,200
Patients/Visitors 9,000 18,100 1,300
Residents® 1,000 4,400 600
Total® 26,400° (+50%) 52,200 (+55%) 7,100 (+50%)
NOTES:
1

The population and trip estimates reflect full buildout of the CPHP (Future Phase), when the CPHP has been fully implemented.

For purposes of the transportation analysis, sub-population estimates (e.g. faculty, staff, and student populations individually) were
rounded prior to summing; this results in a difference of approximately 100 compared to the total population presented in Chapter 3,
Project Description.

includes staff and student housing, market-rate housing, and hotel for patients and families proposed as part of the CPHP.

The trip generation estimates for the market-rate housing and hotel uses are based on the number and size of housing units and number
of hotel rooms. The population associated with these uses is not included in this population estimate. However, these uses are included
in the person trip estimates and the subsequent demand analyses presented below.

Percentages represent the percent change from the existing condition to full buildout of the CPHP.

The total population analyzed in the transportation analysis differs from the total population presented in Chapter 3, Project Description,
because it includes residents.

2

The Parnassus Heights campus site is estimated to generate a total of approximately 52,200 external
daily person trips with full implementation of the CPHP by year 2050, an increase of approximately
55 percent compared to existing conditions. This number of trips excludes internal trips that are
expected to occur within the campus site (e.g., a researcher at the campus site traveling from her
office to the Millberry Union to eat lunch and returning back to her office afterwards).

Mode Choice

Mode choice is the designation of trips to the various means that people use to travel, such as
automobile, transit, walking, bicycling, taxi, or other modes of transportation. The determination
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of the mode of transportation used in trips to and from the campus site would depend on many
characteristics of the trip such as who is making the trip (e.g., faculty, staff, patient, visitor,
resident, vendor), the type of trip (work, medical appointment, other visit), and where people are
going to or coming from. Existing mode choice data was derived from the 2018 Employee
Commute Survey and the 2017-18 Patient/Visitor Survey and is displayed in Table 4.15-8.

TABLE 4.15-8
EXISTING MODE SpLIT (2018)

Taxi/ Motor- Tele-
Population Drive | Drop-| Uber/ | Car- | Van- | Public | UCSF cycle/ |Walk/ | com-
Group Alone | Off Lyft | pool | pool | Transit | Shuttle | Bicycle | Scooter | Run | mute | Other
gffgg{:taﬁ’ 23% | 2% | 4% | 3% | 1% | 32% 10% 6% 1% 16% | 2% | 0%
Patient 2% | 7% | 7% |37%' | 1% | 17% | 3% 1% 0% | 5% | 0% | 0%
Residents 31% | 3% 2% 0% | 0% 25% 25% 4% 0% 9% 0% 0%
NOTES:

1 Surveyed patients and visitors who “traveled in a car with others” on their trip to/from the campus site are categorized under “carpool.”
The larger proportion of carpooling activity among patients and visitors reflects the proportion of patients (both inpatients and
outpatients) who travel to/from the campus site with a companion.

To forecast anticipated travel behavior under full buildout of the CPHP, which would be
completed by 2050, a methodology was developed to adjust the existing mode split to account
for:

e The continuation of observed historical travel behavior trends, such as a decrease in
faculty/staff drive alone trips, an increase in faculty/staff transit use and an increase in TNC
and drop-off trips associated with both faculty/staff and patients/visitors

e The anticipated amount of parking provided under the CPHP for faculty/staff and
patients/visitors, which would essentially “cap” the number of drive alone and carpool trips
to/from campus across both the faculty/staff and patient/visitor populations

To estimate how travel patterns might change in the future, current trends in travel behavior at
UCSF were first examined. In recent years, UCSF has continued implementing an extensive
TDM program, prices for off-street parking have increased, and some minor transit improvements
have been implemented on nearby routes. Based on regularly conducted surveys of UCSF faculty
and staff travel behavior, the share of faculty and staff driving alone to campus decreased from
32 to 23 percent between 2013 and 2018. During the same period, the share of faculty and staff
traveling by public transit or UCSF shuttle increased from 37 to 42 percent and the percentage of
faculty and staff traveling by taxi/TNC or drop-off increased from 4 to 6 percent. Over the past
30 years, UCSF patient and visitors have been surveyed on their travel behavior twice — in 1990
and 2018. During that time period, the share of patients and visitors driving alone to campus
decreased from 39 to 22 percent and the share traveling by public transit or UCSF shuttle
decreased from 33 percent to 20 percent. During the same period, the share traveling by taxi,
TNC, drop-off or carpool increased from 22 percent to 51 percent.
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Even if these travel behavior trends continue into the future — and less faculty and staff drive
alone and more travel by public transit and/or taxi/TNC — the amount of parking available at
UCSF under the CPHP would not be sufficient to accommodate the number of people who would
desire to drive alone or carpool to the campus site.

Under the CPHP, the amount of off-street parking available is expected to decrease by
approximately 400 parking stalls from approximately 2,300 to approximately 1,900 parking stalls
in off-street garages and surface lots.!> Total parking supply would decrease even with the
addition of a new structured parking garage proposed as part of the West Side Housing. A new
structured parking garage with approximately 190 parking spaces would replace the Westside
surface lot behind the Dental Clinics building (with 151 existing parking spaces).

As the total campus population increases in a more parking-constrained environment, people will
likely change the way they travel to and from the campus site. With respect to patients, some
health insurance companies and hospitals are currently partnering with TNCs, like Uber and Lyft
to provide patients with free travel to and from medical appointments, !¢ and in the future, TNCs
could have larger roles in medical travel. One reason taxi/TNC services are attractive is that they
do not require a parking space; people can travel to/from the campus site by vehicle without
needing to park the vehicle. It is expected that those desiring to travel to the campus site by
vehicle in the future are less likely to drive and park, and more likely travel by taxi/TNC due to
the door-to-door convenience and removal of looking for and paying for parking in a parking
constrained destination. Specifically, the number of people who would otherwise desire to drive
alone or carpool to/from campus site — but would not under the CPHP due to the limit on parking
supply — was estimated by comparing anticipated parking supply under the CPHP to estimated
parking demand based on the continuation of observed historical travel behavior trends. This
proportion of people would be reasonably expected to shift their travel behavior and would be
more likely to travel by taxi/TNC or drop-off in the future, which reflects a desire to travel by
automobile — but one that is not limited by parking availability.

This approach, which contemplates a larger shift to taxi/TNC and drop-off trips, is conservative
with respect to estimating the number of vehicle trips associated with the CPHP. Each taxi/TNC
or drop-off trip generates two vehicle trips for every person trip: one when the driver arrives to
the campus site to pick-up/drop-off a passenger(s) and one when they depart the campus site.
The future estimated mode split that reflects this analysis approach is displayed in Table 4.15-9.
As compared to the existing mode split, the share of faculty/staff driving alone or carpooling to
the campus site would decrease, while the share of faculty/staff using taxi/TNC, drop-off, and

15 These estimates include garage and surface lots at the campus site, including the Kezar lot, and exclude parking
associated with the Aldea Housing complex.

16 For additional information, see Uber Health's website https://www.uberhealth.com/; Recent news coverage of
TNC-healthcare partnerships include Sutter Health’s partnership with Lyft
(https://www.forbes.com/sites/brucejapsen/2020/01/13/lyft-hails-major-hospital-partner-in-sutter-health/) and
Medicare Advantage’s partnership with Lyft (https://healthpayerintelligence.com/news/lyft-expands-work-with-
bebs-humana-medicare-advantage-plans).
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public transit would increase. For patients/visitors, travel by drive alone, carpool, and public
transit is expected to decrease, and travel by taxi/TNC and drop-off is expected to increase.

TABLE 4.15-9
CPHP (FUTURE PHASE)" MODE SPLIT

Taxi/ Motor- Tele-
Population Drive |Drop-| Uber/ | Car- | Van- | Public | UCSF cycle/ | Walk/ | com-
Group Alone | Off Lyft | pool | pool | Transit | Shuttle Bicycle| Scooter | Run | mute | Other
gffggg{sswm 13% | 5% | 8% | 2% | 1% | 33% 12% 6% 1% 16% | 2% | 0%
\F;|ast|lteor;t/ 12% | 20% | 20% | 23% | 1% | 15% 2% 1% 0% 5% | 0% | 0%
Residents 31% | 3% 2% 0% | 0% 25% 25% 4% 0% 9% 0% 0%
NOTES:

" These mode split estimates reflect full buildout of the CPHP (Future Phase), when the CPHP has been fully implemented.

These estimated future mode splits were used to calculate the daily and peak hour number of
vehicle trips, which are presented in Table 4.15-10. The daily vehicle trip estimate is an input to
the VMT analysis presented below. The PM peak vehicle trip estimate is presented for
informational purposes. Compared to existing conditions, the daily and PM peak hour vehicle
trips are expected to increase by approximately 95 percent and 75 percent, respectively.

TABLE 4.15-10
CPHP (FUTURE PHASE)" DAILY AND PEAK HOUR VEHICLE TRIPS (COMPARED TO EXISTING CONDITIONS?)

Population Group Daily PM Peak

Faculty/Staff/Students 10,600 1,900

Patient/Visitor 16,500 1,200

Residents 1,700 300

Total 28,800 (+95%) 3,400 (+75%)
NOTES:

" The vehicle trip estimates reflect full buildout of the CPHP (Future Phase), when the CPHP has been fully implemented.
Percentages represent the percent change from the existing condition to full buildout of the CPHP.

In recent months, travel behavior has changed at a global level as a result of the COVID-19
pandemic. In San Francisco travel patterns (both amount and mode of trips) have changed
significantly since a “shelter-in-place” order was issued on March 17, 2020. For example,
telework and telemedicine services have increased, and transit use has decreased.

As discussed in the Environmental Setting, Muni has been operating reduced transit service in

San Francisco under a COVID-19 Core Service Plan since April 8, 2020. The timing and degree to
which transit service is reinstated in San Francisco is uncertain at present. The SFMTA has
developed a Transportation Recovery Plan, which represents a guiding framework for expanding
transportation services and operations as the “shelter-in-place” orders are modified and demand for
travel increases. Financial constraints will also likely impact Muni’s ability to restore transit service.
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At the time of publication of the Draft EIR, the medium- or long-term effects of the COVID-19
pandemic on travel behavior are uncertain and it would be speculative to estimate any of these
possible changes, which may include various effects such as increased telework and telemedicine
services or less transit ridership. To the degree that telework/telemedicine increases over the long-
term, as compared to a 2019 baseline, this could result in less VMT than projected as part of this
study. Should transit ridership decrease over the long-term, as compared to a 2019 baseline, with
more people choosing to drive or be driven, this could result in additional VMT than projected as
part of this study.

Trip Distribution

For each population group, project-generated vehicle trip origins and destinations were analyzed
as coming to or from the four superdistricts in San Francisco, (i.e., northeast, northwest,
southeast, and southwest quadrants of the City), different regions in the Bay Area (East Bay,
North Bay, Peninsula, South Bay), or outside the Bay Area. Trip distributions were based on
information collected by UCSF in the 2018 Employee Commute Survey, 2017-18 Patient/Visitor
Survey, and a 2013 survey of Aldea and Avenue Housing as presented in the 2014 LRDP. As
previously noted in Table 4.15-10, the campus site would generate 28,800 daily vehicle trips
across all population groups. These trips were then distributed regionally, with the resulting trip
distribution percentages shown in Table 4.15-11. The results of the vehicle trip distribution
analysis were used in to determine average VMT by population.

TABLE 4.15-11
PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION BY POPULATION GROUP

Outside
East | North South Bay
SD 1 SD 2 SD 3 SD 4 Bay Bay Peninsula Bay Area
Faculty/Staff/Students 3% 12% 15% 17% 15% 10% 24% 3% 1%
Patient/Visitor 4% 5% 1% 7% 18% 11% 11% 6% 27%
Residents 24% 10% 46% 11% 3% 2% 0% 3% 1%

Parking and Loading Estimates

Although parking and loading demand are not CEQA significance topics, parking and loading
demand estimates are presented, as they relate to the overall travel demand analysis. Parking
demand was an important consideration in the travel demand process, as described above.
Passenger loading demand is an output of the travel demand process and is related to parking
demand. Parking demand reflects the space needed on campus to accommodate people who travel
to/from the campus site by drive alone or carpool, whereas passenger loading demand reflects the
space needed for those who travel by taxi/TNC or drop-off.

Parking Demand

Parking demand estimates were calculated based on population type, expected mode of travel to
and from the campus site, and average vehicle occupancy. The number of daily parked vehicles
reflects vehicle trips associated with drive alone and carpool trips, and excludes vanpool vehicle
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trips, which are parked in a separate, dedicated parking lot. The expected daily parking demand
and peak hour parking demand for a typical weekday are summarized in Table 4.15-12 by
population group. Peak parking hour is distinct from the PM peak hour and reflects the time of
day with the greatest parking demand. For the off-street parking garages, the peak parking hour
occurs at approximately 11:00 AM, as presented in Table 4.15-6. Compared to existing
conditions, the daily and peak parking hour parking demand are expected to decrease by
approximately three percent and eight percent, respectively. This decrease reflects the expected
decrease in off-street parking supply (by approximately 400 parking stalls) associated with the
CPHP, which would essentially “cap” the number of drive alone and carpool trips to/from
campus that require a parking stall across both the faculty/staff and patient/visitor populations.

TABLE 4.15-12

CPHP (FUTURE PHASE)" DAILY AND PEAK PARKING DEMAND (COMPARED TO EXISTING CONDITIONS)

Population Group Daily Parking Peak Parking Hour

Faculty/Staff/Students 2,500 1,900

Patient/Visitor 2,600 900

Residents 700 100

Total? 5,800 (-3%) 2,900 (-8%)
NOTES:

" The parking demand estimates reflect full buildout of the CPHP (Future Phase), when the CPHP has been fully implemented.
2 Percentages presented in parentheses represent the percent change from the existing condition to full buildout of the CPHP.

The on-street parking supply within the vicinity of the campus site is expected to remain constant
between existing conditions and implementation of the CPHP at approximately 1,000 parking
spaces. Since existing on-street parking occupancies are about 90 percent on average over the
course of the day (as shown in Table 4.15-5), it is not expected that there would be additional on-
street parking supply to meet additional parking demand related to UCSF populations. Therefore,
the total parking demand is expected to be approximately equal to the total parking supply of
2,900 spaces, which includes both off-street and on-street parking facilities.

Loading Demand

Passenger loading demand was calculated based on the expected number of people traveling to
the campus site by taxi/TNC or drop-off during the PM peak hour. As described above, more
people are expected to travel to/from the campus site by taxi/TNC or drop-off as a result of the
limited campus parking supply. Considering the PM peak hour passenger loading demand, it is
expected that up to approximately 45 passenger loading instances would occur simultaneously
during the peak minute of the peak hour. The expected PM peak hour passenger loading demand
and peak minute passenger loading demand range is summarized in Table 4.15-13 by population
group. Compared to existing conditions, the PM peak hour and peak minute loading demand are
expected to increase by approximately 240 percent.
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TABLE 4.15-13
CPHP (FUTURE PHASE)' PM PEAK HOUR AND PEAK MINUTE LOADING DEMAND
(COMPARED TO EXISTING CONDITIONS)

Population Group PM Peak Hour Peak Minute

Faculty/Staff/Students 650 20-25

Patient/Visitor 500 15-20

Residents 40 1-2

Total? 1,210 (+240%) 35-45 (+240%)
NOTES:

" The loading demand estimates reflect full buildout of the CPHP (Future Phase), when the CPHP has been fully implemented.
Percentages presented in parentheses represent the percent change from the existing conditions to full buildout of the CPHP.

Compared to the anticipated passenger loading supply with full implementation of the CPHP,
presented in Table 4.15-14, once the CPHP is fully implemented, passenger loading demand
during the PM peak hour may exceed supply during the peak minute.

TABLE 4.15-14
CPHP (FUTURE PHASE)" ANTICIPATED PASSENGER LOADING SUPPLY

Passenger Loading Location Proposed Loading Spaces
Parnassus Avenue (On-Street) 13
Proposed Millberry Union Garage Passenger Loading Location 5-6
Proposed New Hospital Passenger Loading Loop 8-10
Proposed Fourth Avenue Extension (On-Street) 4-6
Total 30-35
NOTES:

T The loading supply estimates reflect full buildout of the CPHP (Future Phase), when the CPHP has been fully implemented.

VMT Estimates

The VMT analysis presented below reflects two different methodologies: one based on the SF
Guidelines methodology for estimating VMT for San Francisco projects, and the other based on a
project-specific methodology. The estimates based on SF' Guidelines are presented for
comparison purposes. The project-specific methodology used for the impact assessment
calculates average daily VMT for specific CPHP populations using the results of the travel
demand analysis. Thus, the project-specific method incorporates UCSF-specific data on the travel
patterns associated with the existing population and urban context of the campus site. The
transportation assessment focuses on VMT per capita estimates for residential and office uses;
total VMT, which includes all VMT generated by the project was also calculated and used as an
input for the air quality analysis presented in Section 4.2, Air Quality.
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VMT Estimates based on SF Guidelines

Under the SF Guidelines, the Transportation Authority’s SF-CHAMP travel demand forecasting
model is used to estimate the daily VMT for residential, office and retail land use types for
existing and future (2040) cumulative conditions for the TAZ in which the proposed project is
located (this approach is considered to be “map-based screening” for VMT impacts). Separate
calculations of VMT are performed for residential, office, and retail uses, each one of which is
then divided by the applicable geographic household population, office jobs, or retail employment
to calculate the VMT per capita.

The SF Guidelines also indicate how to apply the map-based screening criteria to the other land
use types which are not residential, office, or retail uses; for example:

e Student housing should be treated as residential for screening and analysis.

e Medical and childcare land uses, and tourist hotel workers should be treated as office for
screening and analysis.

Because the Parnassus Heights campus site encompasses multiple TAZs, the per capita values
presented in the SF' Guidelines could not be used directly. Instead, the existing and future total
daily VMT for the residential and office uses of each TAZ were obtained from the SF-CHAMP
model, aggregated for the five TAZs, and then divided by the applicable geographic household
population or office jobs to calculate the average daily VMT per capita for residential and office
populations. The retail VMT was not analyzed, given the relatively small size and ancillary nature
of the retail uses on the campus site.

VMT Estimates based on Project-specific Data

Given that the five TAZs encompass parts of the adjacent neighborhoods (mostly residential, but
also retail, medical and other office uses unrelated to UCSF), a project-specific methodology was
used to calculate the average daily VMT using travel information from the CPHP. The
calculations take into account the various types and travel characteristics of the existing and
future UCSF employees, residents, and visitors to estimate the average daily VMT specific to the
campus site.

The average daily VMT was calculated by multiplying the number of existing and future site-
generated vehicle trips originating from or destined for the four San Francisco superdistricts, the
East Bay, North Bay, South Bay, and out of the bay area region by an average distance between
the campus site and the estimated center of gravity for each of the eight zones. These daily VMT
estimates were then divided by the appropriate household population or jobs to calculate the
average daily VMT per capita. This method is considered a spreadsheet model based on project-
specific data and local data on trip modes and lengths, which is consistent with the spreadsheet-
based methods the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) indicates may be used to
estimate VMT in its Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
(“Technical Advisory ™).\

17" This document is accessible at http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743 Technical Advisory.pdf
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Table 4.15-15 shows the existing and future average daily VMT per capita for the campus site,
using both the SF’' Guidelines methodology and the project-specific methodology described above.

TABLE 4.15-15

EXISTING AND FUTURE DAILY VMT PER CAPITA

Residential: Average VMT per resident! Office: Average VMT per employee?
Existing 2040 Existing 2040
Pal_’nas_sus |3-|e|ghts Area (SF 08 95 8.9 8.7
Guidelines)
Parnassus Heights Campus
Site (CPHP Estimate)* 6.9 8.5 9.4 10.9

NOTES:

1 Represents student housing residents and hotel guests
Represents UCSF faculty, physicians, nurses, students, trainees and other UCSF staff, as well as childcare and hotel workers.
3 TAZSs 226, 227, 545, 546, and 547; includes adjacent residential, retail, medical and other office uses unrelated to UCSF.
Represents UCSF campus site exclusively; 2040 conditions represent the estimated future mode split of the CPHP project.

SOURCE: Adavant Consulting, 2020.

As presented in Table 4.15-15, the average daily VMT results for the Parnassus Heights area (five
TAZs in the SF-CHAMP model) and the Parnassus Heights campus site (Parnassus Heights
campus site boundaries) are similar under all conditions. Some variation is expected, since the
differences between the two analysis areas reflect different study areas and associated land use
mixes in their VMT calculations. For example, the existing and future residential VMT estimates
for the Parnassus Heights campus site are less than that of the five TAZs in the Parnassus Heights
Area, while the opposite trend can be observed for the office VMT estimates.

Impact Analysis

Impact TRANS-1: Implementation of the CPHP would not conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle
and pedestrian facilities. (Less than Significant)

Consistency with UC Plans and Policies
CPHP

Consistency with The University of California Sustainable Practices Policy. The proposed
CPHP is consistent with the transportation-related goals and policies set forth in the UC
Sustainable Practice Policy as it continues to encourage a shift away from drive-alone commute
trips, which are a primary contributor to commute GHG emissions and localized transportation
impacts. Already, approximately 23 percent of UCSF employees currently drive alone to the
campus site, which is below the UC Sustainable Practices Policy target of having no more 40
percent of employees commuting by this mode of travel by 2050. In the future, under
implementation of the proposed CPHP, it is anticipated that a lower percentage of employees
would drive-alone to the campus site partially as result of the limited parking supply on campus
(described above in more detail in the “Travel Demand Estimates™ section).
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Under the proposed CPHP, UCSF would continue its existing TDM program described in the
“Local Setting” section, such as priced permit parking, carpool/vanpool, and telecommuting
programs, which have historically been effective TDM strategies to reduce the number of drive-
alone trips to/from the campus site.

The proposed CPHP includes a net decrease in parking spaces on campus (as described in the
“Travel Demand Estimates” section), and therefore does not include a business-case analysis for
new proposed parking structures, consistent with the UC Sustainable Practices Policy. The
proposed CPHP proposes one new parking structure on the West End of the campus site, which
would replace existing parking spaces that are planned to be removed under the CPHP.

Consistency with the 2014 LRDP. The proposed CPHP is also consistent with the 2014 LRDP
transportation-related goals and policies. The proposed CPHP includes elements to facilitate
intuitive wayfinding and easy navigation between buildings consistent with 2014 LRDP goal to
“incorporate pedestrian-friendly urban design principles” in and around the campus site. In
addition, the proposed CPHP included the development of a bridge across, and/or tunnel beneath,
Parnassus Avenue, which would improve pedestrian connections between the north side and
south side of the street.

Also, as described in the “Local Setting” section, under the proposed CPHP, UCSF would
continue its existing TDM program, which have historically been effective TDM strategies to
reduce the number of drive-alone trips to/from the campus site. UCSF continues to prioritize
parking for use by patients and essential healthcare providers in their Millberry Union garage
(public parking for patients) and Medical Building 1 garage (permit parking for faculty, staff with
patient care responsibilities, and senior management). By proposing additional housing at the
Aldea Housing complex site and new housing within the West Side district for students, trainees,
and faculty, the proposed CPHP is also consistent with the 2014 LRDP goal of reducing commute
travel by providing additional campus housing.

The proposed CPHP is also consistent with the 2014 LRDP Community Planning Principles as
UCSF will continue implementing its comprehensive TDM program, as well as coordinating with
relevant local and regional agencies to advance San Francisco’s Transit First policy, minimize
congestion and provide viable transportation alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles. Finally,
by reducing net parking supply on the campus site, the proposed CPHP would not build parking
in excess of anticipated need.

Based on the above, the proposed CPHP would be consistent with the transportation-related goals
and policies set forth in the UC Sustainable Practices Policy and the 2014 LRDP, and the impact
would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival
The Irving Street Arrival project would mainly involve modifications to the existing Medical
Building 1 in order to develop a new and/or reconfigured multistory vertical circulation space
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between Medical Building 1 and Millberry Union. In doing so, the project would help improve
wayfinding and navigation between Irving Street and Parnassus Avenue. The Irving Street
Arrival project would not involve any modifications to city streets. The project would therefore
be consistent with the transportation-related goals and policies set forth in the UC Sustainable
Practices Policy and the 2014 LRDP, and the impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Research and Academic Building

The proposed Research and Academic building (RAB) would occupy the site currently occupied
by UC Hall. The impact related to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing
the circulation system for the CPHP as a whole, including the RAB, is set forth above and would
be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Aldea Housing Densification

During the initial phase of housing densification on the Aldea Housing complex, three existing 3-
story housing structures would be replaced with three 8-story housing structures and one 5-story
building. By adding additional housing, this project helps achieve the 2014 LRDP goal to “reduce
commute travel by providing additional campus housing.” Therefore, the initial Aldea Housing
Densification project would have a less-than-significant impact related to conflict with a program,
plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Phase Improvements

The Initial Phase improvements that relate to the transportation include the proposed Service
Corridor (as part of larger Utility Improvements), any changes to the Parnassus Avenue
Streetscape Plan, and Neighborhood Investments. The Service Corridor would facilitate the
transport of goods and back-of-house commercial loading activities. The Parnassus Avenue
Streetscape Plan aims to create a sense of place on the street while balancing competing needs of
different street users by reallocating curbside uses and installing pedestrian safety improvements
such as widened crosswalks and bulbouts. 8 Neighborhood Investments refer to voluntary
improvements to public streets or other public realm areas, which - while not considered
mitigation measures under CEQA - may nonetheless improve operations or otherwise enhance
conditions at those locations. In these ways, these projects would generally have a positive effect
on transportation in the vicinity of the campus site. Therefore, these CPHP Initial Phase
improvements would have a less-than-significant impact related to conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system.

Mitigation: None required.

18 Note: the Parnassus Avenue Streetscape Plan was analyzed as part of the 2014 LRDP FEIR and no specific changes
have been identified as part of the CPHP at this point in time.
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Consistency with Local Plans and Policies

Consistency with San Francisco’s Transit First Policy. The proposed CPHP would be
implemented in a way that would continue to give people walking, biking, and using public
transit priority in the public rights-of-way. The design of the proposed CPHP would maintain
existing Muni bus stops on Parnassus Avenue and light rail stops on Irving Street. The proposed
CPHP would maintain the existing sidewalks, crosswalks, and bicycle facilities within the
campus site. In addition, the proposed CPHP included the development of a bridge across, and/or
tunnel beneath, Parnassus Avenue, which would improve pedestrian connections between the
north side and south side of the street. Therefore, the proposed CPHP would not conflict with San
Francisco’s Transit First Policy.

Consistency with San Francisco’s Better Streets Plan. The proposed CPHP would be
implemented in a way that would continue to create a positive pedestrian environment in and
around the campus site, consistent with San Francisco’s Better Streets Plan. The proposed CPHP
would maintain the existing sidewalks and crosswalks in the campus site. New roadways such as
the proposed extension of Fourth Avenue would be designed consistent with the
recommendations and design guidelines presented in the Better Streets Plan, including sidewalk
width. Therefore, the proposed CPHP would not conflict with the Better Streets Plan.

Consistency with the San Francisco Bicycle Strategy. The proposed CPHP would be
implemented in a way that would continue to create a safe and attractive environment for
bicycling, consistent with the San Francisco Bicycle Strategy. The proposed CPHP would
maintain the existing bicycle facilities within the campus site. The proposed CPHP would
maintain existing short-term and long-term bicycle parking facilities as well as provide additional
short-term and long-term bicycling parking facilities in convenient locations, as needed to
maintain adequate bicycling parking facilities on campus. Therefore, the proposed CPHP would
not conflict with the San Francisco Bicycle Strategy.

Since the CPHP would not conflict with San Francisco’s Transit First Policy, Better Streets Plan,
or the San Francisco Bicycle Strategy, the impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival

The Irving Street Arrival project would not involve any modifications to city streets. There would
be no conflicts with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, and
the impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Research and Academic Building

The proposed RAB would involve modifications to Parnassus Avenue sidewalk and streetscape
adjacent to the project site. These improvements would be designed to conform to San
Francisco’s Better Streets Plan discussed above. There would be no conflicts with a program,
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plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, and the impact would be less than
significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Aldea Housing Densification

The proposed initial Aldea Housing Densification project would not require any modifications to
city streets. There would be no conflicts with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, and the impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Phase Improvements

To the degree to which the Initial Phase improvements - such as the proposed Service Corridor, any
changes to the Parnassus Avenue Streetscape Plan, and Neighborhood Investments - would involve
modifications to city streets, these improvements would be designed to conform to San Francisco’s
Better Streets Plan discussed above. By relocating curbside uses and implementing pedestrian
safety treatments, the Parnassus Avenue Streetscape Plan would improve mobility for people
walking, biking and taking transit. There would be no conflicts with a program, plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system, and the impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact TRANS-2: Implementation of the CPHP would not conflict or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). (Less than Significant)

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivisions (a) and (b) refer to the discontinuation of
vehicle level of service (LOS) as an impact metric for transportation analysis and instead states
that VMT is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts. A project would have a
significant impact related to VMT if it would cause substantial additional VMT or substantially
induce additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas
(i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. A
project would generate substantial additional VMT if it would exceed regional household VMT
per capita minus 15 percent.!® Regional household VMT per capita includes both residential and
office VMT. As documented in OPR’s Technical Advisory, “achieving 15 percent lower per
capita... VMT than existing development is both generally achievable and is supported by
evidence that connects this level of reduction to the state’s emissions goals,”2? and therefore
represents a reasonable threshold for determining VMT impacts.

19 OPR’s transportation impact guidelines state that a project would cause substantial additional VMT if it were to
exceed both existing city household VMT per capita minus 15 percent and existing regional household VMT per
capita minus 15 percent. In San Francisco, the city’s average VMT per capita is lower (8.4) than the regional
average (17.2). Therefore, city average VMT is irrelevant for the purposes of the analysis.

20 OPR, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, December 2018, page 12.
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CPHP

Table 4.15-16 presents the VMT per capita estimates for Parnassus Heights campus site residents
and employees under the CPHP and compares them to the project significance threshold of 15
percent below the regional average VMT per capita.

TABLE 4.15-16
EXISTING AND FUTURE DAILY VMT PER CAPITA — CPHP (FuLL BuiLDOUT)

Residential: Average VMT per resident! Office: Average VMT per employee?
Existing 2040 Existing 2040
San_Francisco Bay Area 172 16.1 19 1 17.0
Regional Average
Project Threshold 14.6 13.7 16.2 14.5

(Regional minus 15%)

UCSF Parnassus
Heights Campus Site 6.9 8.5 9.4 10.9
(CPHP Estimate)®

NOTES:

1 Represents residents and hotel guests
Represents UCSF faculty, physicians, nurses, students, trainees and other UCSF staff, as well as childcare and hotel workers.
3 Represents UCSF campus site exclusively; 2040 conditions represent the estimated future mode split of the CPHP project.

SOURCE: Adavant Consulting, 2020.

Both the existing and future average daily VMT per capita for residential and office uses under
the CPHP are substantially less than the respective thresholds of significance. Therefore, the
impact related to the change in VMT per capita rates from the implementation of the CPHP
would be less than significant. As the impact would be less than significant, no mitigation is
required. However, the analysis of air quality impacts in Section 4.2 (Impact AIR-2), which is
based on total VMT associated with the CPHP, shows that increased vehicle travel to and from
the campus would result in increased emissions of PM10 that would exceed the BAAQMD
thresholds. As mitigation for the significant impact on air quality, UCSF will monitor changes in
its VMT per capita rates on an annual basis, and will implement enhancements to the UCSF TDM
program to include strategies that reduce drive-alone, taxi/TNC, and drop-off trips which
contribute most to total and VMT per capita.

Induced Automobile Travel Assessment

In addition to the proposed land use changes included in the CPHP, the CPHP includes several
changes to local transportation infrastructure.

Transportation projects have the potential to induce additional automobile travel. However,
OPR’s recommended transportation impact guidelines include a list of transportation project
types that would not be likely to lead to a substantial or measurable increase in VMT. If a project
fits within the general types of projects (including combinations of types) described below, then it
is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant, and a detailed VMT analysis is not
required:
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e Active Transportation, Rightsizing (aka Road Diet), and Transit Projects:

— Infrastructure projects, including safety and accessibility improvements, for pedestrians
and bicyclists.

— Installation or reconfiguration of traffic-calming devices.

— Creation of new or addition to roadway capacity on local or collector streets, provided the
project also substantially improves conditions for people walking, bicycling, and, if
applicable, riding transit (e.g., by improving neighborhood connectivity or improving
safety).

e Other Minor Transportation Projects:

— Rehabilitation, maintenance, replacement, and repair projects designed to improve the
condition of existing transportation assets (e.g., highways, roadways, bridges, culverts,
tunnels, transit systems, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities) that do not add additional
motor vehicle capacity.

— Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic lanes that are not for through traffic, such
as left-turn lanes, right-turn lanes, U-turn pockets, or emergency breakdown lanes that are
not used as through lanes.

— Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic control devices, including transit signal
priority features.

— Timing of signals to optimize vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian flow on local or collector
streets.

— Addition of transportation wayfinding signage.
— Removal of off- or on-street parking spaces.

— Adoption, removal, or modification of on-street parking or loading restrictions (including
meters, time limits, accessible spaces, and preferential/reserved parking permit programs).

Accordingly, the proposed transportation network changes within the study area evaluated for
potential VMT impacts are listed below, along with discussion regarding why each change does
not require a detailed VMT assessment.

Extension of Fourth Avenue: The CPHP would add a new section of roadway between
Parnassus Avenue and Kirkham Street and provide access to the future planned uses in the
West End. This roadway would be a local street, primarily designed to provide access to the
Parnassus Heights campus site and would include traffic-calming design elements such as
narrow lanes, pedestrian crosswalks, full sidewalks, and bicycle infrastructure. In addition,
the primary purpose of this roadway would be to provide access to the site, and not to provide
a pathway for through traffic. The extension of Fourth Avenue would also provide access for
service vehicles to/from the proposed multi-level service corridor between Medical Center
Way and the Fourth Avenue extension. As such, this transportation improvement would not
be expected to result in a significant impact on VMT.

Installation of new off-street roadway loop for short-term parking and passenger
loading adjacent to the New Hospital: The CPHP includes an off-street roadway loop for
short-term parking and passenger loading adjacent to the New Hospital. It would not be
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designed for through traffic and would not add additional vehicle capacity; therefore, this
transportation improvement would not be expected to result in a significant impact on VMT.

The potential removal of the existing off-street roadway loop for short-term parking
and passenger loading adjacent to Moffitt Hospital: In conjunction with the planning and
design of a new short-term parking and passenger loading loop adjacent to the New Hospital,
the New Hospital project may require removing the existing off-street roadway loop adjacent
to the existing Moffitt Hospital. As the existing loop is not designed for through traffic, its
removal would not result in a significant impact on VMT.

The widening and potential regrading of portions of Medical Center Way south of
Parnassus Avenue adjacent to the New Hospital: The CPHP would widen Medical Center
Way to meet the fire safety requirements for roadways of this type, and would not add
additional vehicle capacity. Therefore, this transportation improvement would not be
expected to result in a significant impact on VMT.

In addition to the changes to the roadway network described above, the CPHP contemplates
installing an off-street passenger loading facility within the Millberry Union garage. Access to
this facility would rely on the existing Millberry Union garage access ramps and would not
require building additional access facilities. Therefore, it would not alter the local roadway
network and would not be expected to result in a significant impact on VMT.

Based on the discussion provided above, the proposed changes to transportation facilities included
in the CPHP would result in a less than significant impact on VMT.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival, RAB, Initial Aldea Housing Densification Projects, and Initial Phase
Improvements

Of these Initial Phase projects, only the RAB and the initial Aldea Housing Densification projects
would add additional population to the campus site. These two projects were assessed to estimate
average daily VMT per capita for residential and office uses. The Irving Street Arrival project
would not increase the population on the campus site or influence overall travel demand and
behavior, and consequently, would have no impact on VMT.

The proposed RAB would occupy the campus site currently occupied by UC Hall, and would
increase the daily population on campus by approximately 2,000 faculty, staff, and/or visitors.
The initial Aldea Housing Densification project would increase the daily population on campus
by approximately 300 residents and residential visitors. These projects would therefore result in
more person trips to/from campus, including additional vehicle trips. However, these projects
would not influence how people travel to/from the campus; they would travel similar to existing
populations.

Table 4.15-17 presents the existing and future VMT per capita estimates for residents and
employees related to the Initial Phase projects and compares them to the project significance
threshold of 15 percent below the regional average.
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TABLE 4.15-17
EXISTING AND FUTURE DAILY VMT PER CAPITA — RAB AND INITIAL ALDEA HOUSING DENSIFICATION PROJECTS

Residential: Average VMT per resident! Office: Average VMT per employee?
Existing 2040 Existing 2040
San Francisco Bay Area 17.2 16.1 19.1 17.0
Project Threshold
(Regional minus 15%) 14.6 13.7 16.2 14.5
UCSF Parnassus
Heights Campus Site
(CPHP Initial Projects 5.4 10.0
Estimate)
NOTES:

1 Represents campus housing residents.
Represents UCSF faculty, physicians, nurses, students, trainees and other UCSF staff, as well as childcare and hotel workers.
CPHP Initial Projects are anticipated to be complete by 2030 and are compared to both existing and 2040 regional averages for average
VMT per resident and per employee.

SOURCE: Adavant Consulting, 2020.

The average daily VMT per capita for residential and office uses with implementation of the
RAB and the initial Aldea Housing Densification projects are substantially less than both the
existing and future thresholds of significance. Therefore, the impact related to VMT per capita of
the Initial Projects would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

The Initial Phase improvements propose one planned transportation network change within the
study area:

Installation of a multi-level service corridor: The Initial Phase improvements include the
construction of a multi-level service corridor that would extend from roughly Medical Center
Way to Koret Way (and the new extension of Fourth Avenue in the future), and would
provide access for freight and utility vehicles to transport goods and materials for back-of-
house purposes. The service corridor would be designed as a local roadway and would
facilitate travel by freight vehicles via Medical Center Way and/or the proposed extension of
Fourth Avenue. Freight vehicles would otherwise take a longer route; therefore, this
transportation element would not be expected to result in a significant impact on VMT.

Therefore, these Initial Phase projects and improvements would not result in any changes to the
transportation network and do not include any transportation projects that would substantially
induce additional automobile travel. Therefore, VMT impacts related to inducing additional
automobile travel associated with these Initial Phase projects would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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Impact TRANS-3: Implementation of the CPHP would not substantially increase hazards
due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). (Less than Significant)

CPHP

As described in Impact TRANS-2, above, the CPHP proposes the following changes to the
roadway network within the study area:

e Extension of Fourth Avenue between Parnassus Avenue and Kirkham Street

e A new off-street roadway loop for short-term parking and passenger loading adjacent to the
New Hospital

e The potential removal of the existing off-street roadway loop for short-term parking and
passenger loading adjacent to Moffitt Hospital

e The widening and potential regrading of portions of Medical Center Way south of Parnassus
Avenue adjacent to the New Hospital

The proposed extension of Fourth Avenue would serve as the main access point for future new
buildings to the west of the proposed RAB, including the new housing structures on the West
Side. As a campus street open to all vehicles, the Fourth Avenue extension would include on-
street parking, sidewalks, and loading areas. The proposed Fourth Avenue extension would be
designed based on applicable design standards for all roadways in the City and County of San
Francisco, including the San Francisco Public Works Standard Specification and Standard Plans,
as well as the Project Manual and reference documents.?! Future streetscape design for public
roadways should also apply best practices in traffic calming and pedestrian facilities to minimize
conflicts and to moderate vehicle speeds, consistent with San Francisco’s Better Streets Plan and
the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. The new roadway would also be
subject to review, and approval by the relevant City departments, including SFPW, SFMTA, and
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).

The New Hospital would design and install a new off-street roadway loop to serve short-term
parking and passenger pick-up and drop-off activities to largely serve hospital patients and
visitors. A new hospital loading loop would add two new curb cuts across the sidewalk on the
south side of Parnassus Avenue to accommodate vehicles entering and exiting the loading loop.
The details of the proposed roadway loop are subject to further analysis and review as part of a
future environmental review process specific to the New Hospital project. The new hospital
loading loop would be sized to accommodate anticipated passenger loading demand. Its design
will be coordinated with the Irving Street Arrival project and implementation of the Parnassus
Avenue Streetscape Plan in order to also accommodate the planned widening of the pedestrian
crossing located between Medical Building 1 and Millberry Union. The project would use the

21" Additional details can be found on the City’s website at https://www.sfpublicworks.org/services/standards-
specifications-and-plans.
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appropriate design standards for any new transportation facilities, such as those described above,
and would therefore not substantially increase hazards.

In conjunction with the planning and design of a new short-term parking and passenger loading
loop adjacent to the New Hospital, the New Hospital project may require removing the existing
off-street roadway loop adjacent to the existing Moffitt Hospital. By removing the existing
Mofftitt Loop, implementation of a new hospital loading loop would maintain the same number of
curb cuts (location where a vehicle is able to cross a sidewalk) on Parnassus Avenue; the two
curb cuts for entry/exit of Moffitt Loop would be replaced by two curb cuts for entry/exit of the
new loading loop.

The New Hospital project includes widening and potentially regrading portions of Medical Center
Way south of Parnassus Avenue and adjacent to the New Hospital. The roadway would be
widened to meet the fire safety requirements for roadways of this type. Widening of Medical
Center Way may result in encroachment on the Reserve; as indicated in Chapter 3, Project
Description, UCSF would replace any Reserve acreage lost resulting from new development
under the CPHP by creating new Reserve acreage elsewhere within the campus site. The roadway
improvements will be designed based on applicable design standards described above, and would
be subject to review, and approval by the relevant City departments, including SFPW, SFMTA,
and SFPUC.

In addition to the changes to the roadway network described above, the CPHP contemplates
installing an off-street passenger loading facility within the Millberry Union garage. Access to
this facility would rely on the existing Millberry Union garage access ramps and would not
require building additional access facilities. Therefore, it would not alter the local roadway
network. This facility would also be designed consistent with the design guidelines referenced
above.

By following the design guidelines referenced above, the CPHP would not substantially increase
hazards, including hazards to pedestrian safety, due to a geometric design feature. In addition, the
CPHP does not propose any incompatible uses. Therefore, the impact would be less than
significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival, RAB, Initial Aldea Housing Densification Projects, and Initial Phase
Improvements

These Initial Phase projects and improvements propose one transportation network change within
the study area. The proposed multi-level service corridor would facilitate transport of goods and
materials for back-of-house functions and provide easy access to major utility lines serving the
campus site. The service corridor is envisioned to be located above ground on its east end. Given
the existing topography, several options are being considered for its routing on the western end.

Similar to the proposed Fourth Avenue extension, the proposed service corridor would be
designed based on applicable design standards for all roadways in the City and County of
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San Francisco, including the San Francisco Public Works Standard Specification and Standard
Plans, as well as the Project Manual and reference documents.22 This new roadway would also
be subject to review, and approval by the relevant City departments, including SFPW, SFMTA,
and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).

The Irving Street Arrival, RAB, and initial Aldea Housing Densification projects do not propose
any additional new roadways or incompatible uses. Therefore, these Initial Phase projects would
not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses, and
therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact TRANS-4: Implementation of the CPHP would not result in inadequate emergency
access. (Less than Significant)

CPHP

Potential impacts on emergency access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis
assessed whether the proposed street network changes associated with the proposed CPHP would
impair, hinder, or preclude adequate emergency vehicle access.

Under existing conditions, emergency vehicles travel on major local roadways including
Parnassus Avenue/Judah Avenue, Stanyan Street, Lincoln Way, and Seventh Avenue, when
heading to and from an emergency and/or emergency facility. In the future, emergency vehicles
would use these same streets to reach the campus site from the nearest fire department stations,
police department stations, or other hospitals. On all streets surrounding the campus site, non-
emergency vehicles would continue to yield the right-of-way, per the California Vehicle Code.

Stanyan Street (north of Frederick Street) and Lincoln Way are multi-lane arterial roadways that
allow emergency vehicles to travel at higher speeds and permit other traffic to maneuver out of
the path of the emergency vehicle. Although Parnassus Avenue/Judah Avenue and Seventh
Avenue have one travel lane in each direction, they are each approximately 32 feet wide and have
a two-way left-turn lane in the center. Although typical vehicle travel lanes in San Francisco are
between 10 and 12 feet wide, a typical passenger vehicle is between 6 and 7 feet wide. The
combination of the lane widths and center turn lanes would therefore allow non-emergency
vehicles enough space to yield to emergency vehicles headed to the campus site.

The proposed CPHP would not make any changes to city streets adjacent to the campus site or
include elements that would conflict with adopted codes regarding street widths and turning
movements. Furthermore, the proposed CPHP would not include any design features that would
hinder or preclude emergency vehicle access. UCPD would also continue to maintain a substation

22 Additional details can be found on the City’s website at https://www.sfpublicworks.org/services/standards-
specifications-and-plans.
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on the campus site under the CPHP. Therefore, implementation of the CPHP would not result in
inadequate emergency access; the impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival, RAB, Initial Aldea Housing Densification Projects, and Initial Phase
Improvements

With implementation of the Initial Phase projects such as the Irving Street Arrival, RAB, and
initial Aldea Housing Densification projects and the Initial Phase improvements, emergency
vehicle access to the campus site would be similar to existing conditions. Therefore, similar to the
discussion presented for the CPHP as a whole, the Initial Phase projects and improvements would
not result in inadequate emergency access; the impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are necessary.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact TRANS-5: Construction activities under the CPHP could temporarily impact travel
conditions along sidewalks and roadways serving the campus site. (Potentially Significant;
Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The discussion of construction impacts is based on currently available information from UCSF, as
summarized in Chapter 3, Project Description; local and state regulations regarding use of the
public right-of-way; and experience with typical construction practices by UCSF in San
Francisco. As discussed in Chapter 3, implementation of the CPHP would be spread over the next
thirty years and would preserve UCSF’s operations at the Parnassus Heights campus site during
the construction period. Construction would begin in mid-2021, with Initial Phase projects
anticipated to be completed by 2030, and Future Phase projects implemented over the remainder
of the CPHP and completed by horizon year 2050.

CPHP

Construction activities at the campus site under the proposed CPHP would result in truck trips
associated with the delivery of construction materials and the off haul of demolition debris,
excavated soil and construction wastes and vehicle trips to and from the site by construction
workers. These trips would have the potential to cause temporary disruptions to nearby streets,
transit services, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Specifically, construction of individual
projects or phases of the CPHP, including the arrival or departure of construction vehicles and
delivery of construction materials may inhibit vehicle, transit, bicycle and pedestrian movement
and access both intermittently and through the duration of their construction if sidewalk and
walkway closures, street closures, a temporary relocation of a transit stop, and bicycle route
detours are required. They could also result in a temporary parking supply reduction, whether off-
or on-street due to construction staging. Construction workers who drive to the site and potential
temporary parking restrictions would cause a temporary increase in parking demand.
Construction workers would park within UCSF parking garages, either in available or dedicated
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parking spaces, in satellite parking lots in which UCSF would lease temporary parking spaces, or
in temporary surface parking lots within undeveloped blocks. Additionally, certain roads within
the campus site, such as Medical Center Way, are likely to be partially or fully closed for limited
durations during construction, related to widening, regrading, and/or paving.

Prior to construction of certain phases or projects associated with the CPHP, UCSF and their
construction contractor(s) would meet with San Francisco Public Works and SFMTA staff to
develop and review truck routing plans and any required temporary roadway or sidewalk closures
or detours. For any work in the public right-of-way, the construction contractor would be required
to comply with the SFEMTA Blue Book>, including the regulations regarding sidewalk and lane
closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be
required. Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street
Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts
to transit operations. Additionally, any temporary traffic controls implemented as part of a
construction project would be required to conform to the California Manual of Uniform Traffic
Control Devices.

Although CPHP construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be
considered potentially significant given the magnitude and duration of the CPHP and need for on-
going coordination and monitoring. CPHP Mitigation Measure TRANS-S is set forth to reduce
this impact to a less-than-significant level.

CPHP Mitigation Measure TRANS-5: Construction Coordination and Monitoring
Measures

Construction Traffic Control Plan — In order to reduce potential conflicts between
construction activities and pedestrians, transit and autos during construction activities at
the Parnassus Heights campus site, UCSF shall require construction contractor(s) to
prepare a traffic control plan for major phases of project construction (e.g., demolition,
construction, or renovation of individual buildings). UCSF and their construction
contractor(s) will meet with relevant City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to
reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations (e.g., Parnassus
Avenue) and other measures to reduce potential traffic and transit disruption and
pedestrian circulation effects during major phases of construction of the CPHP projects.
For any work within the public right-of-way, the contractor would also be required to
comply with the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco
Streets, which establish rules and permit requirements so that construction activities can
be done safely and with the least possible interference with pedestrians, bicyclists, transit,
and vehicular traffic.

Reduce Drive Alone Mode Share for Construction Workers — In order to minimize
parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, UCSF shall
require the construction contractor to include in the Construction Traffic Control Plan
methods to encourage walking, bicycling, carpooling, and transit access to the campus
site by construction workers.

23 Available at https://www.sfmta.com/reports/construction-regulations-blue-book
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Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Residents and Businesses — In order to
minimize construction impacts on access for nearby residences, institutions, and
businesses, UCSF shall provide nearby residences and businesses with regularly-updated
information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak
construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours, excavation),and travel lane closures
via a newsletter, website, and/or quarterly construction update meetings with neighbors.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Irving Street Arrival, RAB, Initial Aldea Housing Densification Projects, and Initial Phase
Improvements

It is estimated that construction activity associated with these Initial Phase projects and
improvements would generate an average of 10 truck trips per day and as many as 50 trucks per
day. Although construction activities associated with these Initial Phase projects and
improvements would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially
significant given the need for on-going coordination and monitoring.

Mitigation: Implement CPHP Mitigation Measure TRANS-5.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-TRANS-1: The CPHP, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
significant transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)

Cumulative transportation impacts consider those that would result from the implementation of
the CPHP combined with other future land use and transportation changes anticipated to occur by
2050. The CPHP would be implemented over an approximately 30-year horizon, and would thus
also be anticipated to occur by 2050. The CPHP’s contribution to cumulative impacts may be
considerable if it worsens or results in a significant cumulative impact. Cumulative transportation
impacts in the project area may result from residential and commercial land use development
projects that are reasonably expected to occur within the vicinity of the Parnassus Heights campus
site, as well as changing travel patterns on transportation facilities within the vicinity of the
Parnassus Heights campus site.

There are no identified land use development projects within the vicinity of the Parnassus Heights
campus site or population change projections, which would result in traffic growth and/or
changing travel patterns on transportation facilities within the vicinity of the Parnassus Heights
campus site. As such, the discussions presented in Impacts TRANS-1 through TRANS-4 would
be similar under cumulative conditions.
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e The CPHP, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in a conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

o The CPHP would not result in a conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, subdivision (b). The VMT per capita estimates presented in Impact TRANS-2 are
well below the 2040 impact threshold.

e The CPHP, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

e The CPHP, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in inadequate emergency access.

Impact TRANS-5 describes temporary conditions during project construction, which would not
be present under cumulative conditions with full project build out.

Mitigation: None required.
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4.16 Utilities and Service Systems

This section assesses the potential for development under the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights
Plan (CPHP or Plan), including the three Initial Phase projects and Initial Phase improvements, to
result in significant impacts on utilities and service systems. The section includes a description of
the existing environmental setting as it relates to utility and service systems, and provides a
regulatory framework that discusses applicable federal, State, and local regulations. The section
presents the significance criteria used to evaluate impacts on utility and service systems, and the
results of the impact assessment, including any significant impacts and associated mitigation
measures.

4.16.1 Environmental Setting

Water
Water Supply

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) provides regional water services to
approximately 2.6 million people in San Francisco, Santa Clara, Alameda, San Mateo, and
Tuolumne Counties, including all of the City and County of San Francisco. Approximately

97 percent of the water provided to San Francisco is supplied by the SFPUC Regional Water
System (RWS), which is made up of water from the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir and Bay Area
reservoirs in the Alameda Creek and Peninsula watersheds. The remaining 3 percent is supplied
by local water supplies, including recycled water, groundwater and non-potable water (SFPUC,
2016).

Regional Water System

Water from the Tuolumne River watershed stored in the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir accounts for

85 percent of the water supply delivered by the RWS, while the Alameda and Peninsula
watersheds accounts for the remaining 15 percent. The RWS includes over 280 miles of pipelines,
over 60 miles of tunnels, 11 reservoirs, five pump stations, and two water treatment plants, and
currently delivers approximately 196 million gallons of water per day (mgd) to its customers
(SFPUC, 2016).

Groundwater

A small portion of the San Francisco’s water is obtained from locally-produced groundwater,
which is used primarily for irrigation in local parks and on highway medians. San Francisco is
located atop all or part of seven un-adjudicated groundwater basins. All of the basins, except the
Westside and Lobos basins, are generally inadequate to supply a substantial amount of
groundwater for municipal supply because of low yields (SFPUC, 2016).

The Westside Groundwater Basin is the largest groundwater basin in San Francisco. This basin is
currently used to meet water demands for some irrigation and non-potable water needs in Golden
Gate Park and the San Francisco Zoo. Six deep well pumping stations currently extract up to
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4.0 mgd of water from the basin, which is then conveyed to in-City reservoirs for blending with
the municipal drinking water supply (SFPUC, 2016).

Recycled Water

A small percentage of San Francisco’s water is sourced from recycled water, which is used
primarily for golf course irrigation in some parts of San Francisco. Presently recycled water
provides about 0.3 mgd. Two planned recycled water projects will significantly increase the
amount of recycled water available to City users. The Westside Recycled Water Project, which is
currently under construction, will provide irrigation water to replace the existing groundwater and
water from RWS used on the west side of the City. This project is expected to begin making
deliveries in 2021 and will provide an annual average of 1.6 mgd. In addition, the Eastside
Recycled Water Project will provide up to 2 mgd (annual average) of recycled water to portions
of the east side of the City for non-potable irrigation, commercial, and industrial users (SFPUC,
2016).

Non-Potable Water

Alternate water sources (i.e., rainwater, storm water, greywater and blackwater) also now may be
used in San Francisco for approved non-potable use. The Non-Potable Water Ordinance allows
for the collection, treatment, and use of alternate water sources for non-potable applications. In
July 2015, the ordinance was amended to mandate the installation of on-site water systems to
treat and reuse available alternate water sources for toilet flushing and irrigation in new
developments that meet specified criteria. The use of onsite alternate water sources serves to
offset demands for potable water, with a cumulative projected potable-water offset of 0.4 mgd by
2040 (SFPUC, 2016). This potable-water offset is part of SFPUC’s water supply portfolio in the
2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) for the City (see discussion of SFPUC’s UWMP
under Regulatory Setting, below).

Water Demand

The SFPUC serves water to both retail and wholesale customers, with about one third of its water
supplies for retail customers (primarily located in San Francisco), including UCSF for use at its
campus sites, and its remaining supplies reserved for 28 wholesale customers located in Alameda,
Santa Clara, and San Mateo Counties, including the Groveland Community Services District.!
Retail customers include the residents, businesses, and industries within the City as well as other
customers such as the Town of Sunol, San Francisco International Airport, and the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory, among others. Within the City, the SFPUC provides distribution
and storage for water and fire protection for the local water system; this system includes 10
reservoirs, eight water tanks, 17 pump stations, and approximately 1,250 miles of transmission
lines and water mains. In 2015, retail customers demanded 70.1 mgd, which was an historic low.
Of this demand, in-City retail customers used approximately 65.6 mgd, of which 1.5 mgd was

1 As reported in the SFPUC's 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, wholesale customers used about 128 mgd in

2015.
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met with groundwater, and 0.2 mgd was met with recycled water, and the remainder was met
with RWS supplies (SFPUC, 2016).

Water Supply Reliability

During normal precipitation years, the RWS is projected to have adequate water supplies to meet
service area demands through 2040. In a single dry year, SFPUC projects to have sufficient
supplies to meet demands for potable water through 2040; however, during a multiple-year
drought, SFPUC would experience shortages in deliveries in 2040 without development of
additional water supplies (SFPUC, 2016).

To address the reliability of its supplies, SFPUC has developed a Water System Improvement Plan
(WSIP) and Water Shortage Allocation Plans (WSAP). These plans are discussed in further detail
below.

Water System Improvement Program

In 2008, the SFPUC adopted the Phased Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) to ensure
the ability of the regional water system to meet certain level of service goals for water quality,
seismic reliability, delivery reliability, and water supply through 2018.2 The SFPUC’s level of
service goals for regional water supply are to meet customer water needs in non-drought and
drought periods and to meet dry-year delivery needs while limiting rationing to a maximum of
20 percent system-wide. In approving the WSIP, the SFPUC established a supply limitation of up
to 265 mgd to be delivered from its water supply resources in the Tuolumne, Alameda and
Peninsula watersheds in years with normal (average) precipitation.3 The SFPUC’s water supply
agreement with its wholesale customers provides that approximately two-thirds of this total (up to
184 mgd) is available to wholesale purchasers and the remaining one-third (up to 81 mgd) is
available to retail customers. The total amount of water the SFPUC can deliver to retail and
wholesale customers in any one year depends on several factors, including the amount of water
that is available from natural runoff, the amount of water in reservoir storage, and the amount of
that water that must be released from the system for purposes other than customer deliveries (e.g.,
required instream flow releases below reservoirs). A “normal year” is based on historical
hydrological conditions that allow the reservoirs to be filled by rainfall and snowmelt, allowing
full deliveries to customers; similarly, a “wet year” and a “dry year” are based on historical
hydrological conditions with above and below “normal” rainfall and snowmelt, respectively.

For planning purposes, the SFPUC uses a hypothetical drought that is more severe than what has
historically been experienced. This drought sequence is referred to as the “design drought” and
serves as the basis for planning and modeling of future scenarios. While the most recent drought
(2012 through 2016) included some of the driest years on record for the SFPUC’s watersheds, the
design drought still represents a more severe drought in duration and overall water supply deficit.

2 On December 11, 2018, the SFPUC Commission extended the timing of the WSIP water supply decision through
2028 in its Resolution No. 18-0212.

3 SFPUC Resolution No. 08-200, Adoption of the Water System Improvement Program Phased WSIP Variant,
October 30, 2008.
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Based on historical records of hydrology and reservoir inflow from 1920 to 2017, current delivery
and flow obligations, and fully-implemented infrastructure under the WSIP, normal or wet years
occurred 85 out of 97 years. This translates into roughly nine normal or wet years out of every

10 years. Conversely, system-wide rationing is required roughly one out of every 10 years. The
frequency of dry years is expected to increase as climate change intensifies.

The WSIP aims to meet customer water needs in non-drought and drought conditions through the
completion of defined improvements to the RWS that improve seismic, delivery, water quality, and
water supply reliability for the RWS. The WSIP includes both local projects (located within San
Francisco) and regional projects (spread over seven different counties from the Sierra foothills to
San Francisco). As of March 31, 2020, 34 of the 35 local projects and 48 of the 52 regional projects
have been completed; the remaining projects are under construction and are forecasted to be
completed by May 2023.

Water Shortage Allocation Plans

Each year, SFPUC evaluates the amount of total water storage expected to occur throughout the
RWS. If the evaluation finds the projected total water storage to be less than an identified level
sufficient to provide sustained delivery during drought, then the SFPUC may impose delivery
reductions or rationing in accordance with: (1) the Retail Water Storage Allocation Plan
(RWSAP), which pertains to retail customers, and (2) the Wholesale Water Shortage Allocation
Plan (WWSAP), which pertains to wholesale customers. Both plans provide specific allocations of
the available water supply between the retail and wholesale customers collectively associated with
varying system-wide shortages of up to 20 percent (SFPUC, 2016). The SFPUC last implemented
customer water rationing during the most recent drought from 2014-2017.

Parnassus Heights Water Infrastructure

The existing domestic and fire water system on the Parnassus Heights campus site comprises
distribution pipes, storage tanks, pump stations, valves, fire hydrants, and connections to the
City’s water system. A description of each of these systems is provided below.

Domestic Water System

Domestic water within the Parnassus Heights campus site is supplied from two water mains. A
City-owned 8-inch-diameter domestic water main along Parnassus Avenue and 5th Avenue
supplies domestic water to most of the buildings within the campus core on both sides of
Parnassus Avenue. A City owned 12-inch diameter high pressure domestic water main along
Clarendon Avenue supplies domestic water to buildings within the Aldea Housing complex, the
Central Utility Plant (CUP), Moffitt Hospital, Medical Sciences, and Health Science Instruction
Research (HSIR) East buildings. The high-pressure domestic water main also supplies the two
domestic water tanks along Medical Center Way and the Forest Knolls Tank to the northwest of
the Aldea Housing complex through the Forest Knolls Pump Station (UCSF, 2019).

Fire Water System

Fire water within the Parnassus Heights campus site is supplied from four water mains. The City-
owned 8-inch-diameter domestic water main along Parnassus Avenue and 5th Avenue discussed
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above supplies water to fire hydrants and sprinkler systems for buildings north of Parnassus
Avenue, along 5th Avenue, and along Kirkham Street. The 12-inch-diameter high pressure
domestic water main along Clarendon Avenue discussed above supplies water to the fire hydrants
in the Aldea Housing complex, two fire water tanks on Mount Sutro along Medical Center Way,
and to most of the major campus site buildings south of Parnassus Avenue. A 12-inch diameter
Auxiliary Water Supply System* (AWSS) main along Parnassus Avenue serves as a secondary
defense against fires if the municipal water supply system fails and supplies hydrants on the south
side of Parnassus Avenue. Finally, a 30-inch-diameter domestic water main along Parnassus
Avenue supplies one fire hydrant at the east end of the Parnassus Heights campus site (UCSF,
2019).

Wastewater / Stormwater

Parnassus Heights campus site straddles two City watershed basins. The west side of the
Parnassus Heights campus site is located in the City’s Sunset drainage basin within the larger
Western Basin; and east side of the campus site is in the City’s Channel drainage basin within the
larger Eastern Basin.

The City’s combined sewer system (CSS) is a network of pipes and tunnels that convey combined
stormwater and sanitary sewage flows, referred to as combined sewer discharge, to City
wastewater treatment plants. During non-storm conditions, the City’s CSS collects and treats up
to 80 mgd of wastewater, primarily municipal sewage.

The CSS routes flows to two treatment plants: the Southeast Treatment Plant (SEP) in the
Bayview/Hunters Point neighborhood, and the Oceanside Treatment Plant (OSP) east of the Great
Highway near the San Francisco Zoo. The SEP receives approximately 80 percent of the
combined wastewater and stormwater flows from the city and discharges treated effluent to San
Francisco Bay. On average, the SEP treats approximately 60 mgd of combined flows each day.
During a rainstorm, the SEP has the capacity to treat up to 250 mgd of combined flows.

When the SEP reaches capacity, the North Point Wet Weather Facility (NPF), located on the
north side of the City at 111 Bay Street, provides an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows
(San Francisco RWQCB, 2013). Treated effluent from this facility is discharged through four
deep water outfalls, approximately 800 feet from the bay shoreline. Two of the deep water
outfalls terminate at the end of Pier 33 and two terminate at the end of Pier 35 on the northeastern
Bay shore.

The OSP treats the remaining 20 percent of flows from the west side of the City, including
sewage flows from the entire Parnassus Heights campus site, and stormflows from the western
half of the Parnassus Heights campus site. OSP has a dry weather capacity of 43 mgd. On an
average day, the OSP treats approximately 17 mgd. During rain events, the wet-weather treatment
capacity is 65 mgd (SFPUC, 2019a).

4 The Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) is a system of mains and high pressure fire hydrants, independent of
the domestic water supply, built solely for the purpose of firefighting.
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The CSS includes storage and transport boxes that, during wet weather, retain the combined
stormwater and sewage flows that exceed the capacities of the SEP and the NPF for later
treatment. The transport boxes connect to 36 combined sewer outfalls to the Bay (SFPUC,
2019c¢). When rainfall intensity results in combined flows that exceed the total capacity of the
SEP, the NPF, and the storage and transport structures, the excess flows are discharged through
the combined sewer discharge structures in compliance with NPDES permits. Citywide,
discharges from these discharge structures receive “flow-through treatment,” which is similar to
primary treatment, to remove settleable solids and floatable materials. Wet weather flows are
intermittent throughout the rainy season, and combined sewer overflow events vary in nature and
duration depending largely on the intensity of individual rainstorms.

The Parnassus Heights campus site is served by public and private stormwater and combined
sewer pipe networks of varying pipe size, material and condition. SFPUC’s public combined
sewers are located wholly within public streets, which receive effluent from UCSF’s private
combined sewer system (UCSF, 2019).

Electric and Natural Gas Facilities

Campus Core

The CUP provides electricity to the campus core along Parnassus Avenue through a

12.47 kilovolt (kV) distribution network. The CUP has two gas turbine generators nominally
generating 5 megawatts (MW) each, and one steam turbine generator nominally generating
3.75 MW. As a result, the combined capacity of the CUP is 13.75 MW (UCSF, 2019).

Three separate Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) 12.47 kV feeders provide supplemental
electricity to the campus core along Parnassus Avenue when necessary. In the event of a CUP
outage, the PG&E service can pick up the demand without any power interruption to the campus
site. The combined electrical capacity from the three PG&E connections is 22.5 MW, of which
15 MW is available at any one time (UCSF, 2019).

PG&E also provides natural gas service to the campus core from existing lines along Parnassus
Avenue. Branch lines provide natural gas service to the CUP and individual buildings.

Aldea Housing Complex

The Aldea Housing complex is served by a PG&E 12.47 kV line located in Clarendon Avenue.
PG&E also provides natural gas service to the Aldea housing complex from existing lines in the
area.

Heating and Chilled Water Facilities

The CUP provides heating for the entire campus core via steam networks and cooling for only six
campus site buildings (Clinical Sciences Building, Medical Science Building, Dolby
Regeneration Medicine Building, Health Sciences Instruction and Research Towers West and
East, and Parnassus Services Building). The remaining buildings have cooling systems (e.g.,
absorption chillers, rooftop units). Steam is distributed through three networks to the campus for
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use in heating and process loads (e.g., sterilization). High pressure steam and low pressure steam
are distributed to the majority of campus site buildings, while medium pressure steam is supplied
to the clinical and medical buildings only. For Kalmanovitz Library, Moffitt Hospital, and Long
Hospital, high pressure steam is used to power an absorption chiller for cooling. The chilled water
system consists of 26-inch pipe secondary chilled water supply and return piping, which narrows
in diameter as it extends to each served building (UCSF, 2019). Steam and chilled water are not
provided to the Aldea Housing complex.

Telecommunications Facilities

The Parnassus Heights campus site is currently supplied with telecommunications services
through various private companies. Typical telecommunications systems on campus include
voice frequency, digital, fiber optic, wireless, Ethernet video over Internet Protocol, and voice
over Internet Protocol. The infrastructure is located underground in vaults and conduits and
aboveground on overhead power lines with pole mounted cable and transformers. Antennas are
also mounted in towers or on roofs (UCSF, 2019).

Solid Waste Collection and Disposal

Recology provides solid waste collection, recycling, and disposal services for residential and
commercial garbage, recycling, and composting in San Francisco. Solid waste in the City is
collected and hauled to a transfer station near Candlestick Point and recycled as feasible.
Recyclable materials are taken to Recology’s Pier 96 facility, where they are separated into
commodities (e.g., aluminum, glass, and paper) and transported to other users for reprocessing.
Compostables (e.g., food waste, plant trimmings, and soiled paper) are transferred to a Recology
composting facility in Solano County, where they are converted to soil amendment and compost.
The remaining material that cannot otherwise be reprocessed (“trash”) is transported to landfills.

In September 2015, the City approved an agreement with Recology, Inc., for the transport and
disposal of the City’s municipal solid waste at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County.
The City began disposing its municipal solid waste at the landfill in January 2016, and that
practice is anticipated to continue for approximately nine years, with an option to renew the
agreement thereafter for an additional six years. The Hay Road Landfill has a permitted peak
maximum daily disposal of 2,400 tons and an estimated remaining capacity of approximately
30.4 million cubic yards or 82 percent of its permitted capacity.’ The estimated closure date of
the landfill is 2077 (CalRecycle 2019a).

In 2018, San Francisco sent approximately 740,000 tons of solid waste to landfills, with,
approximately 453,300 tons transported to Recology Hay Road Landfill, 74,500 tons to the
Potrero Hills Landfill, 79,900 tons to the Corinda Los Trancos Landfill, and 70,500 tons to
Altamont Landfill. The remaining approximate 61,900 tons of solid waste were transported to

5 Tons is a unit of weight, and cubic yards is a unit of volume; conversion from one unit to other takes into account a

density factor for the material.
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24 other landfills. Together, the top four landfills used by San Francisco in 2018 have a remaining
capacity of 131.9 million cubic yards (CalRecycle 2019b).

In 2018, UCSF generated approximately 7,300 tons of solid waste (not including construction and
demolition [C&D] waste) at all campus sites. Of this amount, about 5,700 tons was diverted from
the waste stream, resulting in a diversion rate of 78 percent.

4.16.2 Regulatory Framework

State Urban Water Management Plan

In 1983, the California Legislature enacted the Urban Water Management Planning Act
(California Water Code Sections 10610 through 10656). The act states that every urban water
supplier that provides water to 3,000 or more customers, or that provides over 3,000 acre-feet of
water annually, should make every effort to ensure reliable water service sufficient to meet the
needs of its various categories of customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The act
requires the urban water suppliers to prepare an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) and
update it every five years. Details of the UWMP for the SFPUC are described below.

Water Supply Assessment

The State of California adopted Senate Bill 610 (SB 610) effective January 1, 2002. SB 610
requires cities and counties, when evaluating large development and redevelopment projects, to
request an assessment of the availability of water supplies from the water supply entity that will
provide water to a project. The Water Supply Assessment (WSA) is performed in conjunction
with the land use approval process associated with a project and must include an evaluation of the
sufficiency of the water supplies available to the water supplier to meet existing and future
demands, including the demand for a project over a 20-year time period that includes normal,
single-dry, and multiple dry years.

When a new development project is accounted for in the demand projections of an UWMP, the
WSA can refer to the UWMP and no further analysis is necessary. The SFPUC allows for all
development projects requiring a WSA under SB 610 to rely solely on the SFPUC’s adopted
UWMP without having to prepare individual WSAs.

Water Code Section 10910 and 14 CCR 15155 (entitled “City or County Consultation with Water
Agencies”) apply only to cities and counties. Water Code Section 10910(a) states: “Any city or
county that determines that a project, as defined in Section 10912, is subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public
Resources Code) under Section 21080 of the Public Resources Code shall comply with this part.”

2018 Bay-Delta Plan Amendment

In December 2018, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water
Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, which
establishes water quality objectives to maintain the health of the rivers and the Bay-Delta
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ecosystem.® Among the goals of the adopted Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is to increase salmonid
populations in the San Joaquin River, its tributaries (including the Tuolumne River), and the Bay-
Delta. Specifically, the plan amendment requires increasing flows in the Stanislaus, Tuolumne,
and Merced Rivers to 40 percent of unimpaired flow” from February through June every year,
whether it is wet or dry. During dry years, this would result in a substantial reduction in the
SFPUC’s water supplies from the Tuolumne River watershed (see additional detail below).

RWQCB Permits

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act authorizes the SWRCB, which, in turn, delegated
certain authority to the several Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) to issue and
enforce NPDES permits. In addition, the SWRCB develops water quality standards and performs
other functions to protect California’s waters. The RWQCBSs, pursuant to their delegated powers,
carry out the SWRCB regulations and standards as well as issue and enforce permits. The SEP,
the NPF, and all of the Bayside wet-weather facilities are covered by an NPDES permit (Regional
Water Quality Control Board Order No. R2-2013-0029) adopted by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB
in August 2013 while the OSP is covered by a separate NPDES permit (Regional Water Quality
Control Board Order No. R2-2019-0028) adopted by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB in September
2019. See Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for further discussion of NPDES permits.

Assembly Bill 939 and Senate Bill 1016

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, or Assembly Bill 939, established the
Integrated Waste Management Board, required the implementation of integrated waste
management plans, and mandated that local jurisdictions divert at least 50 percent of all solid
waste generated (from 1990 levels), beginning January 1, 2000, and divert at least 75 percent by
2010. Projects that would have an adverse effect on waste diversion goals are required to include
waste diversion mitigation measures to assist in reducing these impacts to less-than-significant
levels. With the passage of Senate Bill 1016 (the Per Capita Disposal Measurement System) in
2006, only per capita disposal rates are measured to determine if a jurisdiction’s efforts are
meeting the intent of Assembly Bill 939.

University of California

UC Sustainable Practices Policy

The UC Sustainable Practices Policy, developed in 2004 and updated as recently as 2019,
establishes goals in 10 areas of sustainable practices for both individual building projects and
overall facilities operations: green building design, clean energy, transportation, climate
protection, sustainable building operations, waste reduction and recycling, environmentally
preferable purchasing, sustainable foodservice, sustainable water systems, and sustainability at
UC Health locations (UCOP, 2019). Most relevant to this discussion are the goals and policies

6 State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2018-0059, Adoption of Amendments to the Water Quality
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and Final Substitute Environmental
Document, December 12, 2018, available at https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/docs/2018wqcp.pdf.

7 “Unimpaired flow” represents the water production of a river basin, unaltered by upstream diversions, storage, or

by export or import of water to or from other watersheds.
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related to energy use (i.e., green building design, clean energy, sustainable building operations),
solid waste (i.e., waste reduction and recycling), water supply (i.e., sustainable water systems),
and sustainability at UCSF locations.

Specifically, with regard to green building design, UCSF is committed to meeting UC system—wide
goals of achieving LEED Silver certification or better for all new buildings and LEED certification
(not necessarily Silver) for all major renovations. The policy also requires that all new non-acute
care facilities or major renovation projects outperform California Energy Code, Title 24,
requirements by at least 20 percent and strive to outperform the requirements by 30 percent. UCSF
saves millions of gallons of potable water annually through implementation of a comprehensive
Water Action Plan, which outlines the campus’s methods for reducing dependence on potable water
and identifies broader opportunities for water conservation (UCSF, 2018). Development on the
Parnassus Heights campus site must comply with the goals set forth in the Water Action Plan. The
UC Sustainable Practices Policy identifies the goal of a 20 percent reduction in growth-adjusted
potable water consumption by 2020 and 36 percent by 2025 (compared to a 3-year average baseline
of FY 2005-06, FY 2006-07, and FY 2007-08) (UCOP, 2019).

The UC produces an annual report to track its progress toward achieving the system-wide goal of
sustainability by 2025. The annual report outlines ongoing progress of the UC’s comprehensive
sustainability program, including advancement in all areas of the UC Sustainable Practices
Policy; research and education; Presidential Initiatives; and student, faculty, and staff
engagement.

UCSF 2014 LRDP

The UCSF 2014 LRDP included Community Planning Principles, which were produced in
collaboration with the UCSF Community Advisory Group:

Community Planning Principles
Sustainability

S1. Meet or exceed guidelines and standards in the University of California’s Sustainable
Practices Policy when planning and developing projects. Policy goals are categorized
as follows: Green Building; Clean Energy; Climate Protection Practices (including
greenhouse gas reduction); Sustainable Transportation; Sustainable Building
Operations; Recycling and Waste Management; Environmentally Preferable
Purchasing Practices; Sustainable Foodservices Practices.

City of San Francisco

2015 Urban Water Management Plan

The current urban water management plan for the City and County of San Francisco is the 2015
Urban Water Management Plan.® The 2015 plan presents information on the SFPUC’s retail and
wholesale service areas, the RWS and other water supply systems operated by the SFPUC,

8 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San

Francisco, June 2016. This document is available at https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75.
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system supplies and demands, water supply reliability, Water Conservation Act of 2009
compliance, water shortage contingency planning, and water demand management.

The water demand projections in the 2015 UWMP reflect anticipated population and employment
growth, socioeconomic factors, and the latest conservation forecasts. The 2015 UWMP presents
water demand projections in five-year increments over a 25-year planning horizon through 2040.
The plan compares anticipated water supplies to projected demand through 2040 for normal,
single-dry, and multiple-dry water years. Retail water supplies are comprised of RWS,
groundwater, recycled water, and non-potable water. Under normal hydrologic conditions, the
total retail supply is projected to increase from 70.1 mgd in 2015 to 89.9 mgd in 2040. According
to the plan, available and anticipated future water supplies would fully meet projected demand in
San Francisco through 2040 during normal years.

Based on the 2015 UWMP, as modified by a 2018 amendment to the 2009 Water Supply
Agreement,” sufficient retail water supplies would be available to serve projected growth in San
Francisco through 2040. While concluding supply is sufficient, the 2015 UWMP also identifies
projects that are underway or planned to augment local supply. Projects that are underway or
recently completed include the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project and the Westside
Recycled Water Project. A more current list of potential regional and local water supply projects
that the SFPUC is considering is provided below under Additional SFPUC Water Supplies.

In addition, the 2015 UWMP describes the SFPUC’s ongoing efforts to improve dry-year water
supplies, including participation in Bay Area regional efforts to improve water supply reliability
through projects such as interagency interties, groundwater management and recharge, potable
reuse, desalination, and water transfers. While no specific capacity or supply has been identified,
this program may result in future supplies that would benefit SFPUC customers.

Relationship of Bay-Delta Plan Amendment to SFPUC Water Supply

The SWRCB approved the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment in December 2018. If the Bay-Delta Plan
Amendment is implemented, the SFPUC would be able to meet the projected retail water
demands presented in the 2015 UWMP in normal years but would experience supply shortages in
single dry years and multiple dry years. Implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would
result in substantial dry-year water supply shortfalls throughout the SFPUC’s RWS service area,
including San Francisco. The 2015 UWMP assumes limited rationing for retail customers may be
needed in multiple dry years to address an anticipated supply shortage by 2040; the 2018
amendment to the 2009 Water Supply Agreement with wholesale customers (described above)
would slightly increase rationing levels indicated in the 2015 UWMP. By comparison,
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in supply shortfalls in all single
dry years and multiple dry years and rationing to a greater degree than previously anticipated to

9 SFPUC, Resolution No. 18-0212, December 11, 2018. The SFPUC amended its 2009 Water Supply Agreement
between the SFPUC and its wholesale customers, revising Tier 1 allocation in the Water Supply Allocation Plan to
require a minimum reduction of 5 percent of the regional water system supply for San Francisco retail customers
whenever system-wide reductions are required due to dry-year supply shortages.
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address supply shortages not accounted for in the 2015 UWMP or as a result of the 2018
amendment to the Water Supply Agreement.

The SWRCB has stated that it intends to implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment by the year
2022, assuming all required approvals are obtained by that time. However, at this time, the
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is uncertain for several reasons. First, under
the federal Clean Water Act, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) must
approve the water quality standards identified in the plan amendment. It is uncertain what
determination the USEPA will make and its decision could result in litigation.

Second, since adoption of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, over a dozen lawsuits have been filed
in state and federal court, challenging the water board’s adoption of the plan amendment,
including legal challenges filed by the federal government at the request of the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation. That litigation is in the early stages, and there have been no dispositive court rulings
as of this date.

Third, the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is not self-executing and does not allocate responsibility
for meeting its new flow requirements to the SFPUC or any other water rights holders. Rather, the
plan amendment merely provides a regulatory framework for flow allocation, which must be
accomplished by other regulatory and/or adjudicatory proceedings, such as a comprehensive
water rights adjudication or, in the case of the Tuolumne River, the Clean Water Act, section

401 certification process in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s relicensing proceeding
for Don Pedro Dam. The license amendment process is currently expected to be completed in the
2022-2023 timeframe. This process and other regulatory and/or adjudicatory proceeding would
likely face legal challenges and have lengthy timelines, and quite possibly could result in a
different assignment of flow responsibility for the Tuolumne River than currently exists (and
therefore a different water supply effect on the SFPUC).

Fourth, in recognition of the obstacles to implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the
SWRCB directed its staff to help complete a “Delta watershed-wide agreement, including
potential flow measures for the Tuolumne River” by March 1, 2019, and to incorporate such
agreements as an “alternative” for a future amendment to the Bay-Delta Plan to be presented to the
[water board] as early as possible after December 1, 2019.” In accordance with the water board’s
instruction, on March 1, 2019, the SFPUC, in partnership with other key stakeholders, submitted
a proposed project description for the Tuolumne River that could be the basis for a voluntary
agreement with the state water board that would serve as an alternative path to implementing the
Bay-Delta Plan’s objectives. On March 26, 2019, the SFPUC adopted Resolution No. 19-0057 to
support its participation in the voluntary agreement negotiation process. To date, those
negotiations are ongoing.

For these reasons, whether, when, and the form in which the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment will be
implemented, and how those amendments will affect the SFPUC’s water supply, is currently
unknown.
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Additional SFPUC Water Supplies

In light of the adoption of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and the resulting potential limitation to
the SFPUC’s RWS supply during dry years, the SFPUC is expanding and accelerating its efforts
to develop additional water supplies and explore other projects that would improve overall water
supply resilience. Developing these supplies would reduce water supply shortfalls and reduce
rationing associated with such shortfalls. The SFPUC has taken action to fund the study of
additional water supply projects, listed below:

e Daly City Recycled Water Expansion

e Alameda County Water District Transfer Partnership

e Brackish Water Desalination in Contra Costa County

e Alameda County Water District-Union Sanitary District Purified Water Partnership
e Crystal Springs Purified Water

e Eastside Purified Water

e San Francisco Eastside Satellite Recycled Water Facility

e Additional Storage Capacity in Los Vaqueros Reservoir from Expansion

e (Calaveras Reservoir Expansion

The capital projects that are under consideration would be costly and are still in the early
feasibility or conceptual planning stages. These projects would take 10 to 30 or more years to
implement and would require environmental permitting negotiations, which may reduce the
amount of water that can be developed. The yield from these projects is unknown and not
currently incorporated into SFPUC’s supply projections.

In addition to capital projects, the SFPUC is also considering developing related water demand
management policies and ordinances, such as funding for innovative water supply and efficiency
technologies and requiring potable water offsets for new developments.

4.16.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Criteria

Would implementation of the CPHP, including the three Initial Phase projects and Initial Phase
improvements:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities,
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
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d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

Approach to Analysis

The environmental impact analysis for utilities and service systems begins with an assessment of
existing utility use and infrastructure services at the Parnassus Heights campus site. The projected
demands for utilities and infrastructure services generated are then calculated and compared to
existing usage to estimate the net increase resulting from implementation of the proposed CPHP.
Typically, utility assessments focus on supply, treatment or generation capacity and distribution
or collection infrastructure requirements. For each potential utility, the analysis compares the net
increase resulting from implementation of the proposed CPHP against the significance criteria set
forth above. If the impact would be significant, the analysis identifies feasible mitigation
measures that would eliminate the impact or reduce it to a less-than-significant level. If the
impact cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level after implementation of all feasible
mitigation measures, then it would remain significant and unavoidable.

As UCSF is neither a city nor a county it is not subject to SB 610. However, UCSF has
voluntarily elected to prepare a WSA-like document, a Water Supply Evaluation (WSE), to
determine and demonstrate the sufficiency of the SFPUC’s water supplies to satisfy the water
demand of the planned development at the Parnassus Heights campus site under the 2014 LRDP
and CPHP (see Appendix WSE).

Approach to Analysis of Initial Phase Projects, including New Hospital, and
Initial Phase Improvements

This EIR includes project-level analysis for certain Initial Phase projects anticipated to be
completed by about the year 2030; specifically, the Irving Street Arrival, Research and Academic
Building (RAB), and initial Aldea Housing Densification; and Initial Phase improvements, as
described below. The New Hospital is also an Initial Phase project anticipated to be completed by
about the year 2030, but is analyzed at a program level in this EIR within the context of the overall
CPHP, and will be analyzed at a project level in a subsequent EIR when more details are available.

Impact Analysis

Impact UTIL-1: Implementation of the proposed CPHP would require or result in the
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation
of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant)

CPHP

Utility infrastructure improvements are required both within the Parnassus Heights campus core
and within the Aldea Housing complex to maintain existing systems and to serve future growth
under the proposed CPHP. The domestic and emergency water, waste wastewater/stormwater,
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electric and natural gas, heating and chilled water, and/or telecommunications utility
infrastructure improvements required to serve the net new development envisioned by the
proposed CPHP are summarized in Chapter 3, Project Description.

Construction activities associated with the utility improvements described above would have the
potential to result in significant or potentially significant impacts. However, compliance with
mitigation measures and other construction-related regulatory requirements discussed in other
sections of this EIR, including Section 4.2, Air Quality; Section 4.3, Biological Resources;
Section 4.4, Cultural Resources; Section 4.6, Geology and Soils; Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials; Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; Section 4.11, Noise and
Vibration; and Section 4.15, Transportation, would reduce construction-related effects associated
with utility improvements to a less than significant level. As a result, the impacts associated with
the construction of new utilities to serve the proposed CPHP would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival

The Irving Street Arrival project is intended to better facilitate entry onto the campus from Irving
Street. Utility demand associated with this project would be limited to electricity to power lights
and equipment for proposed vertical circulation improvements. As a result, the utility demand
associated with this project is not anticipated to be substantial enough to require the relocation or
construction of new or expanded utility infrastructure, and this impact is considered less than
significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Research and Academic Building

As discussed above, utility infrastructure improvements are required on the campus site to serve
future development allowed under the proposed CPHP, including the proposed RAB. Compliance
with mitigation measures and other construction-related regulatory requirements discussed in
other sections of the EIR, including Section 4.2, Air Quality; Section 4.3, Biological Resources,
Section 4.4, Cultural Resources; Section 4.6, Geology and Soils; Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials; Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; Section 4.11, Noise and
Vibration; and Section 4.15, Transportation, would reduce construction-related effects associated
with utility improvements to a less than significant level. As a result, the impacts associated with
the construction and expansion of new utilities to serve the RAB would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Aldea Housing Densification

UCSF estimates the existing fire and domestic water lines, combined storm sewer lines, and
electrical lines serving the Aldea Housing complex, which are located outside of the complex,
have sufficient capacity to serve future development within the area. However, improvements to
some utility infrastructure within the Aldea Housing complex would be required to serve the
proposed new development at the Aldea Housing complex. A new booster pump station may be
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installed to improve water pressure in the Aldea Housing complex. In addition, modeling analysis
conducted by UCSF in support of the CPHP indicated that several combined storm sewer lines
within the Aldea Housing complex may need to be replaced due to insufficient existing and future
capacity (UCSF 2019). Compliance with mitigation measures and other construction-related
regulatory requirements discussed in other sections of the EIR, including Section 4.2, Air Quality;
Section 4.3, Biological Resources; Section 4.4, Cultural Resources; Section 4.6, Geology and
Soils; Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality;
Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration; and Section 4.15, Transportation, would reduce construction-
related effects associated with utility improvements to a less than significant level. As a result, the
impacts associated with the construction and expansion of new utilities to serve the initial Aldea
Housing Densification project would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Phase Improvements

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Initial Phase improvements would include
various Initial Phase utility improvements, implementation of the Parnassus Avenue Streetscape
Plan, renovation of certain existing buildings, and installation of miscellaneous community
investments in the public realm. Compliance with mitigation measures and other construction-
related regulatory requirements discussed in other sections of the EIR, including Section 4.2, Air
Quality; Section 4.3, Biological Resources; Section 4.4, Cultural Resources; Section 4.6, Geology
and Soils; Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water
Quality; Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration; and Section 4.15, Transportation, would reduce
construction-related effects associated with these improvements to a less than significant level.
As a result, the impacts associated with the construction and expansion of utilities associated with
the new Initial Phase improvements would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact UTIL-2: Sufficient water supply would be available from existing entitlements and
resources to serve development under the proposed CPHP under normal, dry and multi-dry
years if the Bay Delta Plan Amendment is implemented. If the Bay Delta Plan Amendment
is implemented, the SFPUC may address the shortfalls through rationing and/or develop
new or expanded water supply facilities to address shortfalls in single and multiple dry
years. The CPHP would not make a considerable contribution to impacts from increased
rationing or from the development of new supply sources. (Less than Significant)

CPHP

Implementation of the CPHP would result in an increased demand for water at the Parnassus
Heights campus site, which is supplied to the campus by the SFPUC. The analysis herein evaluates
whether: (1) sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed CPHP and reasonably
foreseeable future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and (2) the proposed CPHP
would require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities,
the construction or relocation of which would have significant environmental impacts.
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As described earlier in this section, the supply capacity of the Hetch Hetchy RWS that provides the
majority of the city’s drinking water far exceeds the potential demand of any single development
project in San Francisco. No single development project alone in San Francisco would require the
development of new or expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take other
actions, such as imposing a higher level of rationing across the city in the event of a supply
shortage in dry years. Therefore, a separate project-only analysis is not provided for this topic.
The following analysis instead considers whether the proposed CPHP in combination with both
existing development and projected growth through 2040 would be served by existing and
planned supplies or would require new or expanded water supply facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could have significant cumulative impacts on the environment. It also
considers whether a high level of rationing would be required that could have significant
cumulative impacts. Further, due to the recent 2018 Bay Delta Plan Amendments that were
previously discussed, the analysis below considers the CPHP related water demand under three
water supply scenarios.

Estimated CPHP Water Demand

UCSEF is an in-City retail customer and purchases all of its water supplies from the SFPUC. Based
on 2018 data, existing development on the Parnassus Heights campus site currently demands
approximately 0.32 million gallons per day (mgd) of water. Implementation of the CPHP would
result in a net increase of about 2 million gsf of building space at the campus site. As a result of
this increase in building space, water demand at the Parnassus Heights campus site is projected to
increase by approximately 0.20 mgd, and the total future water demand for the Parnassus Heights
campus site at full development under the CPHP is projected to be approximately 0.52 mgd by
2050. This projected water demand conservatively does not take into consideration ongoing
projects by UCSF to reduce water demands at the Parnassus Heights campus site. Over the past
10 years, potable water demand at the Parnassus Heights campus site has decreased from a
maximum of 0.56 mgd in FY 2010/11 to 0.33 mgd in FY 2018/19 as a result of the UCSF Water
Action Plan. With full implementation of the ongoing water conservation projects described in
the UCSF Water Action Plan, it is estimated that UCSF would reduce the existing FY 2018/19
water demand by about 20 percent, not including the demand from the proposed CPHP. Further,
full development under the proposed CPHP is anticipated to occur by 2050. The SFPUC’s 2015
UWMP provides supply and demand projections through 2040. In the absence of projections that
go out to 2050, the CPHP’s 2050 incremental water demand is compared to the SFPUC’s 2040
supply and demand. This provides for a conservative analysis as the campus site water demand in
2040 actually would be lower than the amount analyzed in this section.

The total Parnassus Heights campus site water demand (0.52 mgd) as a result of the proposed
CPHP represents a small fraction (0.6 percent) of SFPUC’s overall 2040 total retail demand
which is projected to be about 89.9 mgd. If the incremental demand (0.20 mgd) due to the CPHP
is compared to the SFPUC 2040 total retail demand, it would represent an even smaller fraction
(about 0.2 percent). If the 20 percent reduction in existing use is factored in, the increase in
demand would be 0.13 mgd which would represent about 0.14 percent of the total retail demand
in 2040. Further, some of the incremental water demand at the Parnassus Heights campus site is
likely included in SFPUC’s 2040 demand projections. However, even if all of the incremental
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water is considered not accounted for, it represents a very small amount when compared to the
extensive RWS which is capable of supplying up to almost 90 mgd.

Impact Analysis

As discussed above in Section 4.16.2, Regulatory Framework, with the adoption of the Bay-Delta
Plan Amendment by the SWRCB in 2018, a substantial amount of uncertainty regarding future
water supplies was created. It is uncertain as to whether, when, and the form in which the Bay-
Delta Plan Amendment will be implemented, and how those amendments will affect the SFPUC’s
water supply. Three scenarios are set forth below to characterize potential future water supply
scenarios and the CPHP’s demand is analyzed for its impact in the context of these potential
scenarios.

Scenario 1 — Current Water Supply. Scenario 1 assumes no change to the way in which water
is supplied, and that neither the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment nor a Bay-Delta Plan Voluntary
Agreement would be implemented. Thus, the water supply and demand assumptions contained in
the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, as amended by the 2009 Water Supply Agreement,
would remain applicable to new development to be served by SFPUC. As discussed above, the
incremental increase in water needed at the Parnassus Heights campus site would be on the order
of 0.13 to 0.2 mgd and would represent a very small fraction (0.14 to 0.2 percent) of the total
demand and supply in 2040. Under this scenario, water supplies would be available to meet the
demand of the proposed CPHP in combination with existing development and projected growth
in all years, except for a 5- to 7-percent shortfall during dry years through the year 2040. This
relatively small shortfall is primarily due to implementation of the amended 2009 Water Supply
Agreement. To manage a small shortfall such as this, the SFPUC may prohibit certain
discretionary outdoor water uses and/or call for voluntary rationing by its retail customers,
including UCSF. This level of rationing is well within the SFPUC’s RWS supply level of service
goal of limiting rationing to no more than 20 percent on a system-wide basis. Further, under this
scenario, while SFPUC may choose to develop new water sources, the SFPUC would not be
required to develop new or expanded water supply facilities to serve the projected growth in
demand and there would be no significant cumulative environmental impacts from the
development of new supplies. The impact would be less than significant.

Scenario 2 — Bay-Delta Plan Voluntary Agreement. Under Scenario 2, a voluntary agreement
would be implemented as an alternative to the adopted Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. The

March 1, 2019, proposed voluntary agreement submitted to the SWRCB has yet to be accepted,
and the shortages that would occur with its implementation are not known. The voluntary
agreement proposal contains a combination of flow and non-flow measures that are designed to
benefit fisheries at a lower water cost, particularly during multiple dry years, than would occur
under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. The resulting RWS supply shortfalls during dry years
would be less than those under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and would require rationing of a
lesser degree and closer in alignment to the RWS supply level of service goal of rationing of no
more than 20 percent system-wide during dry years. The SFPUC Resolution No. 19-0057, which
authorized the SFPUC staff to participate in voluntary agreement negotiations, stated its intention
that any final voluntary agreement allow the SFPUC to maintain both the water supply and
sustainability level of service goals and objectives adopted by the SFPUC when it approved the
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WSIP. Accordingly, it is reasonable to conclude that if the SFPUC enters into a voluntary
agreement, the supply shortfall under such an agreement would be of a similar magnitude to the
shortfall that would occur under Scenario 1. The effect of Scenario 2 cannot be quantified at this
time but as noted above, if it can be designed to achieve the SFPUC’s level of service goals and is
adopted, it would be expected to have effects similar to Scenario 1.

Scenario 3 — Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. Under Scenario 3, the 2018 Bay-Delta Plan
Amendment would be implemented as it was adopted by the SWRCB without modification. As
discussed above, there is considerable uncertainty whether, when, and in what form the plan
amendment will be implemented. However, because implementation of the plan amendment
cannot be ruled out at this time, an analysis of the cumulative impact of projected growth on
water supply resources under this scenario is included in this document to provide a worst-case
impact analysis.

Under this scenario, which is assumed to be implemented after 2022, water supplies would be
available to meet projected demands through 2040 in wet and normal years with no shortfalls.
However, implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in a shortfall
beginning in years two and three of multiple dry-years in 2025 of 33.2 percent, and dry year
shortfalls by 2040 ranging from 23.4 percent in a single dry year and year one of multiple dry
years to up to 49.8 percent in years seven and eight of the 8.5-year design drought. Existing and
planned dry-year supplies would be insufficient for the SFPUC to satisfy its RWS supply level of
service goal of no more than 20 percent rationing system-wide. The Water Shortage Allocation
Plan does not specify allocations to retail supply during system-wide shortages above 20 percent.
However, the plan indicates that if a system-wide shortage greater than 20 percent were to occur,
the RWS supply would be allocated among retail and wholesale customers per the rules
corresponding to a 16- to 20-percent system-wide reduction, subject to consultation and
negotiation between the SFPUC and its wholesale customers to modify the allocation rules. Based
on these allocation rules, shortfalls of 15.6 to 49.8 percent across the retail service area as a whole
are estimated under Scenario 3. Significant dry-year shortfalls would occur in San Francisco,
regardless of whether or not the proposed CPHP is implemented.

It is anticipated that should the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment be implemented, the SFPUC will
increase and accelerate its efforts to develop additional water supplies and explore other projects
that would increase overall water supply resilience. The SFPUC has identified possible projects
that it will study. The SFPUC is beginning to study water supply options, but it has not
determined the feasibility of the possible projects, has not made any decision to pursue any
particular supply projects, and has determined that the identified potential projects would take
anywhere from 10 to 30 years or more to implement. There is also a substantial degree of
uncertainty associated with the implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and its
ultimate outcome, and therefore, there is substantial uncertainty in the amount of additional water
supply that may be needed, if any. Moreover, there is uncertainty and lack of knowledge as to the
feasibility and parameters of the possible water supply projects the SFPUC is beginning to
explore. Consequently, the physical environmental impacts that could result from future supply
projects would be speculative at this time and would not be expected to be reasonably determined
for a period of time ranging from 10 to 30 years. Although it is not possible at this time to
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identify the specific environmental impacts that could result, this analysis assumes that if new or
expanded water supply facilities, such as those listed above under “Additional Water Supplies,”
were developed, the construction and/or operation of such facilities could result in significant
adverse environmental impacts, and this would be a significant cumulative impact.

As discussed above, the proposed CPHP’s incremental water demand would represent between
0.14 to 0.2 percent of total demand in San Francisco in 2040, whereas implementation of the Bay
Delta Plan Amendment would result in a retail supply shortfall of up to 49.8 percent. Thus, new
or expanded dry-year water supplies would be needed under Scenario 3 regardless of whether the
proposed CPHP is implemented. As such, any physical environmental impacts related to the
construction and/or operation of new or expanded water supplies would occur with or without the
proposed CPHP. Therefore, the proposed CPHP would not have a considerable contribution to
any significant cumulative impacts that could result from the construction or operation of new or
expanded water supply facilities developed in response to the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment.

Given the long lead times associated with developing additional water supplies, in the event the
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment were to take effect sometime after 2022 and result in a dry-year
shortfall, the expected action of the SFPUC for the next 10 to 30 years (or more) would be limited
to requiring increased rationing. The analysis below focuses on whether rationing at the levels
that might be required under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment could result in any cumulative
impacts, and if so, whether the CPHP would make a considerable contribution to these impacts.

The SFPUC has established a process through its Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan for
actions it would take under circumstances requiring rationing. Rationing at the level that might be
required under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would require changes to how businesses operate,
changes to water use behaviors (e.g., shorter and/or less-frequent showers), and restrictions on
irrigation and other outdoor water uses (e.g., car washing), all of which could lead to undesirable
socioeconomic effects. However, any such effects would not constitute physical environmental
impacts under CEQA.

High levels of rationing could, however, lead to adverse physical environmental effects, such as the
loss of vegetation cover resulting from prolonged restrictions on irrigation. Prolonged high levels of
rationing within the city could also make San Francisco a less desirable location for residential and
commercial development compared to other areas of the state not subject to such substantial levels
of rationing, which, depending on location, could lead in turn to increased urban sprawl. Sprawl
development is associated with numerous environmental impacts, including, for example, increased
greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution from longer commutes and lower density development,
higher energy use, loss of farmland, and increased water use from less water-efficient suburban
development. !0 Thus, the higher levels of rationing on a citywide basis that could be required under
the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment could lead directly or indirectly to significant cumulative impacts.
The question, then, is whether the CPHP would make a considerable contribution to impacts that
may be expected to occur in the event of high levels of rationing.

10 pyrsuant to the SFPUC 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, San Francisco’s per capita water use is among the
lowest in the state.
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As discussed above, implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in
substantial system-wide water supply shortfalls in dry years. These shortfalls would occur with or
without the proposed CPHP, and the CPHP’s incremental increase in potable water demand (0.16
to 0.2 percent of total retail demand) would have a negligible effect on the levels of rationing that
would be required throughout San Francisco under Scenario 3 in dry years. Furthermore, UCSF
would also comply with the SFPUC’s directives related to rationing. Thus, the proposed CPHP
would not make a considerable contribution to any significant cumulative impacts that may result
from increased rationing that may be required with implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan
Amendment, were it to occur.

Therefore, for the reasons described above, under all three water supply scenarios, this impact
would be considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival

The Irving Street Arrival project is intended to better facilitate entry onto the campus site from
Irving Street. As this improvement is limited to the reconfiguration of interior space and new
exterior treatments, no increase in demand for water would occur, and thus no impact with
respect to water supply would occur.

Mitigation: None required.

Research and Academic Building

The WSE estimated that the net change is water demand associated with the RAB would be
approximately 3,660 gallons per day. As this water demand generation is a sub-set of total water
demand that would occur under the proposed CPHP, water demand associated with the RAB
would also not be substantial and the project could be served by existing and planned supplies
under normal, single dry, and multiple dry years through 2040 under Scenarios 1 and 2, and
would be subject to increased rationing under Scenario 2. For the same reasons set forth above,
this impact of the RAB project would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Aldea Housing Densification

The WSE estimated that the net change in water demand associated with the initial Aldea
Housing Densification project would be approximately 10,000 gallons per day. As this water
demand is a sub-set of total water demand that would occur under the proposed CPHP, water
demand associated with the initial Aldea Housing densification project would also be served by
existing supplies under normal, single dry, and multiple dry years through 2040 under Scenarios 1
and 2, and would be subject to increased rationing under Scenario 3. For the same reasons set
forth above, this impact of the initial Aldea Housing Densification project would be less than
significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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Initial Phase Improvements

The Initial Phase improvements include certain potable water conveyance improvements, heating
and chilled water conveyance improvements, and new water tanks to better accommodate water
demands of CPHP development, but the Initial Phase improvements are not in and of themselves
a notable source of water demand. Consequently, the Initial Phase improvements would not result
in a significant impact with respect to water supply, and the impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact UTIL-3: The wastewater treatment provider would have adequate wastewater
treatment capacity to serve campus development under the proposed CPHP. (Less than
Significant)

CPHP

Assuming wastewater generation as 90 percent of water usage, the overall increase in wastewater
resulting from the 2.0 million gsf net increase of building space associated with the proposed
CPHP would be roughly 0.18 mgd. Wastewater flows from the Parnassus Heights campus site
would be directed to the OSP. The OSP has a dry weather capacity of 43 mgd and is currently
treating approximately 17 mgd. Therefore, based on current sewage flows, the plant has about

26 mgd of excess dry weather treatment capacity, which is adequate to accommodate the increase
in flow generated by the net new development envisioned under the proposed CPHP. As a result,
the proposed CPHP would not result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate
capacity to serve the projected demand, and the impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival

The Irving Street Arrival project is intended to better facilitate entry onto the campus site from
Irving Street. As this improvement is limited to the reconfiguration of interior space and new
exterior treatments, no wastewater generation would occur, and thus no impact to available
treatment capacity would occur.

Mitigation: None required.

Research and Academic Building

Net wastewater generation associated with the RAB would be approximately 3,300 gallons per
day. As this wastewater generation is a sub-set of total wastewater generation that would occur
under the proposed CPHP, wastewater generation associated with the RAB would also not be
substantial and the project could be served by existing treatment capacity. No new or expanded
wastewater treatment facilities would be required, and this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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Initial Aldea Housing Densification

Net wastewater generation associated with the initial Aldea Housing Densification project would
be approximately 9,000 gallons per day. As this wastewater generation is a sub-set of total
wastewater generation that would occur under the proposed CPHP, wastewater generation
associated with the initial Aldea Housing densification project would also be served by existing
treatment capacity. No new or expanded water treatment facilities would be required, and this
impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Phase Improvements

The Initial Phase improvements include certain wastewater and stormwater improvements
designed to better accommodate wastewater demands of the CPHP development, but the Initial
Phase improvements are not in and of themselves a notable source of wastewater generation and
need for wastewater treatment. Consequently, the Initial Phase improvements would not result in
a significant impact on wastewater treatment capacity, and the impact would be less than
significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact UTIL-4: Construction of campus development under the proposed CPHP would not
generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or the capacity of local
infrastructure and would comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)

CPHP

Over the duration of the proposed CPHP, construction and demolition activities would generate
construction debris at the Parnassus Heights campus site, some of which would require debris
disposal. As discussed in the Environmental Setting, more than 60 percent of solid waste
generated in San Francisco is transported to the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County.
The Recology Hay Road Landfill has a permitted peak maximum daily disposal of 2,400 tons per
day and has an estimated remaining capacity of approximately 30.4 million cubic yards or 82
percent of its permitted capacity.

The proposed CPHP would construct a total of approximately 2.9 million square feet of new
building space and demolish 688,000 square feet of existing building space. Based on the most
conservative construction and demolition waste estimates provided by the USEPA, construction
and demolition under the proposed CPHP would result in an estimated 61,000 tons of solid waste
(USEPA, 2009).!! Construction and demolition debris would be transported by a registered
transporter to a registered facility that must recover for reuse or recycling and divert from landfill

1" The most conservative generation rates of 4.39 pounds per square foot for construction, and 158 pounds per square

foot for demolition were used for this calculation. CPHP construction/demolition generated waste was calculated
based on: [(2.9 million square feet of total new CPHP construction * 4.39 pounds/square foot + 688,000 square feet
of CPHP demolition * 158 pounds/square foot)/ 2,000 pounds/ton] = 61,000 tons.
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at least 65 percent of all received construction and demolition debris. As a result, construction
associated with the CPHP would generate an estimated 21,500 tons of waste that would require
disposal at a landfill.

Given the existing and potential future landfill capacities of the landfills where UCSF solid waste
is disposed, construction that would occur under the proposed CPHP would not result in solid
waste generation that exceeds the permitted capacity of the landfills that serve the campus or in
non-compliance with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival

Construction of the Irving Street Arrival would involve 25,000 square feet of new construction
and 30,000 square feet of building demolition. Construction and demolition associated with the
Irving Street Arrival would result in an estimated 2,400 tons of solid waste (USEPA, 2009).!2
When considering at least 65 percent of all received construction and demolition debris would be
diverted, construction associated with the Irving Street Arrival would generate an estimated 850
tons of waste.

As discussed above, landfills serving the City of San Francisco have sufficient capacity to serve
solid waste generated during the construction of development envisioned under the proposed
CPHP. As the solid waste generation associated with the construction of the Irving Street Arrival
is a sub-set of total solid waste generation that would occur during construction of the proposed
CPHP, solid waste generation associated with the construction of the Irving Street Arrival would
also be served by existing disposal capacity. Therefore, construction of the Irving Street Arrival
would not result in solid waste generation that exceeds the permitted capacity of the landfills that
serve the campus or in non-compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Research and Academic Building

Construction of the RAB would involve approximately 270,000 square of new construction and
about 233,100 square feet of building demolition (associated with demolition of UC Hall and the
School of Nursing buildings). Construction and demolition under the proposed CPHP would
conservatively result in an estimated 19,000 tons of solid waste (USEPA, 2009).13 When
considering at least 65 percent of all received construction and demolition debris would be
diverted, construction associated with the RAB would generate an estimated 6,700 tons of waste.

12 Irving Street Arrival construction/demolition generated waste was calculated based on: [(25,000 square feet of new
construction * 4.39 pounds/square foot + 30,000 square feet of demolition * 158 pounds/square foot)/

2,000 pounds/ton] = 850 tons.

RAB construction/demolition generated waste was calculated based on: [(270,000 square feet of new construction
* 4.39 pounds/square foot + 233,100 square feet of demolition * 158 pounds/square foot)/ 2,000 pounds/ton] =
19,000 tons.

13
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As discussed above, landfills serving the City of San Francisco have sufficient capacity to serve
solid waste generated during the construction of development envisioned under the proposed
CPHP. As the solid waste generation associated with the construction of the RAB is a sub-set of
total solid waste generation that would occur during construction of the proposed CPHP, solid
waste generation associated with the construction of the RAB would also be served by existing
disposal capacity. Therefore, construction of the RAB would not result in solid waste generation
that exceeds the permitted capacity of the landfills that serve the campus or in non-compliance
with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. As a result, this
impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Aldea Housing Densification

Construction of the initial phase of the Aldea Housing Densification project would involve
approximately 176,900 square of new construction and about 23,850 square feet of building
demolition. Construction and demolition under the proposed CPHP would conservatively result
in an estimated 2,300 tons of solid waste (USEPA, 2009).14 As discussed above, demolition
debris would be transported by a registered transporter to a registered facility that must recover
for reuse or recycling and divert from landfill at least 65 percent of all received construction and
demolition debris. As a result, construction associated with the initial phase of the Aldea Housing
Densification project would generate an estimated 800 tons of waste.

As discussed above, landfills serving the City of San Francisco have sufficient capacity to serve
solid waste generated during the construction of development envisioned under the proposed CPHP.
As the solid waste generation associated with the construction of the initial phase of the Aldea
Housing Densification project is a sub-set of total solid waste generation that would occur during
construction of the proposed CPHP, solid waste generation associated with the construction of the
initial phase of the Aldea Housing Densification project would also be served by existing disposal
capacity. Therefore, construction of the initial phase of the Aldea Housing Densification project
would not result in solid waste generation that exceeds the permitted capacity of the landfills that
serve the campus or in non-compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Phase Improvements

The Initial Phase improvements would not be expected generate a substantial source of
construction waste. Nevertheless, as discussed above, demolition debris associated with
construction of these improvements would be transported by a registered transporter to a
registered facility that must recover for reuse or recycling and divert from landfill at least

65 percent of all received construction and demolition debris. The Initial Phase improvements
would not result in solid waste generation that would exceeds the permitted capacity of the

14" Initial Aldea Housing Densification construction/demolition generated waste was calculated based on:
[(176,900 square feet of new construction * 4.39 pounds/square foot + 23,850 square feet of demolition
* 158 pounds/square foot)/ 2,000 pounds/ton] = 2,300 tons.
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landfills that serve the campus or in non-compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact UTIL-5: Operation of campus development under the proposed CPHP would not
generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or the capacity of local
infrastructure and would comply with federal, State and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)

CPHP

The operation of campus facilities developed under the proposed CPHP would increase the
amount of solid waste generated on the Parnassus Heights campus site. As discussed in the
Environmental Setting, more than 60 percent of solid waste generated in San Francisco, is
transported to the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County. The Recology Hay Road
Landfill has a permitted peak maximum daily disposal of 2,400 tons per day and has an estimated
remaining capacity of approximately 30.4 million cubic yards or 82 percent of its permitted
capacity.

It is estimated that net new development envisioned under the proposed CPHP would generate
approximately 2,100 tons!? of solid waste per year. UCSF employees, students, visitors and
patients would continue to participate in UCSF’s recycling and composting programs and other
efforts to reduce the total amount of waste produced and/or requiring landfill disposal. UCSF has
consistently increased its landfill diversion rate, rising from 64 percent in 2013 to 78 percent in
2018, as it strives to meet the UC Policy on Sustainable Practices goal of zero waste by 2020. As
a result, if the latest diversion rate of 78 percent is applied, net new development envisioned
under the proposed CPHP would generate approximately 460 tons of solid waste per year that
would require disposal in a landfill.

Given the existing and anticipated increase in solid waste recycling and the existing and potential
future landfill capacities of the landfills where UCSF solid waste is disposed, implementation of
the proposed CPHP would not result in solid waste generation that exceeds the permitted capacity
of the landfills that serve the campus or in non-compliance with federal, State, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Irving Street Arrival

The Irving Street Arrival project is intended to better facilitate entry onto the campus from Irving
Street. As this improvement is limited to the reconfiguration of interior space and new exterior

15 Proposed net new on-campus housing: ([762 net new units * 4 pounds per day] * 365 days per year/2,000 pounds per
ton = 556 tons/year) + Net new non-residential building space ([1.4 million square feet * 6 pounds per 1,000 square
feet per day) * 365 days per year/2,000 pounds per ton = 1,600 tons) = 2,100 tons.
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treatments, there would be no solid waste generation associated with operation of this project, and
thus, no impact related to solid waste generation would occur.

Mitigation: None required.

Research and Academic Building

It is estimated that the RAB would generate approximately 296 tons!¢ of solid waste per year.
The RAB would participate in UCSF’s recycling and composting programs and other efforts to
reduce the amount of solid waste requiring landfill disposal. As discussed above, most of the
solid waste generated on the Parnassus Heights campus site is currently diverted from the solid
waste stream, and similarly, a majority of the solid waste generated by the RAB would also be
diverted from the solid waste stream. If the current diversion rate of 78 percent is applied, the
RAB would generate approximately 65 tons of solid waste per year that would require disposal in
a landfill.

As discussed above, landfills serving the City of San Francisco have sufficient capacity to serve
solid waste generated by the net new development envisioned under the proposed CPHP. As the
solid waste generation associated with the RAB is a sub-set of total wastewater generation that
would occur under the proposed CPHP, solid waste generation associated with the RAB would
also be served by existing disposal capacity. Therefore, operation of the RAB would not result in
solid waste generation that exceeds the permitted capacity of the landfills that serve the campus
or in non-compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Aldea Housing Densification

It is estimated that the occupancy and operation of the initial phase of the Aldea Housing
Densification project would generate approximately 104 tons!7 of solid waste per year. The initial
phase of the Aldea Housing Densification project would participate in UCSF’s recycling and
composting programs and other efforts to reduce the amount of solid waste requiring landfill
disposal. As discussed above, most of the solid waste generated on the Parnassus Heights campus
site is currently diverted from the solid waste stream, and similarly, the same amount of the solid
waste generated by the initial Aldea Housing Densification project would also be diverted from
the solid waste stream. If the current diversion rate of 78 percent is applied, the net new units
provided under the initial phase of the Aldea Housing Densification project would generate
approximately 23 tons of solid waste per year that would require disposal in a landfill.

As discussed above, landfills serving the City of San Francisco have sufficient capacity to serve
solid waste generated by the net new development envisioned under the proposed CPHP. As the
solid waste generation associated with the initial Aldea Housing Densification project is a sub-set
of total waste generation that would occur under the proposed CPHP, solid waste generation
associated with the initial Aldea Housing Densification project would also be met by existing

16 (270,000 square feet * 6 pounds per 1,000 square feet per day) * 365 days per year/2,000 pounds per ton = 296 tons.
17" (142 net new units * 4 pounds per day) * 365 days per year/2,000 pounds per ton = 104 tons.
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disposal capacity. Therefore, operation of the initial Aldea Housing Densification project would
not result in solid waste generation that exceeds the permitted capacity of the landfills that serve
the campus or in non-compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Initial Phase Improvements

Operation of the Initial Phase improvements would not generate a substantial source of solid
waste requiring disposal. In any case, landfills serving the City of San Francisco have sufficient
capacity to serve solid waste generated by the net new development envisioned under the
proposed CPHP including from any incidental solid waste associated with the Initial Phase
improvements. As such, these improvements would not result in solid waste generation that
exceeds the permitted capacity of the landfills that serve the campus or in non-compliance with
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, this impact
would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact-C-UTIL-1: Development under the proposed CPHP, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the Parnassus Heights
campus site, would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts related to utilities
and services systems. (Less than Significant)

Utility Infrastructure

Net new development under the proposed CPHP, when combined with foreseeable growth in the
vicinity of the Parnassus Heights campus site, could increase the demand for utilities and service
systems. As the vicinity of the campus site is a densely developed urban area, development in the
vicinity of the Parnassus Heights campus site would occur as replacement or in-fill on otherwise
built-out sites. City utility systems that serve the area have sufficient capacities to serve those
sites and net new development under the proposed CPHP. To the extent that cumulative demands
on water, wastewater or stormwater conveyance systems from reasonably foreseeable growth in
the City would require the construction of new or expansion of existing conveyance systems,
such construction may have the potential to cause environmental impacts. However, in general,
impacts would be limited to temporary construction effects and would be minimized by best
practices that are routinely imposed by the City on infrastructure projects. As discussed above,
with mitigation and compliance with construction-related regulatory requirements, construction-
related effects associated with utility improvements needed to serve campus development under
the proposed CPHP, including the Irving Street Arrival, RAB and initial Aldea Housing
Densification and Initial Phase improvements projects, would be reduced to less than significant.
As a result, cumulative impacts with regard to utility infrastructure would be less than significant.
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Water Supply

The analysis conducted in Impact UTIL-2, and the WSE it is based on, is a cumulative analysis of
the CPHP’s water demand within the overall context of the overall cumulative water demand
through 2040 based on current water supply planning. The CPHP would not make a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts on water supply, and the impact would be less than
significant.

Wastewater Treatment

Net new development under the proposed CPHP, when combined with foreseeable growth in the
vicinity of the Parnassus Heights campus site, would also increase the demand for the wastewater
treatment facilities. Reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would need to meet the
wastewater pre-treatment requirements of the SFPUC and SWRCB. The area served by the OSP
on the westside of the City is largely built out. Any development in the service area would likely
consist of replacement or in-fill on otherwise built-out sites. As stated above, the OSP is currently
treating 17 mgd and has a dry weather capacity of 43 mgd. As large scale development is not
expected to occur with the service area of the OSP due to its built-out nature and the OSP is
operating at 40 percent capacity, there is enough capacity to serve development envisioned under
the proposed CPHP and reasonably foreseeable future redevelopment and infill development in
the service area. Therefore, cumulative impacts with regard to wastewater treatment capacity
would be less than significant.

Solid Waste

The proposed project, when combined with foreseeable growth in the vicinity of the Parnassus
Heights campus site, would increase demand for solid waste disposal facilities. Increased waste
generation from reasonability foreseeable cumulative projects would be partially offset by
existing San Francisco ordinances and policies regarding waste reduction. As discussed above,
UCSF presently diverts 78 present of its solid waste and has a goal of reaching zero solid waste
disposal by 2020. As stated above, the landfills serving the City of San Francisco have sufficient
capacity to receive the additional waste. In particular, the Recology Hay Road Landfill has an
estimated remaining capacity of approximately 30.4 million cubic yards or 82 percent of its
permitted capacity left. Therefore, cumulative impacts with regard to solid waste would be less
than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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CHAPTER 5
CEQA Statutory Sections

5.1 Introduction

Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that when evaluating a project’s impact on the
environment all phases of the project must be considered, including planning, construction,
and operation, taking account of both the short-term and long-term. More specifically,

section 15126.2 requires disclosure of (1) Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot be
Avoided if the Proposed Project is Implemented (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(b)),

(2) Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would be Caused by the Proposed
Project Should it be Implemented (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c)), and (3) Growth-
Inducing Impact of the Proposed Project (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(d)).

Chapter 2, Summary, and Chapter 4, Sections 4.1 through 4.16 provide a comprehensive
presentation of the environmental effects of implementation of the proposed CPHP, proposed
mitigation measures, and conclusions regarding the level of significance of each impact before
and after mitigation. Chapter 6, Alternatives, presents a comparative analysis of alternatives to the
proposed CPHP. Other CEQA -required analyses described above are presented below.

5.2 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts
that cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The
environmental effects of the proposed CPHP on various aspects of the environment are discussed in
detail in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. Significant
impacts of the CPHP that cannot be avoided if the CPHP is approved as proposed are summarized
in Table 5-1, below. Significant and unavoidable impacts of the Irving Street Arrival, RAB
and/or initial Aldea Housing Densification projects are summarized in Table 5-2, below.

Section 15126.2(b) also requires: “Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without
imposing an alternative design, their implications and reasons why the project is being proposed,
notwithstanding their effect, should be described.” The discussion of the feasibility of alternatives
to address significant impacts of the proposed CPHP is found in Chapter 6, Alternatives.
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TABLE 5-1
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED CPHP

Impacts

4.1 Aesthetics, Wind and Shadow

Impact AES-4: Implementation of the CPHP would potentially create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of
substantial pedestrian use.

Impact C-AES-3: Implementation of the CPHP, combined with cumulative projects, would potentially create wind
hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.

4.2 Air Quality

Impact AIR-2: Operation of campus facilities developed under the CPHP would result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of a criteria pollutant (PM) for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard.

Impact C-AIR-1: Implementation of the CPHP would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria
pollutant (PMy) for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard.

4.4 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

Impact CUL-1: Implementation of the CPHP would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of known
historical resources.

Impact CUL-2: Implementation of the CPHP would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of
potential future historical resources that may become eligible by the full build-out of the CPHP in 2050.

Impact C-CUL-1: Implementation of the CPHP would result in cumulatively considerable impacts on cultural and/or
tribal cultural resources, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of
the Parnassus Heights campus site.

4.11 Noise and Vibration

Impact NOI-1: Construction activities under the CPHP would generate a substantial temporary increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the construction project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.

Impact C-NOI-1: Implementation of the CPHP, combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area, would
generate a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels from construction activity in the vicinity of the project
in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies.

TABLE 5-2
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED IRVING STREET ARRIVAL,
RAB, AND INITIAL ALDEA DENSIFICATION PROJECTS

Impacts

4.1 Aesthetics, Wind and Shadow

Impact AES-4: Implementation of the Irving Street Arrival, RAB, and initial Aldea Housing Densification projects would
potentially create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.

4.4 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

Impact CUL-1: Implementation of the RAB, Initial Aldea Densification project, and Initial Phase improvements would
result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of known historical resources.

4.11 Noise and Vibration

Impact NOI-1: Construction activities under the RAB and initial Aldea Housing Densification projects would generate a
substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the construction project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.
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5.3 Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects

Under CEQA, an EIR must analyze the extent to which a project's primary and secondary effects
would commit future generations to the allocation of nonrenewable resources and to irreversible
environmental damage (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c)). Specifically, Section 15126.2(c)
states:

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be
irreversible, since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter
unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit
future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental
accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be
evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.

Generally, a project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes if:

e The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar
uses;

e The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources;

e The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project involves the
wasteful use of energy); and/or

e The project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any
potential environmental accidents associated with the project.

With respect to the potential of the proposed CPHP to commit future generations to similar uses,
the Parnassus Heights campus site is largely built out and the proposed CPHP would not alter the
types of land uses and activities conducted at the campus site. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project
Description, the great majority of new development would be contained within the largely
developed areas within the Parnassus Heights campus site. There is also the potential for certain
new development under the CPHP, including the proposed New Hospital and associated
widening of Medical Center Way adjacent to the New Hospital, to result in the need to modify the
Reserve boundary. UCSF would replace any Reserve area that is lost due to new development
under the CPHP by designating new Reserve area elsewhere on the campus site in an amount
equal to or greater than that area lost. As determined in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, the
functional zones proposed under the CPHP are generally consistent with the existing functional
zones established for the Parnassus Heights campus site under the 2014 LRDP. The functional
zone changes proposed under the CPHP do not involve a functional zone change that would place
a new use adjacent to existing developed land uses outside of the campus site boundaries to create
a land use conflict.

With respect to the commitment of non-renewable resources, and consumption of resources, these
would occur during both construction and operation of the proposed CPHP. Construction of new
development under the proposed CPHP would require the use of fossil fuel, construction
materials and water. During operation, the proposed CPHP would also require an irreversible
commitment of energy, primarily in the form of fossil fuels for heating and cooling of buildings,
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for vehicle fuel, and for energy production; as well as potable and non-potable water for
consumption, landscaping, and other uses.

However, as discussed in Section 4.5, Energy, the University would be required to adhere all
relevant UC Sustainable Practices Policy provisions that are designed to conserve and reduce
energy consumption. These provisions require 20 percent or better energy performance than
California Code of Regulations Title 24 for new construction and renovations, and strives to
achieve 30 percent; requires new laboratory buildings to meet Labs21 Environmental Performance
Criteria; and requires all new construction and major renovations to meet a minimum standard of
LEED-NC Silver and strive for LEED-NC Gold when possible. In addition, the projects and
activities under the proposed CPHP would address UCSF’s achievement of goals set forth in the
adopted Carbon Neutrality Initiative (CNI), which has goals more stringent than the statewide
target of achieving 80 percent below 1990 emission levels by 2050. Campus programs that are
implemented to achieve the goals would have the effect of reducing overall energy usage.

As described further in Section 4.15, Transportation, future average daily VMT per capita for
residential and office uses under the proposed CPHP would be substantially lower than the

San Francisco Bay Area average. The VMT rates would be supported by the University’s
Transportation Demand Management program. In addition, the provision of additional on-campus
housing for faculty and students under the CPHP would lower commuting VMT over the CPHP
planning period. Lower VMT results in lower mobile fuel use per worker and per resident than
the regionwide and countywide average.

In addition, as described in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions, while total GHG
emissions under the proposed CPHP in 2050 would increase by nearly 50 percent over existing
conditions, GHG emissions per service population would incrementally decrease under the
proposed CPHP by 2050. Furthermore, with GHG reduction measures recommended to be
included in the GHGRS update, along with mitigation identified in the Draft EIR (implementation
of water conservation strategies and air quality operational measures; and Monitor emissions
annually and acquire carbon offset credits in conformance with CARB guidance to achieve and
maintain carbon neutrality for the Parnassus Heights campus site under the CPHP), GHG
emissions impacts would be less than significant.

With respect to uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential environmental
accidents associated with the proposed CPHP, these potential effects are discussed in detail in
Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Clinics, laboratories and research facilities proposed
under the CPHP would involve the transport, handling, storage and disposal of varied and large
quantities of hazardous materials, including low-level radioactive waste and medical/biological
waste. If not handled appropriately, upset and accident conditions could result in releases of
hazardous materials or wastes that could result in adverse effects to residents, workers, the public or
the environment. However, with the University’s adherence to existing regulatory requirements and
management programs, the potential impact to workers, residents, visitors, or the environment
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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5.4 Growth-Inducing Effects

As required under CEQA, an EIR must include a discussion of the ways in which the proposed
CPHP could directly or indirectly foster economic or population growth, or the construction of
additional housing and how that growth would, in turn, affect the surrounding environment
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)). Growth can be induced in a number of ways, including
the elimination of obstacles to growth, or through the stimulation of economic activity within the
region. The discussion of removal of obstacles to growth relates directly to the removal of
infrastructure limitations or regulatory constraints that could result in population growth or
development unforeseen at the time of project approval. Under CEQA, growth is not necessarily
considered beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.

5.4.1 Direct Population and Employment Growth

As discussed in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, the proposed CPHP would directly result
in development and associated population and employment growth. UCSF anticipates that the
campus population, which includes faculty, staff, and students, would grow by approximately
4,100 persons by 2030 and an additional 1,080 persons by 2050. This growth includes
approximately 500 students and about 3,600 faculty and staff by 2030 and approximately
additional 1,080 faculty and staff by 2050.

In order to accommodate the increase in students, faculty, and staff under the proposed CPHP,
UCSF plans on constructing 142 net new housing units/beds within the Aldea housing complex
by 2030, and an additional 620 net new residential units within the Aldea housing complex and
western portion of the campus core by 2050, for a total of 762 net new units.

Campus population growth under the proposed CPHP would not be entirely accommodated by
the existing and new housing on the Parnassus Heights campus site, and therefore would result in
an indirect housing demand (and associated population growth) beyond the campus site.

The City and County of San Francisco is the primary study area that would be affected directly by
CPHP-related population and housing effects as well as by employment effects that could in turn
result in demand for additional housing. However, effects may extend beyond San Francisco to
neighboring counties in the Bay Area. As discussed in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, it is
estimated that approximately 60 percent of UCSF students and employees commute from places
within San Francisco, and therefore likely reside in San Francisco. Besides San Francisco,
employee commuters largely travel from four other counties to UCSF campus sites: Alameda,
Contra Costa, Marin, and San Mateo. It is assumed that future students and employees would
make approximately the same residential location decisions as current UCSF students and
employees. In addition, there would also be additional population living in those UCSF employee
and student households. As estimated in Section 4.12, the total population in San Francisco
associated with UCSF growth under the proposed CPHP would be approximately 5,800 persons by
2030 and an additional 1,530 persons by 2050. The total population in the remaining four counties
associated with UCSF growth under the proposed CPHP would be approximately 4,410 persons by
2030 and an additional 1,160 persons by 2050.
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The potential physical environmental impacts associated with the direct population growth and
associated housing on the Parnassus Heights campus site under the proposed CPHP are evaluated
in the environmental analysis sections of this EIR (e.g., Section 4.2, Air Quality; Section 4.5,
Energy; Section 4.13, Public Services; Section 4.15, Transportation; and 4.16 Utilities and
Service Systems). New off-site housing that would be constructed for the students, faculty, and
staff living off-site would likely result in some environmental impacts; however, it would be
speculative to characterize the site-specific environmental effects resulting from the development
of such off-site housing.! The General Plans of jurisdictions where new off-site housing would be
developed contain policies and other measures that address the environmental effects of new
housing development. Specific housing development projects also would be subject to the
environmental review process of affected jurisdictions.

In general, the potential effects of this population growth could include: increased traffic
congestion; increased air pollutant emissions; loss of agricultural land and open space; loss of
habitat and associated flora and fauna; increased demand on public utilities and services, such as
fire and police protection, water, recycled water, wastewater, solid waste, energy, and natural gas;
and increased demand for housing. An increase in population growth would also require
governmental services including, but not limited to, public schools, libraries, and parks.

5.4.2 Indirect Economic Growth

In addition to the employment growth generated by the proposed CPHP, additional local
employment could be generated through what is commonly referred to as the “multiplier effect.”
The multiplier effect refers to the secondary economic effects caused by spending from project-
generated residents and employees.

The multiplier effect also calculates induced employment. Induced employment follows the
economic effect of employment beyond the expenditures of the employees within the Parnassus
Heights campus site to include jobs created by the stream of goods and services necessary to
construct the proposed CPHP. For example, when a manufacturer buys products or sells products,
the employment associated with those inputs or outputs are considered induced employment. As an
additional example, when a staff member from the campus site goes out to lunch, the person who
serves the student or employee lunch holds a job that was indirectly caused by the proposed CPHP.
When the server then goes out and spends money in the economy, the jobs generated by this third-
tier effect are considered induced.

The multiplier effect tends to be greater in regions with larger diverse economies (such as the Bay
Area) due to a decrease in the requirement to import goods and services from outside the region, as
compared to the effects of spending in smaller economies where goods and services must be
imported from elsewhere.

Indirect economic growth would result under the proposed CPHP from non-UCSF jobs that might
be induced by the growth in campus-affiliated populations. Indirect jobs that would be generated by

1" CEQA Guidelines section 15145 states that “[i]f, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular
impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact.”
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the proposed CPHP include those of suppliers of goods and services to UCSF and induced jobs are
created through the household expenditures of UCSF and supplier workers. For example, when a
UCSF s staff member purchases goods or services at local businesses, additional employees are
hired.

The number of indirect and induced jobs generated by a university is commonly calculated by
applying a ratio, or job multiplier, to the number of jobs provided directly by such an institution.
The projected increase in jobs under the proposed CPHP is approximately 3,600 staff and faculty
positions by 2030 and an additional 1,080 staff and faculty positions by 2050, for a total of 4,680
new jobs. Using a job multiplier of 0.732, at full development of the campus site under the CPHP
(by 2050), an additional 3,420 jobs elsewhere in the Bay Area could be indirectly caused by or
induced by growth under the proposed CPHP.

5.4.3 Environmental Effects of Indirectly Caused and Induced
Growth

The residence locations of people working in indirect and induced jobs is unknown. It would be
speculative to conclude where such workers would reside or be employed in the Bay Area (or
beyond), or to determine any associated environmental effects.

Growth induced directly and indirectly by the proposed CPHP would likely affect the greater Bay
Area region. While it is acknowledged above that the precise nature, location, and magnitude of
effects of indirect and induced growth cannot be determined, the proposed CPHP would likely
increase overall demand in the region for housing, commercial and industrial space, and associated
infrastructure. Potential effects could include: increased traffic congestion; increased air pollutant
emissions; loss of agricultural land and open space; loss of habitat and associated flora and fauna;
increased demand on public utilities and services, such as fire and police protection, water, recycled
water, wastewater, solid waste, energy, and natural gas; and increased demand for housing. An
increase in housing demand in the Bay Area region would also require governmental services
including, but not limited to, schools, libraries, and parks to serve new commercial and residential
development.

Indirect and induced employment and population growth could further contribute to the loss of open
space because it would encourage conversion to urban uses for housing, commercial space, and
infrastructure, although most jurisdictions have adopted smart-growth policies that discourage or
prohibit this type of development.

2 Multipliers identified in studies of other college campuses range from 0.33 to 1.36 (Stanford, 2017). At 0.73
indirect and induced workers per University of San Francisco worker, the study conducted for USF may provide the
best “order of magnitude” estimate for regional impacts for UCSF, as it is in the same Bay Area region with the
same range of available local goods and services.
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5.4.4 Removal of Obstacles to Growth

The elimination of physical obstacles to growth is considered a growth-inducing effect. The
proposed CPHP would result in additional development on the Parnassus Heights campus site.
The proposed CPHP would include infrastructure improvements designed to accommodate
growth on the Parnassus Heights campus site through 2050. Proposed improvements include
underground pipelines, electrical transmission lines, water supply infrastructure, roadway
extensions and modifications, pathways, and other similar types of improvements. The scale and
nature of these improvements would be to accommodate the growth and development on the
Parnassus Heights campus site directly attributable to the proposed CPHP. The infrastructure
improvements undertaken as part of the proposed CPHP would be designed to serve the planned
development on the campus site and would not be designed to support growth outside the
Parnassus Heights campus site, and thus would not remove an obstacle to growth in the City and
County of San Francisco.

5.5 References
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CHAPTER 6

Alternatives

6.1 Introduction

An EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that might feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the proposed project and could avoid or substantially
lessen one or more of the significant effects. This chapter describes the CEQA requirements for an
alternatives analysis, presents UCSF’s project objectives, summarizes the significant effects of the
proposed CPHP that cannot be avoided or reduced to less than significant, and describes the
alternatives, including those that were considered but dismissed from further evaluation. The
chapter then considers the comparative effects of each of the alternatives relative to those of the
proposed CPHP, and evaluates the relationship of the alternatives to the project objectives. As
required under Section 15126.6(¢) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an environmentally superior
alternative is identified and addressed at the end of this chapter.

6.1.1 CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis

CEQA requires that an EIR describe and evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives to the
proposed project, or to the location of the proposed project, and evaluate the comparative merits
of the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), (d)). The “range of alternatives” is
governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to describe and consider only those
alternatives necessary to permit informed public participation, and an informed and reasoned
choice by the decision-making body (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), (f)).

The range of alternatives must include alternatives that could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)-(c)). CEQA generally defines “feasible” to mean an
alternative that is capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period
of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors. In
addition, the following may be taken into consideration when assessing the feasibility of
alternatives: site suitability; economic viability; availability of infrastructure; general plan
consistency; other plans or regulatory limitations; jurisdictional boundaries; and the ability of the
proponent to attain site control (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1)). If the lead agency
concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist, it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion,
and should include the reasons in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6()(2)(B)).

The description or evaluation of alternatives does not need to be exhaustive, and an EIR need not
consider alternatives for which the effects cannot be reasonably determined and for which
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implementation is remote or speculative. An EIR need not describe or evaluate the environmental
effects of alternatives in the same level of detail as the proposed project, but must include enough
information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)).

The “no project” alternative must be evaluated. This analysis is required to include a discussion
of the continuation of the existing conditions, as well as what could be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and
consistent with available infrastructure and community services (CEQA Guidelines

Section 15126.6(¢)(2)). When the project is the revision of an existing land use plan, the no
project alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan into the future.

CEQA also requires that an environmentally superior alternative be selected from among the
alternatives. The environmentally superior alternative is the alternative with the fewest or least
severe adverse environmental impacts. If the “no project” alternative is the environmentally
superior alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative from
among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢e)(2)).

6.2 Alternatives Selection

As noted above, the selection of alternatives for consideration in an EIR depends on whether the
possible alternative can feasibly meet most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid or
substantially lessen any significant impacts of the project. The project objectives presented in
Chapter 3, Project Description, and the significant unavoidable impacts of the CPHP identified in
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impact, and Mitigation Measures are listed below.

6.2.1 Project Objectives

Parnassus Heights [from the 2014 LRDP and FEIR]

The 2014 LRDP FEIR identified objectives specific to the Parnassus Heights campus site. Those
objectives which are listed below remain valid, with the exception of objective E. related to the
space ceiling, to be revised as shown as part of the proposed amendment to the LRDP.

A. Continue to promote excellence and leadership in health science education, maintaining
the Parnassus Heights campus site as the central location for classroom instruction.

B. Ensure that adequate space is provided to foster collaboration and to facilitate the inter-
dependence and connectivity for operational efficiency and effectiveness of instruction,
clinical, research and support uses in close physical proximity to each other.

C. Ensure that Long Hospital and the New Hospital Addition have adequate clinical and
administrative support and are aligned with education, research and specialized care
programs and support that remain at the campus site.

D. Provide additional campus housing and improve campus life amenities including
outdoor space.
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established in the Regents’ Resolution Regarding the Parnassus Heights Campus Site, as
amended.

F  Preserve the Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve as permanent open space, and serve as
the steward of the Reserve by maintaining and expanding the trail system and by
ensuring the safety of visitors and neighboring structures.

Objectives for the CPHP

The following are objectives pertaining to the CPHP, including its Initial Phase projects.

Space

e Revitalize the aging Parnassus Heights campus to enhance its place as a premier educational,
research, and clinical institution -- one that draws in research and clinical faculty, staff,
students, and trainees.

o Fulfill the need for contemporary research, educational, clinical, and support spaces that have
been lacking at Parnassus Heights for decades.

e Increase the quantity and improve the quality of research space, to enhance synergies
between research and clinical activities at Parnassus Heights for UCSF to maintain its stature
as a world-class hub of basic, translational, and clinical research.

e Connect buildings and spaces at multiple levels to foster collaboration that facilitates learning
and scientific discoveries.

o Facilitate patient/pedestrian safety and functional efficiency by connecting campus buildings
across and under Parnassus Avenue.

e Increase the on-campus supply of housing for students, faculty and staff, thereby minimizing
the impact of UCSF-demand for housing on adjoining neighborhoods.

Urban Design

e Improve the campus’s functional organization and foster intuitive wayfinding.

e Develop a framework of open spaces that enhance the campus environment by connecting
people to nature.

e Create welcoming spaces for enhancing the patient/visitor experience throughout the campus
site.

e Enhance connectivity between the campus site and the surrounding community.
Mobility
e Promote sustainable transportation behavior.

e Improve campus circulation options to reduce impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.

e Improve the patient and visitor parking and arrival experience.
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e Create safe on- and off-street passenger drop-off zones.
e Enhance Parnassus Avenue as a campus “main street.”
e Optimize the use of existing parking supply.

e Enhance overall campus functionality and efficiency.

e Improve campus circulation by way of a service corridor that facilitates loading and
deliveries to campus and minimizes impacts of those activities on the neighborhood.

Objectives for Irving Street Arrival

e C(Create a welcoming experience for patients, visitors, students, and employees arriving at the
Parnassus Heights campus site.

¢ Enhance and speed the pedestrian journey between Irving Street and Parnassus Avenue.

e Provide amenities that benefit the UCSF community and draw in residents from the
surrounding neighborhood, such as a reception area, wellness offerings, and convenience retail.

Objectives for the Research and Academic Building

e Provide new state-of-the-art, flexible research space on the Parnassus Heights campus site
expediently to replace existing obsolete wet lab space and to satisfy existing demand.

e Site and develop a new research and educational building at a location that is currently
underutilized or otherwise a candidate for demolition, to minimize the disruption to campus
operations that would be caused by relocation of occupants of heavily-occupied buildings.

e Provide an “empty chair” i.e., space in which to move research teams so that vacated
deteriorating space can be renovated.

e Provide replacement space for the seismically deficient School of Nursing building.

Objectives for the New Hospital at Parnassus Heights

e Meet seismic requirements of California Senate Bill 1953 by developing a new, seismically-
sound, state-of-the-art inpatient facility.

e Site and develop a new inpatient facility in a way that optimizes operational activities with
other clinical facilities at Parnassus Heights, such as Long Hospital, a renovated and repurposed
Moffitt Hospital building, and Medical Building 1.

e Increase inpatient beds at Parnassus Heights to address severe constraints on capacity and
access to care, and to meet the needs of a growing and aging Bay Area population.

o Increase inpatient beds at Parnassus Heights to allow for the capacity to provide inpatient
health care in times of severe strain such as the current pandemic, without resorting to
reducing or canceling non-essential surgeries to create bed capacity.

e Develop a new inpatient facility that has sufficient space to accommodate modern regulatory
requirements and industry standards of contemporary hospitals, such as construction codes,
sizes of operating rooms, ratio of operating rooms to pre-and post-recovery areas, and space
for privacy and infection control issues.
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e Develop a new inpatient facility that has sufficient space to accommodate modern technology,
including telemedicine, robotics, and new diagnostic, imaging, testing, treatment, surgery and
laboratory equipment, all requiring substantial infrastructure and space.

e Develop a new inpatient facility that has sufficient space to accommodate patient satisfaction
requirements of contemporary hospitals, such as private patient rooms of sufficient size.

e Develop a new inpatient facility that is optimized in its spatial layout to enhance functionality
and efficiency.

e Develop spaces for clinical and translational research and learning in or adjacent to clinical

areas where patients are located.

Objectives for the Aldea Housing Densification
o Increase the supply of housing for UCSF students and potentially faculty and staff.

e Develop housing in a cost-effective manner in order to make rents as affordable as possible
for housing residents.

e Develop housing at a location that minimizes cumulative construction impacts with other
proposed development along Parnassus Avenue.

6.2.2 Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Environmental
Effects of the Proposed CPHP

As described above, alternatives to the proposed CPHP must substantially lessen or avoid one or
more of the significant project and/or cumulative environmental impacts. Table 6-1, below,
summarizes the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in Chapter 4 of this EIR.

TABLE 6-1
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED CPHP

Impacts

4.1 Aesthetics, Wind and Shadow

Impact AES4: Implementation of the CPHP would potentially create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of
substantial pedestrian use.

Impact C-AES-3: Implementation of the CPHP, combined with cumulative projects, would potentially create wind
hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.

4.2 Air Quality

Impact AIR-2: Operation of campus facilities developed under the CPHP would result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of a criteria pollutant (PMo) for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard.

Impact C-AIR-1: Implementation of the CPHP would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria
pollutant (PMy,) for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard.

4.4 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

Impact CUL-1: Implementation of the CPHP would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of known
historical resources.
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TABLE 6-1 (CONTINUED)
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED CPHP

Impacts

4.4 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impact CUL-2: Implementation of the CPHP would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of
potential future historical resources that may become eligible by the full build-out of the CPHP in 2050.

Impact C-CUL-1: Implementation of the CPHP would result in cumulatively considerable impacts on cultural and/or
tribal cultural resources, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of
the Parnassus Heights campus site.

4.11 Noise and Vibration

Impact NOI-1: Construction activities under the CPHP would generate a substantial temporary increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the construction project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.

Impact C-NOI-1: Implementation of the CPHP, combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area, would
generate a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels from construction activity in the vicinity of the project
in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies.

6.3 Alternatives Selected for Further Evaluation

The alternatives identified for detailed evaluation and designed to inform public participation and
reasoned choice by decision-makers are:
Alternative 1: No Project Alternative, consisting of:
1A: No Project - No Development; and
1B: No Project - Development under 2014 LRDP;
Alternative 2: Reduced Project;

Alternative 3: CPHP including New Hospital - 19-Story Option; and
Alternative 4: CPHP including New Hospital - Phased Option.

Table 6-2, below, provides a summary comparison of the principal differences in characteristics
between the proposed CPHP and the alternatives, and the sections that follow describe each
alternative, how its impacts would differ from those of the CPHP, and how it would or would not
address the project objectives.
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TABLE 6-2
COMPARISON SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CPHP AND ALTERNATIVES CHARACTERISTICS

Alternative 1: No Project Alternatives

Alternative 1A:
No Project -

Alternative 1B: No
Project -
Development

Alternative 2: Reduced

Alternative 3: CPHP
including New
Hospital -

Alternative 4: CPHP
including New
Hospital -

Proposed CPHP No Development | Under 2014 LRDP Project 19-Story Option Phased Option
CPHP Development
Net Increase in Space (gsf) at Parnassus
Heights Campus Site over Existing By 2035:
Instruction, Research, Clinical, Pkg, Alteration +1.37 mil. gsf 0 mil. gsf +0.20 mil gsf +0.98 mil gsf +0.99 mil gsf
Housing +0.67 ml_l sf m_gif +0.27 ml_l sf +0.55 ml gsf Same as proposed +0.67 ml gsf
Total Net Increase +2.04 mil gsf +0 mil gsf +0.47 mil. gsf +1.53 mil gsf CPHP +1.66 mil gsf
Net Change in Beds at Parnassus Heights
Campus Site over Existing
Initial Phase +200 beds 0 beds +68 beds
Future Phase —0 beds 0 beds By 2035: Same as proposed Same as proposed +132 beds
Total Net Change +200 beds 0 beds -36 beds CPHP CPHP +200 beds
Net Increase Housing (Units) over Existing
Initial Phase +142 units +0 units +190 units
Future Phase +620 units +0 units By 2035: 430 units Same as proposed Same as proposed
Total Net Increase +762 units +0 units +329 units +620 units CPHP CPHP
Yes (potentially for widening Yes (potentially for Yes (potentially for Yes (potentially for
Revision to Open Space Reserve of Medical Center Way, and widening of Medical widening of Medical widening of Medical
Boundary? for New Hospital) No No Center Way) Center Way) Center Way)
LRDP Revisions
By 2035: Same as proposed Same as proposed
Ave. Daily Pop. Increase over Existing +7,855 +0 +1,109 +5,891 CPHP CPHP
Yes (increase of
Yes (increase of 1.5 mil. Yes (increase of 1.1 mil. | Same as proposed 1.1 mil. gsf, excluding
Space Ceiling Amendment gsf, excluding housing) No No gsf, excluding housing) CPHP housing)
Update to GHG Reduction Strategy Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 6-7 ESA /D190291
Environmental Impact Report July 2020



6. Alternatives

6.3.1 Alternative 1A: No Project - No Development Alternative

The No Project - No Development Alternative assumes remaining development authorized under
the 2014 LRDP at the Parnassus Heights campus site would not occur, and furthermore, new
development proposed under the CPHP at the campus site would also not occur. As such,
building demolition projects authorized, but not yet implemented under the 2014 LRDP at the
Parnassus Heights campus site, including the LPPI, Koret Vision Center, EHS, Surge, Woods,
and Proctor buildings; and approved but not-yet-completed improvements under the 2014 LRDP,
would not be implemented under this alternative. It is further assumed Moffitt Hospital would be
decommissioned and reused for uses other than inpatient care.

In addition, under this alternative, the CPHP development program envisioned at the campus site
would not occur, including for clinical, research, instruction, housing, and open space uses;
supporting utilities, transportation improvements (e.g., Fourth Avenue extension);
implementation of the Parnassus Avenue Streetscape Plan; and community investments. This
alternative also assumes no modification of the Reserve boundary that would occur under the
proposed CPHP associated with the widening of Medical Center Way, and potentially, from
construction of the New Hospital.

Because there would be no change in existing development or population at the Parnassus
Heights campus site under this alternative, there would be no revisions to the 2014 LRDP as
proposed in conjunction with the CPHP, including no revisions to campus site functional zones,
no revisions to the space program, no update to the population, no revisions to the Regents’
Resolution related to the space ceiling, and no update to the UCSF Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Strategy.

It is assumed that UCSF would continue implementation of the Mount Sutro Open Space
Reserve Vegetation Management Plan, and on-going campus site maintenance programs and
activities.

Comparison of Effects of No Project - No Development Alternative to
the Proposed CPHP

Aesthetics, Wind and Shadow

Aesthetics

No new development proposed under the CPHP would occur at the Parnassus Heights campus
site under this alternative. As a result, this alternative would avoid the less than significant
project or cumulative effects on scenic vistas, and conflicts with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality associated with the CPHP; and would avoid the significant
but mitigable impact related to new sources of light and glare that would occur under CPHP.

Wind
No new development associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at the Parnassus Heights
campus site under this alternative. Consequently, this alternative would avoid the potentially
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significant and unavoidable project and cumulative wind hazard impacts in publicly accessible
areas of substantial pedestrian use that would occur under the CPHP.

Shadows

No new development associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at the Parnassus Heights
campus site under this alternative. As a result, this alternative would avoid the impact, albeit less
than significant, of creating new shadow, or contributing to cumulative shadowing, in publicly
accessible open spaces, that would be associated with the CPHP.

Air Quality

No new construction or demolition activities associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at
the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. Consequently, this alternative would
avoid the significant but mitigable air quality effects associated with increases in construction—
generated criteria pollutants, and with exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, that would occur under the CPHP. Furthermore, since no increase in operational
development and associated population and traffic increases associated with CPHP would occur
at the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative, it would avoid the significant and
unavoidable project and cumulative impact related to net increases of operational criteria
pollutants that would occur under the CPHP. The significant but mitigable CPHP impact
associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial project and cumulative operational
pollutant concentrations due to increased campus site operations would also not occur under this
alternative. Lastly, the significant but mitigatable impact associated with the CPHP’s conflict
with or obstruction of implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan would not occur under this
alternative.

Biological Resources

No new construction or demolition activities associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at
the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. As a result, this alternative would avoid
the significant but mitigable project and cumulative construction-related effects on special-status
plant and wildlife species associated with the CPHP. In addition, this alternative would avoid the
significant but mitigable project and cumulative impacts associated with potential resident and
migrating bird strikes during construction and operation identified with the CPHP. Lastly
potential effects, albeit less than significant, associated with damage to or removal of landmark
trees would also not occur under this alternative.

Cultural Resources

No building alteration or demolition activities associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at
the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. Consequently, this alternative would
avoid the significant and unavoidable project and cumulative effects on historic resources,
including to UC Hall, Millberry Union, School of Dentistry, LPPI, and Aldea San Miguel Housing
Buildings 8, 10, and 12; as well as with impacts to potential future historical resources that may
become eligible by the full build-out of the CPHP in 2050. In addition, since no ground
disturbing construction activities associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at the
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Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative, it would avoid the significant but mitigable
project and cumulative impacts to previously unknown archaeological resources, human remains,
and tribal cultural resources that would occur under the CPHP.

Energy

No construction or demolition activities associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at the
Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. As a result, this alternative would avoid the
construction energy use impact associated with this CPHP. In addition, no increase in operational
development and associated population increases associated with the CPHP would occur at the
Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. Consequently, this alternative would not
result in an increase in operational energy use. As such, the alternative would avoid the less than
significant project or cumulative CPHP impact associated with consumption of energy resources,
and the conflict with a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Geology and Soils

No ground disturbing construction activities, or new building construction associated with the
proposed CPHP would occur at the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. As a
result, this alternative would avoid the significant but mitigable project and cumulative impact
associated with the CPHP for new development in vicinity of landslides. In addition, this
alternative would avoid the potential project and cumulative less than significant impact
associated with the CPHP as it relates to effects of seismic ground shaking, liquefaction or
unstable soils, and erosion from ground disturbance during construction.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

No new construction or demolition activities associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at
the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. As a result, this alternative would avoid
the impact, albeit less than significant, related to construction-generated greenhouse gas
emissions associated with the CPHP. In addition, no increase in operational development and
associated population and traffic increases associated with the CPHP would occur at the
Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. Consequently, this alternative would avoid
the less than significant impact of increases in operational greenhouse gas emissions associated
with the CPHP. Furthermore, this alternative would not conflict with applicable plans, policies or
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

No new construction or demolition activities associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at
the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. In addition, this alternative would not
increase operational development and therefore would not involve the associated increases in
hazardous materials use that would occur under the CPHP. Accordingly, this alternative would
avoid the significant but mitigable project and cumulative CPHP impacts associated with routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; and with encountering potential legacy
contaminates in soil during construction. In addition, this alternative would avoid the project and
cumulative impacts, albeit less than significant, associated with potential accidental release of
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hazardous materials; and emitting and handling of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school.

Hydrology and Water Quality

No new construction or ground disturbing activities associated with the proposed CPHP would
occur at the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. In addition, this alternative
would not result in an increase in impervious surfaces, or operational changes in the amount or
quality of stormwater runoff at the campus site. Accordingly, this alternative would avoid the
less than significant project and cumulative CPHP impacts related to the potential to violate
water quality discharges requirements; degrade surface or groundwater quality; result in erosion
and siltation; affect flooding; exceed the capacity of stormwater drainage systems; provide
additional sources of polluted runoff; or impede or redirect storm flows.

Land Use and Planning

No new development associated with the CPHP would occur at the Parnassus Heights campus site
under this alternative, and furthermore, this alternative does not propose amendments to the 2014
LRDP that would affect land use, the space program, or population. As a result, potential project
and cumulative CPHP impacts, albeit less than significant, associated with conflict with land use
plans, policies and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect, or incompatibility with adjacent land uses, would not occur under this alternative.

Noise and Vibration

No new construction or demolition activities associated with the proposed CPHP would occur at
the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. Consequently, this alternative would
avoid the significant and unavoidable project and cumulative construction- and demolition-
generated noise effects, and significant but mitigable construction vibrations effects associated
with the CPHP. Furthermore, no increase in operational permanent noise sources, and increase in
traffic, would occur at the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. As a result, this
alternative would avoid the significant but mitigable project and cumulative impact related to
permanent increases in ambient noise levels from stationary noise sources in excess of applicable
noise standards, and avoid the less than significant project and cumulative impact associated with
increases in traffic noise levels, that would be associated with the CPHP.

Population and Housing

This alternative would not result in an increase in the existing population at the Parnassus
Heights campus site, and would not result in the development of any additional housing or
demolition of any existing housing at the campus site. As a result, this alternative would avoid
potential project and cumulative impacts, albeit less than significant, associated with inducement
of population growth, and related new demand for housing, that are associated with the CPHP.
Furthermore, this alternative would avoid the less than significant temporary impacts associated
with displacement of people from existing housing, as would occur under the CPHP.
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Public Services

This alternative would not result in an increase in development or population at the Parnassus
Heights campus site. Consequently, this alternative would avoid the less than significant project
and cumulative impacts associated with need for new or altered fire protection or public school
facilities, associated with the CPHP.

Recreation

This alternative would not result in new development or an increase in population at the
Parnassus Heights campus site. Consequently, this alternative would avoid the less than
significant project and cumulative CPHP impacts of increasing the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other existing on- and off-campus recreational facilities, and with the
construction of new recreational facilities.

However, this alternative would not provide those recreational improvements proposed under the
CPHP, including the expanded Saunders Court, Promenade and Millberry Terrace.

Transportation

This alternative would not result in new development or an increase in population and associated
traffic at the Parnassus Heights campus site. Consequently, this alternative would avoid the
significant but mitigable CPHP construction-related impact to travel conditions along sidewalks
and roadways serving the campus site. This alternative would also avoid the less than significant
project and/or cumulative CPHP impacts of conflicts with programs, plans, ordinances or
policies addressing the circulation system; increases in vehicle miles traveled (VMT); increases
in hazard due to design features; and emergency access.

However, this alternative would not provide those transportation improvements, including for
vehicle, bicycles and pedestrians, proposed under the CPHP to improve circulation and safety at
the campus site, including implementation of Parnassus Avenue Streetscape Plan, the Fourth
Street extension, the overcrossing and tunnel for Parnassus Avenue, widening of Medical Center
Way, service corridor, Irving Street Arrival, and Promenade.

Utilities and Service Systems

This alternative would not result in new development or an increase in population and associated
increases in public utility demands at the Parnassus Heights campus site. Consequently, this
alternative would avoid the less than significant project and/or cumulative impacts that would
occur under the CPHP associated with: construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities;
effects on water supply availability during normal, dry and multiple dry years; effects on
wastewater treatment capacity; and effects on capacity of local solid waste infrastructure and
compliance with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

However, this alternative would not provide those improvements proposed under the CPHP to
upgrade the campus’s aging infrastructure, and consequently, on-going maintenance issues
associated with on-campus utilities would be greater than under the CPHP.
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Relationship of No Project - No Development Alternative to Meeting
Project Objectives

The No Project - No Development Alternative would not provide for implementation of any
remaining but unbuilt authorized development under the 2014 LRDP, or for implementation of
the development program proposed under the CPHP, or accommodate associated revisions to
campus site functional zones, space program, estimated population, and update to the UCSF
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. As such this potential alternative would not achieve most
2014 LRDP objectives for the Parnassus Heights campus site, and would not achieve the any of
proposed CPHP objectives. As such, this alternative is considered both unrealistic and infeasible.

6.3.2 Alternative 1B: No Project - Development under
2014 LRDP Alternative

As discussed above, when the project is the revision of an existing land use plan, the no project
alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan into the future, which in this case is the
2014 LRDP. Accordingly, the No Project - Development under 2014 LRDP Alternative consists of
implementation of the remaining authorized 2014 LRDP improvements contemplated for the
Parnassus Heights campus site. This would consist of approximately 0.47 million gsf of additional
development at the Parnassus Heights campus site; the most notable related to a New Hospital,
which would be smaller than the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP, as illustrated in

Figure 6-1, and described below.

Figure 6-1
Alternative 1B: No Project - Development under 2014 LRDP
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The 2014 LRDP envisioned a New Hospital of about 308,000 gsf and 140 beds on the site of
LPPI to replace the inpatient facilities that were at Moffitt Hospital; renovation and reuse of
Moffitt Hospital for outpatient, support and other campus uses; and reduction in the inpatient
beds at Long Hospital to 299 beds, for a total of approximately 439 inpatient beds at Parnassus
Heights. It should be noted that further study would be required to validate whether 140 beds
would fit into a 308,000 gsf hospital building, given the space needs to meet current building
codes, and other space requirements for modern hospitals.

The New Hospital was assumed to be seven stories and about 110 feet in height, plus an
additional 17 feet for rooftop mechanical equipment. At the time of 2014 LRDP preparation, the
New Hospital size was based on meeting basic clinical needs in response to SB 1953, with a
minimal program that could fit on the site while staying as close as possible to the 3.55 million
gsf space ceiling. This alternative also assumes no modification of the Reserve boundary that
would occur under the proposed CPHP associated with the widening of Medical Center Way, and
potentially, from construction of the New Hospital.

Previously approved but not yet implemented building demolition projects proposed under the
2014 LRDP, including the LPPI (subject to further CEQA clearance), Koret Vision Center, EHS,
Surge, Woods, and Proctor buildings and other improvements identified in the 2014 LRDP
would be implemented under this alternative. In addition, the Parnassus Avenue Streetscape Plan
and certain utility improvements as envisioned in the 2014 LRDP would be implemented under
this alternative. However, the CPHP development program at the campus site, including Initial
and Future Phase projects, and supporting improvements and community investments, would not
be implemented under this alternative.

Under this alternative, there would be no revisions to the 2014 LRDP as proposed by the CPHP,
including no revisions to campus site functional zones, no revisions to the space program, no
update to the population, and no revisions to the Regents’ Resolution related to the space ceiling.
However, following buildout of the 2014 LRDP before or by 2035, UCSF could seek approval
for a future long range development plan to address any additional development and growth
needs the University may have for its campus, including the Parnassus Heights campus site.

It is assumed that UCSF would continue implementation of the Mount Sutro Open Space
Reserve Vegetation Management Plan, and on-going campus site maintenance programs and
activities.

Comparison of Effects of No Project - Development under 2014 LRDP
Alternative to the Proposed CPHP

Environmental conditions under this alternative would be essentially the same as those described
for the Parnassus Heights campus site in the 2014 LRDP FEIR, except where noted, and are
briefly summarized below.
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Aesthetics, Wind and Shadow

Aesthetics

Implementation of the remaining authorized development contemplated for the Parnassus Heights
campus site under the 2014 LRDP would occur, and no new development proposed under the
CPHP would occur at the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative. Given the
substantially smaller size and scale of development of this alternative in comparison to the
CPHP, this alternative would have correspondingly less project and/or cumulative effects on:
scenic vistas, and conflicts with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality
compared to the CPHP, and similar to the proposed CPHP, these effects would be considered less
than significant. This alternative would also have a lesser impact related to new sources of light
and glare than under the CPHP, and similar to the proposed CPHP, the impact would be less-
than-significant with mitigation.

Wind

Given the overall smaller size and scale of development of this alternative in comparison to the
CPHP, it is expected that this alternative would have less project and cumulative wind hazard
impacts compared to the CPHP. The 2014 LRDP Final EIR assessed the demolition of eight
campus site buildings, including the LPPI, and determined that potential wind impacts from these
development changes would be less than significant. The 2014 LRDP Final EIR also assessed the
development of the New Hospital as envisioned in the 2014 LRDP (which was smaller than the
New Hospital proposed in the CPHP) and determined that potential wind impacts from this
development should be less than significant, while acknowledging that the New Hospital would
be subject to further project-level review as necessary under CEQA. Furthermore, the 2014
LRDP Final EIR indicated that should the design shape of the New Hospital proposed under the
2014 LRPD change, it would be subject to mitigation requiring wind tunnel testing to verify
compliance with the City’s wind hazard criterion as defined in Planning Code Section 148, and
as needed, would include feasible design measures to eliminate or reduce wind hazards. Thus,
while this alternative would reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of the CPHP related
to wind hazards to less than significant, this conclusion would be subject to verification in a wind
tunnel test of the hospital design.

Shadows

Given the overall smaller size and scale, and lower heights of development under this alternative
in comparison to the CPHP, and based on the shadow impact analysis conducted in the 2014
LRDP Final EIR, this alternative would create correspondingly less new shadow than the
proposed CPHP, and would contribute less to cumulative shadowing of publicly accessible open
spaces when compared to the CPHP. Similar to the proposed CPHP, shadow impacts of this
alternative would be less-than-significant.

Air Quality

This alternative would result in substantially less new construction and demolition activities
compared to that proposed under the CPHP. Consequently, based on the air quality impact
analysis conducted in the 2014 LRDP Final EIR, this alternative would avoid the significant but
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mitigable impact associated with construction and demolition emissions of criteria pollutants of
the CPHP; would similarly mitigate fugitive dust impacts to less-than-significant with
implementation of BAAQMD dust control measures; and would avoid the significant but
mitigable impact of construction and demolition emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) and
associated health risks for nearby sensitive receptors of the CPHP.

Furthermore, this alternative would result in a substantially smaller increase in operational
development and associated population and traffic increases associated with the Parnassus Heights
campus site when compared to the CPHP. As a result, based on the air quality impact analysis
conducted in the 2014 LRDP Final EIR, this alternative would avoid the significant and
unavoidable project impact related to net increases of operational criteria pollutants that would
occur under the CPHP; and avoid the significant but mitigable CPHP impact associated with
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial project and cumulative operational pollutant
concentrations.

The 2014 LRDP Final EIR reported that since the emissions from development under the

2014 LRDP as a whole (i.e. not only development at the Parnassus Heights campus site) exceeded
a BAAQMD threshold for increases in operational criteria air pollutants, that its emissions would
be cumulatively considerable, and therefore a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact would
occur and the same would be true for this alternative, as with the proposed CPHP. Lastly, this
alternative would also reduce the significant but mitigatable impact associated with the CPHP’s
conflict with or obstruction of implementation of the applicable Clean Air Plan.

Biological Resources

This alternative would result in substantially less new construction and demolition activities, and
a smaller increase in operational development compared to the CPHP, and would avoid intrusion
into the Reserve. As a result, overall extent of construction and development-related impacts to
biological resources under this alternative would be less than that associated with the CPHP.
Based on the biological resource impact analysis in the 2014 LRDP Final EIR, significant project
and/or cumulative construction-related effects on special-status plant and wildlife species of this
alternative would be mitigated to less-than-significant with applicable survey and resource
project measures, similar to the proposed CPHP. In addition, significant project and/or
cumulative impacts associated with potential resident and migrating bird strikes from new
development would be similarly mitigated to less-than-significant with implementation of bird
safe building treatment measures; and this alternative would have a similar less than significant
effect related to damage to or removal of landmark trees as the proposed CPHP.

Cultural Resources

This alternative would result in notably less overall demolition and physical alteration of
historical resources eligible for listing in the National Register and/or California Register
compared to the CPHP. This alternative would not demolish the School of Dentistry, and Aldea
San Miguel Housing Buildings 8, 10, and 12. It would not modify the Reserve boundary; would
not renovate HSIR East and West or the Medical Sciences Building; and would not impact
potential future historical resources that would be impacted by CPHP buildout. This alternative
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would also renovate and not demolish UC Hall or Millberry Union; and would renovate Saunders
Court. As a result, this alternative would have substantially less impacts on historic resources and
would substantially reduce the severity of related significant and avoidable impacts associated
with the CPHP. While the 2014 LRDP Final EIR determined impacts to historical resources as a
result of demolition of the LPPI would not be significant as the LPPI was not deemed a historical
resource at that time, as discussed in Chapter 4, the LPPI has since been determined to be eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historical Resources,
and consequently, demolition of the LPPI under this alternative would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact to historical resources, as under the CPHP.

This alternative would also result in overall less ground disturbing construction activities
compared to the CPHP. Based on the cultural resources impact analysis in the 2014 LRDP Final
EIR, potentially significant project and cumulative impacts to previously unknown archaeological
resources, and human remains under this alternative would be mitigated to a less than significant
level, similar to impacts with the proposed CPHP. Potential effects to previously undiscovered or
buried tribal cultural resources under this alternative would similarly be expected to be mitigated to
a less than significant level, as under the CPHP.

Energy

This alternative would result in substantially less new construction and demolition activities
compared to the CPHP, and as a result, would have a lesser construction energy use impact
compared to the CPHP. This alternative would also have less operational development and
associated population increases compared to that associated with the CPHP, and consequently,
would have less operational energy use than the CPHP. As such, the alternative would have a
similarly less than significant project and/or cumulative impact associated with consumption of
energy resources as the CPHP; and would have a similarly less than significant conflict with a
state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Geology and Soils

This alternative would result in substantially less ground disturbing construction activities and
new building construction compared to the CPHP. As a result, this alternative would have less
potential project and/or cumulative impacts than the CPHP as it relates to effects of seismic
ground shaking, liquefaction or unstable soils, landslides, and erosion from ground disturbance
during construction.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

This alternative would result in substantially less new construction or demolition activities
compared to the CPHP, resulting in fewer greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and as with the
proposed CPHP, significant project and/or cumulative construction-related effects GHG
emissions could be mitigated to less-than-significant with implementation of construction related
GHG reduction measures. This alternative would also result in less overall development and
associated population and traffic increases at the Parnassus Heights campus site than the CPHP,
and consequently, operational-related GHG emissions would also be lower than with the CPHP.
As with the proposed CPHP, the operational GHG emissions at the campus site would be less
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than significant with implementation of required mitigation. Also, similar to the CPHP, this
alternative would not conflict with applicable plans, policies or regulations adopted for the
purpose of reducing the GHG emissions.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

This alternative would result in substantially less new construction or demolition activities
compared to the CPHP. In addition, this alternative would result in a substantially smaller
increase in overall development, resulting in less of an increase in hazardous materials use than
with the CPHP. With mitigation, resulting impacts would be less than significant in both the
alternative and the CPHP, as would project and/or cumulative impacts associated with routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. In addition, project and/or cumulative impacts
associated with potential accidental release of hazardous materials; and emitting and handling of
hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school, for this alternative
would be similarly less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

This alternative would result in substantially less new construction or ground disturbing
activities, and a smaller increase in new impervious surfaces at the campus site, compared to the
CPHP. Accordingly, this alternative would further reduce the CPHP’s less than significant
project and/or cumulative impacts related to the potential to violate water quality discharges
requirements; degradation of surface or groundwater quality; erosion and siltation; effect on
flooding; effect on the capacity of stormwater drainage systems; additional sources of polluted
runoff; or impedance or redirection of storm flows.

Land Use and Planning

This alternative would result in substantially less new development compared to the CPHP, and
furthermore, this alternative would not include the amendments to the 2014 LRDP that are
proposed under the CPHP to address the organization of land uses, the space program, and
population. As a result, this alternative would further reduce the CPHP’s less than significant
project and/or cumulative impacts at the Parnassus Heights campus site associated with conflict
with land use plans, policies and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect, and incompatibility with adjacent land uses.

Noise and Vibration

This alternative would result in substantially less new construction and demolition activities
compared to the CPHP. However, the 2014 LRDP Final EIR determined demolition activities
proposed under the 2014 LRDP would result in a temporary significant and unavoidable noise
impact, and that the combined construction and demolition projects would lead to a significant
cumulative noise impact. Thus, this alternative would have the same significant and unavoidable
construction noise impacts as the proposed CPHP, although project-related construction noise
impacts could be less severe than anticipated in the 2014 LRDP EIR, since pile driving would not
be required under the CPHP.
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This alternative would result in fewer new permanent noise sources, and less of an increase in
traffic, thereby resulting in less operational noise than would occur under the CPHP. As a result,
this alternative would reduce the significant but mitigable project and/or cumulative impacts
related to permanent increases in ambient noise levels from stationary noise sources in excess of
applicable noise standards, and the less than significant project and/or cumulative impact
associated with increases in traffic noise levels.

Population and Housing

This alternative would result in a substantially smaller increase in the population at the Parnassus
Heights campus site compared to the CPHP, and would not demolish and replace any existing
housing at the campus site. As a result, this alternative would have similarly less than significant
project and/or cumulative impacts associated with inducement of population growth, and related
new demand for housing, compared to the CPHP. Furthermore, this alternative would avoid the
less than significant impact associated with temporary displacement of people from existing
housing that would occur under the CPHP.

Public Services

This alternative would result in substantially less increase in development and population at the
Parnassus Heights campus site compared to the CPHP. Consequently, this alternative would
further reduce the CPHP’s similarly less than significant project and/or cumulative impacts from
the need for new or altered fire protection or public school facilities, as with the CPHP.

Recreation

This alternative would result in substantially less new development and increase in population at
the Parnassus Heights campus site compared to the CPHP. Consequently, this alternative would
further reduce the CPHP’s less than significant project and/or cumulative impacts of increase in
the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other existing on- and off-campus
recreational facilities, and with the construction of new recreational facilities.

However, this alternative would not provide those recreational improvements proposed under the
CPHP, including the Millberry Terrace, expanded Saunders Court and Promenade.

Transportation

This alternative would result in substantially less construction than that which would occur under
the CPHP, resulting in less construction traffic and fewer temporary disruptions. As under the
CPHP, significant construction-related transportation impacts under this alternative could be
mitigated to a less than significant level.

This alternative would result in substantially less new development and less of an increase in
population and associated traffic at the Parnassus Heights campus site compared to the CPHP.
Consequently, this alternative would further reduce the less than significant project and/or
cumulative CPHP impacts of conflicts with programs, plans, ordinances or policies addressing
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the circulation system; increases in vehicle miles traveled (VMT); increases in hazard due to
design features; and emergency access. !

However, this alternative would not provide those transportation improvements for vehicles,
bicycles and pedestrians proposed under the CPHP to improve circulation and safety at the
campus site, including the Fourth Street extension, the pedestrian overcrossing and tunnel for
Parnassus Avenue, widening of Medical Center Way, service corridor, Irving Street Arrival, and
Promenade.

Utilities and Service Systems

This alternative would result in substantially less new development and increase in population
and associated increases in public utility demands at the Parnassus Heights campus site compared
to the CPHP. Consequently, this alternative would further reduce the less than significant project
and/or cumulative impacts of the CPHP, including those associated with: construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities; effects on water supply availability during normal, dry and
multiple dry years; effects on wastewater treatment capacity; effects on capacity of local solid
waste infrastructure, and compliance with federal, and state and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste.

However, while this alternative provides for some upgrades of aging infrastructure, it would not
provide all the improvements proposed under the CPHP to upgrade infrastructure, and
consequently, on-going maintenance issues associated with on-campus utilities may be greater
than under the CPHP.

Relationship of No Project - Development under 2014 LRDP
Alternative to Meeting Project Objectives

The No Project - Development under the 2014 LRDP Alternative would provide for
implementation of remaining but unbuilt authorized development under the 2014 LRDP, but
would not provide for implementation of the development program proposed under the CPHP.
As such this potential alternative would achieve the 2014 LRDP objectives for the Parnassus
Heights campus site, but would not achieve the proposed CPHP objectives.

It should be noted that, the hospital program assumed under this alternative is the version
envisioned under the 2014 LRDP. The New Hospital contemplated under the 2014 LRDP would
provide for 140 beds, compared to the 384 beds proposed for the New Hospital under the CPHP.
In total, when considering beds at Long Hospital and the New Hospital, this alternative would
result in 236 fewer beds at the Parnassus Heights campus site (439 beds under this alternative
versus 675 beds under the CPHP). As discussed in the Chapter 3, Project Description, following
the preparation of the 2014 LRDP, continued planning for the New Hospital resulted in the

It should be noted the 2014 LRDP Final EIR identified significant and unavoidable cumulative level of service
(LOS) impacts at several study intersections. However, as discussed in the CPHP Draft EIR, Section 4.15,
Transportation, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, VMT is now used as the appropriate measure of
assessing transportation impacts instead of vehicle LOS.
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realization that the New Hospital and associated facilities would require more beds to meet the
demand for inpatient care for a growing and aging Bay Area population, and to allow for the
capacity to provide inpatient health care in times of severe strain without resorting to reducing or
canceling non-essential surgeries to create bed capacity. The New Hospital proposed under this
alternative would also not have sufficient space to accommodate modern regulatory requirements
and industry standards of contemporary hospitals, such as construction codes, sizes of operating
rooms, ratio of operating rooms to pre-and post-recovery areas, and space for privacy and
infection control issues.

6.3.3 Alternative 2: Reduced Project

Description

This alternative is similar to the proposed CPHP with the following notable exceptions:

1) development of a smaller New Hospital in conjunction with renovation of Moffitt Hospital to
provide for continued use of Moffitt Hospital for inpatient beds (see Figure 6-2 below),

2) historic preservation of architecturally significant buildings, and 3) Future Phase Aldea
Housing and child care facilities would be developed in the Initial Phase rather than later during
buildout of the CPHP. Each of these aspects of the alternative are described below.

Figure 6-2
Alternative 2: Reduced Project
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Smaller New Hospital and Renovation of Moffitt Hospital: This alternative assumes
development of a New Hospital that would be reduced in size in terms of total square footage,
building footprint, building height, and bed capacity, from that proposed under the CPHP. This
alternative assumes the New Hospital would be approximately 629,000 gsf (a reduction in size of
326,000 gsf compared to the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP), and 12 stories and 212
feet in height (a reduction of 4 stories and about 82 feet). This alternative assumes the New
Hospital would contain approximately 288 beds, instead of the 384 inpatient beds as proposed at
the New Hospital under the CPHP. In this alternative, Moffitt Hospital would be renovated to
meet SB1953 seismic standards and to meet current code standards for inpatient use, and would
include about 96 beds. Long Hospital would house 291 beds, as under the CPHP. In total, this
alternative would provide for 675 beds at the Parnassus Heights campus site, the same as under
the CPHP. It is assumed that the renovation of Moffitt Hospital, including for beds would not
take place after 2030, once the New Hospital was complete. As such, it would not provide the
same number of beds required by the program (675) for over 4 years (by 2034 approximately).

By occupying a smaller building footprint, the New Hospital under this alternative would
potentially avoid the need to modify the adjacent Reserve boundary, as potentially could occur
with the CPHP, although the proposed widening of Medical Center Way would still be necessary
and could encroach into the Reserve under this alternative. As under the CPHP, the New Hospital
under this alternative would have a similar connecting pedestrian bridge across Parnassus
Avenue, and a tunnel beneath Parnassus Avenue.

Historic Preservation: This alternative assumes historic preservation of existing architecturally
significant buildings on the campus site (individually eligible for listing in the National Register
and/or California Register) that are proposed for demolition under the CPHP, including UC Hall,
the Dentistry Clinics building, and Aldea San Miguel Housing Buildings 8, 10, and 12. It is
assumed these buildings may be adaptively reused, as feasible. Other buildings on the campus
site that are historically significant for events, but not architecture (i.e., LPPI and Millberry
Union) are assumed to be demolished under this alternative, as under the CPHP.

As such, development that was proposed at the sites of these historical resources under the CPHP
would not occur under this alternative. This would include the proposed RAB (on the site of

UC Hall), some of the new program adjacent to the RAB (on the site of the Dental Clinics
building), and three proposed 8-story housing structures and one five-story housing structure in the
Aldea Housing complex (on the sites of Aldea San Miguel Housing Buildings 8, 10, and 12).
Because the Dental Clinics building would be retained under this alternative, the full Fourth Street
extension between Parnassus Avenue and Kirkham Street, and connecting service corridor,
proposed under the CPHP would not occur under the alternative. The LPPI would be demolished
under this alternative as with the CPHP.

Aldea Housing and Child Care Developed in Initial Phase: The nine housing structures (a net
increase of 190 units) and child care facilities that are proposed at the Aldea Housing complex in
the Future Phase under the CPHP would be implemented in the Initial Phase under this alternative.

It is assumed that similar to under the CPHP, the proposed West Side Housing project (430 units)
would be developed in the Future Phase of this alternative. In total, this alternative would provide a

UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 6-22 ESA /D190291
Environmental Impact Report July 2020



6. Alternatives

total of 620 net new housing units (142 less than under the CPHP due to above-described
preservation of Aldea San Miguel Housing Buildings 8, 10, and 12).

This alternative would include all revisions to the 2014 LRDP that are proposed in conjunction
with the CPHP, including revisions to campus site functional zones (with the exception being
that modifications to Open Space Reserve boundary would be related to the widening of Medical
Center Way only), revisions to the space program, update of the projected population, revisions
to the Regents’ Resolution, and update of the UCSF Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy.

It is assumed that UCSF would continue implementation of the Mount Sutro Open Space
Reserve Vegetation Management Plan, and on-going campus site maintenance programs and
activities.

Comparison of Effects of Reduced Project Alternative to the
Proposed CPHP

Aesthetics, Wind and Shadow

Aesthetics

This alternative would result in overall less and smaller scale new development at the campus
site compared to the CPHP. As discussed above, under this alternative, this New Hospital would
occupy a smaller footprint, and would contain four less floors and would be 82 feet shorter than
the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP. Furthermore, the proposed RAB, some of the
proposed new program adjacent to the RAB, and four proposed Aldea housing structures would not
be built under this alternative (retaining the existing structures on those sites instead). In addition,
the full extension of Fourth Avenue between Parnassus Avenue and Kirkham Street and connecting
service corridor, proposed under the CPHP would not occur under this alternative.

Scenic Vistas

From the viewpoint at Grandview Park, the New Hospital under this alternative would rise lower
on the skyline compared to the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP, and would similarly
only slightly obstruct the existing view of downtown San Francisco from this perspective, and
would not obstruct scenic views from this park in other directions. This view would also not
include the RAB and development on the site of Dental Clinics building that is proposed under
the CPHP, as those buildings would not be developed under this alternative. As under the CPHP,
this alternative would not result in a substantial adverse impact on scenic vistas from this
viewpoint.

When considering available vantage points from within the Reserve, such as from the Historic
Trail, given its lower height, the New Hospital under this alternative would incrementally
obstruct less of the northward scenic views across the campus core. Given the overall lack of
long-range scenic views from within the Reserve, implementation of the alternative would not
adversely affect scenic vistas from within the Reserve, similar to the proposed CPHP.

When considering the above, and additionally that some new scenic views and new publicly-
accessible open space that would be created from the campus site by this alternative (e.g. by the
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Millberry Terrace), albeit less than proposed under the CPHP, the impact on scenic vistas would
be less than significant.

Scenic Quality

As under the CPHP, this alternative would have an adverse effect related to scenic quality if it
were to conflict with UCSF 2014 LRDP policies governing scenic quality.

2014 LRDP Sub-objective 1B. Under this alternative, the New Hospital would be visibly shorter
as seem from off-site vantage points than the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP.
Additionally, since the 12-story hospital under this alternative would contain a smaller footprint,
it would also appear less broad from certain perspectives than the New Hospital proposed under
the CPHP. At 212 feet in height, the New Hospital under this alternative would also not exceed
the height limits of the City’s 220-F height district that would occur under the CPHP, although
this alternative would exceed the height limit within the City’s 65-D height district, although to a
lesser extent than under the CPHP.

In addition, four of the housing structures proposed in the Aldea Housing complex under the CPHP
(on the sites of Aldea San Miguel Housing Buildings 8, 10, and 12) would not be constructed
under this alternative, and consequently, this alternative would avoid exceeding the City’s 40-X
height limits at those sites under the CPHP; although the housing proposed on the other nine
existing housing sites would still exceed the City’s 40-X height limit.

2014 LRDP Sub-objective 1C. The development program under this alternative would result in
approximately 75 percent of the net increase in development on the campus site proposed under
the CPHP, and a correlating smaller increase in the scale and density. Given its shorter height
and smaller mass, the New Hospital under this alternative would contrast less sharply both in
height and scale with the existing residential development to the east than the New Hospital
proposed under the CPHP. The proposed New Hospital under this alternative would be nearly

30 feet taller than the tallest existing campus site building, as compared to over 100 feet taller than
the tallest existing campus site building under the CPHP. The New Hospital would also appear as a
less prominent newly visible feature in the viewsheds from nearby neighborhoods, such as those
along Parnassus Avenue, 17th Street, and Willard Street at Belmont Avenue, compared to the New
Hospital under the CPHP. As discussed above, certain other development proposed under the
CPHP, including RAB and other research and development uses on the UC Hall and Dental Clinics
buildings sites; and four housing structures proposed on the sites of Aldea San Miguel Housing
Buildings 8, 10, and 12, would also not be constructed under this alternative. Development
proposed under this alternative, including the New Hospital, would, on balance, be generally
more consistent than the CPHP with 2014 LRDP sub-objective 1C in terms of height and scale.

With respect to sensitivity to the surrounding landscape as set forth in 2014 LRDP sub-objective
1C, with its smaller footprint, the New Hospital under this alternative would avoid potential
encroachment into the Reserve that could occur under the CPHP, although the widening of the
Medical Center Way under this alternative would still encroach into the hillside in the Reserve to
the east. Similar to the CPHP, UCSF would replace any area of the Reserve lost due to new
development under this alternative by designating a new area elsewhere on the campus site as
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Reserve in an amount equal to or greater than the area lost. It is assumed that new development
along Parnassus Avenue immediately west of UC Hall would occur under this alternative, and as
such, most or all of the existing grove of redwood trees adjacent to UC Hall would be removed,
similar to the CPHP.

To the extent this sub-objective concerns noise generation, as mitigated, new buildings developed
under the alternative would result in a less-than-significant effect on ambient noise levels pursuant
to applicable noise standards, similar to under the CPHP.

2014 LRDP Sub-objective 1D. Similar to the CPHP, proposed new buildings along Parnassus
Avenue under this alternative would be constructed concurrent with the proposed Parnassus
Avenue Streetscape Plan. The Streetscape Plan improvements would serve to enhance the public
realm as called for in UCSF’s Physical Design Framework, and would be consistent with

2014 LRDP sub-objective 1D.

In summary, as under the CPHP, to the extent this alternative would be inconsistent with
applicable 2014 LRDP objectives as described above, it is assumed UCSF would seek
amendments to the 2014 LRDP to bring this alternative and 2014 LRDP into conformity.
Therefore, because this alternative would include provisions regarding scenic quality that would
apply broadly to the alternative based on UCSF’s Physical Design Framework, with amendments
to the 2014 LRDP, similar to the CPHP, this alternative would not conflict with the 2014 LRDP
objectives related to scenic quality, and the impact would be less than significant.

This alternative would also have incrementally less impact related to new sources of light and
glare compared to the CPHP, given the overall less development proposed, and the overall
impact would be less-than-significant with mitigation, as with the proposed CPHP.

Wind

Because the New Hospital under this alternative would occupy a smaller footprint than the
proposed New Hospital, because this alternative’s New Hospital would not encroach into the
adjacent Reserve, and because there would be more unbuilt area between the New Hospital and
the steep slope to the east across Medical Center Way, the New Hospital under the Reduced
Project Alternative would likely result in incrementally lower wind speeds near the northeast
corner of the New Hospital compared to those under the CPHP. Additionally, the reduced height
of the New Hospital under this alternative could incrementally reduce wind speeds along
Parnassus Avenue near the hospital, compared to those under the CPHP. Nevertheless, the New
Hospital under this alternative would still represent a substantial increase in building height and
bulk at the east end of the campus’ Parnassus Avenue frontage, and thus could result in
exceedances of the City’s pedestrian wind hazard criterion, as with the CPHP. This would be a
significant effect. However, unlike the CPHP, this alternative would retain UC Hall, the
westernmost campus site building along the south side of Parnassus Avenue, the Dental Clinics
building, which is set back more than 100 feet south of Parnassus Avenue, and the School of
Nursing building. The Reduced Project Alternative, like the CPHP, would also retain the other
taller buildings along the south side of Parnassus Avenue, including the existing Clinical
Sciences and Medical Sciences buildings and Moffitt Hospital. Because the entire west end of
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this street wall would be retained under the Reduced Project Alternative, this alternative would
have little or no effect on pedestrian-level winds there, thus avoiding potential significant wind
impacts adjacent to the RAB that would occur under the CPHP.

Also unlike the CPHP, the Reduced Project Alternative would retain the three oldest and historic
Aldea housing buildings, which would preclude the development of the tallest of the new Aldea
housing buildings that would be built under the CPHP. This would avoid the CPHP’s potential
exceedance of the wind hazard criterion at the Aldea Housing site. Finally, the Reduced Project
Alternative would include the Irving Street Arrival, as would the CPHP, and therefore this
alternative could result in a wind hazard exceedance, albeit a small potential, and a significant
effect at this location that would be similar to what could occur under the CPHP.

Implementation of CPHP Mitigation Measure AES-4 (Design new buildings to minimize wind
impacts at pedestrian level) would reduce the severity of the potentially significant wind impact.
However, as under the CPHP, it cannot be stated with certainty that no wind hazard exceedances
would result from this alternative, and therefore this impact could be significant even with
mitigation under the Reduced Project Alternative.

Shadows

This alternative would result in a New Hospital 82 feet shorter than under the CPHP, and
additionally, the following development proposed under the CPHP would not occur under this
alternative: the 130-foot RAB, 45 to 130-foot tall development on the site of the Dental Clinics
building, and three 8-story housing structures and one five-story housing structure at the Aldea
Housing complex. Other development proposed at the campus site under this alternative is assumed
to have generally the same building heights as that proposed under the CPHP. Shadow from this
alternative could reach the three parks and two schoolyards receiving net new shadow from the
CPHP, but because this alternative would result in a reduction in buildings and building heights
compared to the CPHP, shadow effects from this alternative would be expected to have less impact
than the CPHP in terms of the amount or duration of new shadow. As under the CPHP, shadow
under this alternative would affect publicly accessible open spaces, but not to an extent that would
adversely or substantially impact the use and enjoyment of open spaces. Therefore, as under the
CPHP, the overall shadow impact under this alternative would be similarly less than significant on
a project-level and cumulative basis.

Air Quality

This alternative would have less new construction and demolition activities than that which
would occur under the CPHP. Consequently, this alternative would have less impact associated
with construction and demolition emissions of criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants
(TACs) and associated health risks at sensitive receptors, and would similarly mitigate those
effects to less-than-significant with the use of clean construction equipment and implementation
of BAAQMD dust control measures.

This alternative would result in approximately 25 percent less development, and less associated
population and traffic increases, compared to the CPHP. The specific reduction in traffic generated
under this alternative compared to those generated under the CPHP would depend on a number of
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factors, including the specific levels of instruction, clinical, research and support uses that would be
implemented under this alternative, the potential adaptive reuse of UC Hall, the Dental Clinics
building, and other factors. As a result, while operations under this alternative would generate
fewer criteria pollutant emissions than operations under the CPHP, the specific reduction in
emissions may not be sufficient to eliminate the CPHP’s significant impact related to PMo
emissions (which are approximately 37% over the significance threshold). With mitigation
measures requiring project-level operational measures and TDM enhancement measures, the PMg
emissions are still conservatively estimated to be significant and unavoidable under this alternative.
This alternative would also have less project and cumulative impact associated with exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial project and cumulative operational pollutant concentrations, and
require similar mitigation to reduce diesel particulate matter (DPM) which would mitigate those
significant effects to less-than-significant. Lastly, this alternative would have less impact associated
with the CPHP’s conflict with or obstruction of implementation of the applicable Clean Air Plan,
and with mitigation the impact would similarly be reduced to less-than-significant.

Biological Resources

This alternative would have less new construction and demolition activities compared with the
CPHP, and would avoid potential intrusion into the Reserve from the New Hospital. As a result,
the overall extent of construction and development-related impacts to biological resources under
this alternative would be less than that associated with the CPHP. Significant project and/or
cumulative construction-related effects on special-status plant and wildlife species of this
alternative would be similarly mitigated to less-than-significant with applicable survey and
resource project measures similar to the proposed CPHP. Also, significant project and/or
cumulative impacts associated with potential resident and migrating bird strikes from new
development would be similarly mitigated to less-than-significant with implementation of bird
safe building treatment measures; and this alternative would have a similar less than significant
effect related to damage to or removal of landmark trees.

Cultural Resources

This alternative would preserve most architecturally significant historical resources eligible for
listing in the National Register and California Register at the campus site that would be demolished
under the CPHP. Consequently, this alternative would avoid demolition of UC Hall, Dental
Clinics building, and Aldea San Miguel Housing Buildings 8, 10, and 12, that would be
demolished under the CPHP. Rather, it is assumed these buildings may be adaptively reused, as
feasible. Since the New Hospital would not intrude into the Reserve, this alternative could also
have less impact to this historical cultural landscape than under the CPHP. However, it is
assumed other existing and/or future historical resources that may be demolished or physically
altered under the CPHP (e.g., Millberry Union) would also be demolished or physically altered
under this alternative. The LPPI would still be demolished to make way for the New Hospital.
Overall, this alternative would have less impacts to historical resources than the CPHP, although
the impact would still be significant and unavoidable.

This alternative would also result in less ground disturbing construction activities compared to
the CPHP, and therefore have less potential to affect archaeological and tribal cultural resources.
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Potentially significant project and cumulative impacts to previously unknown archaeological
resources, human remains, and/or tribal cultural resources under this alternative would be similarly
mitigated to a less than significant level as under the CPHP.

Energy

This alternative would result in less construction and demolition activities compared to the CPHP
and as a result, would have less construction energy use impact compared to the CPHP. This
alternative would also have approximately 25 percent less increase in development, and less
associated population and traffic increases, compared to the CPHP, and consequently, less
operational energy use than the CPHP. As such, the alternative would further reduce the less than
significant project and/or cumulative impact associated with consumption of energy resources as
under the CPHP; and would have a similarly less than significant conflict with a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Geology and Soils

This alternative would result in less ground disturbing construction activities and new building
construction compared to the CPHP, and therefore have overall less potential to result in effects
on geology, soils and seismicity. Accordingly, this alternative would have less potential project
and/or cumulative impacts than the CPHP as it relates to effects of seismic ground shaking,
liquefaction or unstable soils, landslides, and erosion from ground disturbance during
construction, and those effects would be similarly less than significant with compliance with
applicable regulatory requirements and the implementation of geotechnical design
recommendations and/or mitigation.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

This alternative would result in less construction or demolition activities compared to the CPHP.
As a result, this alternative would reduce the significant but mitigable project and/or cumulative
construction-related GHG emissions effects at the Parnassus Heights campus site as under the
CPHP. This alternative would have approximately 25 percent less increase in development, and
less associated population and traffic increases at the Parnassus Heights campus site than the
CPHP, and consequently, operational-generated GHG emissions would be less than the
emissions under the CPHP. Consequently, this alternative would reduce the significant but
mitigable impacts of the CPHP related to operational GHG emissions. Similar to the CPHP, this
alternative would not conflict with applicable plans, policies or regulations adopted for the
purpose of reducing the GHG emissions.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

This alternative would result in less new construction or demolition activities compared to the
CPHP. This alternative would also result in less increase in development, and the associated
increases in hazardous materials use that would occur with operations under the CPHP.
Significant project and/or cumulative impacts associated with routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials under this alternative would be similarly mitigated to a less than
significant level with compliance with applicable, federal and State laws and regulations

UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 6-28 ESA /D190291
Environmental Impact Report July 2020



6. Alternatives

regulating transportation, management, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. In
addition, project and/or cumulative impacts associated with potential accidental release of
hazardous materials; and emitting and handling of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school, for this alternative would be similarly less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

This alternative would result in less new construction and groundbreaking activities compared to
the CPHP; and an incrementally smaller increase in new impervious surfaces at the campus site,
compared to the CPHP, and thus, generate incrementally less runoff. Project and/or cumulative
impacts related to the potential to violate water quality discharges requirements; degradation of
surface or groundwater quality; erosion and siltation; effect on flooding; effect on the capacity of
stormwater drainage systems; additional sources of polluted runoff; or impedance or redirection
of storm flows, would be reduced compared to the proposed project and similarly less than
significant, with compliance with the construction BMPs required by the NPDES Construction
General Permit and operational design measures and LID stormwater requirements controls of
the Phase II MS4 permit.

Land Use and Planning

This alternative would result in less new development compared to the CPHP, although it would
include the amendments to the 2014 LRDP that are proposed under the CPHP affecting the
organization of land uses (with the exception of extent of area of the Reserve redesignated), the
space program, and population, although with smaller increases than under the CPHP. Overall,
this alternative would have less project and/or cumulative CPHP impacts at the Parnassus
Heights campus site associated with conflict with land use plans, policies and regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and incompatibility
with adjacent land uses. With the proposed amendment to the 2014 LRDP, these effects would be
less than significant, similar to with the proposed CPHP.

Noise and Vibration

This alternative would have less new construction and demolition activities as that proposed
under the CPHP. Nonetheless, the construction activities would be sufficient to result in project
and cumulative construction-generated noise effects that would be significant and unavoidable
under this alternative, similar to with the proposed CPHP. Proposed mitigation requiring
implementation of construction noise control measures, limits on construction hours, and pile
installation noise-reducing techniques would reduce this impact, but not to a level that is less
than significant. Construction vibration impacts under this alternative would be significant but
mitigable with implementation of vibration control measures, as under the CPHP.

This alternative would generate less traffic than the CPHP, and consequently, transportation
noise generated by this alternative would similarly be less than significant. With less
development, the significant project and/or cumulative impact related to permanent increases in
ambient noise levels from stationary noise sources in excess of applicable noise standards under
this alternative would be less than with the proposed CPHP and could be mitigated to a less than
significant level with implementation of operational noise control measures, similar to the CPHP.
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Population and Housing

This alternative would have a smaller increase in the population at the Parnassus Heights campus
site compared to the CPHP, demolish less existing housing at the campus site than the CPHP,
and develop less new housing at the campus site than the CPHP, although more housing would
be provided in the Initial Phase. For these reasons, this alternative would have similar less than
significant project and/or cumulative impacts associated with inducement of population growth,
and related new demand for housing, when compared to the CPHP.

Public Services

This alternative would result in a smaller increase in development and population at the
Parnassus Heights campus site compared to the CPHP, resulting in lower demand for public
services. For this reason, project and/or cumulative impacts associated with need for new or
altered fire protection or public school facilities would be less than significant, similar to with the
proposed CPHP.

Recreation

This alternative would result in less new development and smaller increase in population at the
Parnassus Heights campus site compared to the CPHP. This alternative would also propose
somewhat less new recreational improvements as that proposed under the CPHP, since it would
not include development of the CPHP-proposed Promenade. Nonetheless, project and/or
cumulative impacts of increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
existing on- and off-campus recreational facilities, and with the construction of new recreational
facilities under this alternative would remain less-than-significant, similar to the proposed CPHP.

Transportation

This alternative would result in less new construction at the Parnassus Heights campus site
compared to the CPHP. Consequently, the significant construction phase impact to travel
conditions along sidewalks and roadways serving the campus site under this alternative would be
similarly mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation of construction
coordination and monitoring measures.

This alternative would also result in less overall new development, and less increase in
population and associated operational traffic, than under the CPHP. This alternative would also
provide many of same transportation improvements for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians
proposed under the CPHP to improve circulation and safety at the campus site, including the
pedestrian overcrossing and tunnel for Parnassus Avenue, widening of Medical Center Way, and
Irving Street Arrival, although it would not include the full Fourth Street extension proposed
under the CPHP, and connecting service corridor or Promenade. With less operational traffic,
this alternative would have less than significant project and/or cumulative impacts related to
conflicts with programs, plans, ordinances or policies addressing the circulation system;
increases in VMT; increases in hazard due to design features; and emergency access, similar to
the proposed CPHP.
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Utilities and Service Systems

This alternative would result in less new development and increase in population, and associated
increases in public utility demands at the Parnassus Heights campus site, compared to the CPHP.
As aresult, project and/or cumulative impacts related to utilities and service systems under this
alternative would be similarly less-than-significant as with the CPHP. This would include
impacts associated with: construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities; effects on water
supply availability during normal, dry and multiple dry years; effects on wastewater treatment
capacity; effects on capacity of local solid waste infrastructure, and compliance with federal, and
state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

Relationship of Reduced Project Alternative to Meeting Project
Objectives

As discussed under the description of the Reduced Project Alternative, this alternative would
provide for approximately 25 percent less new development at the Parnassus Heights campus site
when compared to the CPHP, and would not develop those transportation and utility
improvements proposed under the CPHP (e.g. Fourth Street extension, service corridor,
Promenade, etc.). Consequently, this alternative would not fully meet the CPHP project
objectives, for space, urban design and mobility.

Notably, this alternative would include a smaller New Hospital that would be approximately one-
third smaller than the New Hospital under the CPHP. As such, this alternative assumes the New
Hospital would contain approximately 288 beds, instead of the 384 inpatient bed as proposed at
the New Hospital under the CPHP. It is further assumed that Moffitt Hospital would include
about 96 beds following its renovation to meet SB 1953 seismic standards; and Long Hospital
would provide 291 beds; for a total 675 beds at the Parnassus Heights campus site - the same
total bed count as under the CPHP. However, even with a renovation of Moffitt Hospital under
this alternative, it would continue to be outdated, undersized, and inflexible, including for
emergency room, surgery rooms, procedure rooms, patient rooms, the clinical lab, pharmacy, and
sterile processing spaces. In addition, floor to ceiling heights in Moffitt Hospital are not tall
enough to accommodate contemporary equipment, and as such, are considered inadequate for
modern hospital operations. In addition, since under this alternative the renovation of Moffitt
Hospital beds would take place after 2030, once the New Hospital was complete, it would not
provide the same number of beds required by the program (675) for over 4 years (by 2034
approximately). For these reasons, this alternative would not fully meet the CPHP project
objectives for the New Hospital.

This alternative would also not develop the RAB proposed under the CPHP on the site of

UC Hall or other new programmed uses proposed on the site of the Dental Clinics building, as
those existing historical resources would be preserved. While these existing historical buildings
could be adaptively reused for other purposes, they are considered outdated, undersized, and too
inflexible to be practical for the research and academic uses proposed at these sites under the
CPHP. Accordingly, since the RAB as proposed under the CPHP would not be developed under
this alternative, this alternative would not fully meet the CPHP project objectives for the RAB
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and for increased state-of-the-art research facilities. Since the Irving Street Arrival would be
developed under this alternative similar to that proposed under the CPHP, this alternative would
meet the CPHP project objectives for the Irving Street Arrival.

This alternative would also develop 142 less new housing units in the Aldea Housing complex
than proposed under the CPHP. Therefore, this alternative would not fully meet the CPHP
project objectives for the Aldea Housing Densification.

6.3.4 Alternative 3: CPHP including New Hospital - 19-Story
Option

This alternative is identical to the proposed CPHP, with the exception of the design of the New
Hospital. Under this alternative, the New Hospital would be approximately the same square footage
(955,000 gsf) and have the same bed capacity (384 beds) as that proposed under the CPHP.
However, the building would occupy a smaller footprint and would be taller than the New Hospital
proposed under the CPHP. Specifically, the New Hospital under this alternative would be three
floors taller (19 stories vs. 16 stories) and approximately 47 feet taller (i.e., total of 341 feet vs.

294 feet) than the design proposed under the CPHP, as illustrated in Figure 6-3.

Axo View NorthWest/

Figure 6-3
Alternative 3: CPHP including New Hospital - 19-Story Option
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By occupying a smaller building footprint, the New Hospital under this alternative would avoid the
potential need to modify the adjacent Reserve boundary associated with the New Hospital under
the proposed CPHP, although the proposed widening of Medical Center Way would still be
necessary and could encroach into the Reserve under this alternative. As under the CPHP, the
New Hospital under this alternative would have a similar connecting pedestrian bridge across
Parnassus Avenue, and a tunnel beneath Parnassus Avenue.

This alternative assumes the same revisions to the 2014 LRDP that are proposed in conjunction
with the CPHP would occur under this alternative, including revisions to campus site functional
zones (with the exception being modifications to the Open Space Reserve boundary would be
related to the widening of Medical Center Way only), revisions to the space program, update to
the projected population, revisions to the Regents’ Resolution, and update to the UCSF
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy.

It is assumed that UCSF would continue implementation of the Mount Sutro Open Space
Reserve Vegetation Management Plan, and on-going campus site maintenance programs and
activities.

Comparison of Effects of CPHP including New Hospital - 19-Story
Option to the Proposed CPHP

Aesthetics, Wind and Shadow

Aesthetics

All development proposed at the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative would be
identical to that proposed under the CPHP, with the exception of the New Hospital, which would
occupy a smaller footprint, but would contain an additional three floors and would be 47 feet
taller than the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP.

Visual simulations were prepared for this alternative from a number of the same publicly
accessible vantage points prepared for the proposed CPHP, and using the same digitized
photographs and computer modeling techniques. As with the proposed CPHP, the visual
simulations prepared for this alternative are based on a simple massing plan, and not on actual
building designs.

Scenic Vistas

From the viewpoint at Grandview Park looking east, the New Hospital under this alternative
would rise higher, but also appear incrementally less broad, on the skyline, compared to the New
Hospital proposed under the CPHP, would only slightly obstruct the existing view of downtown
San Francisco from this perspective, and would not obstruct scenic views from this park in other
directions. Consequently, as with the CPHP, this alternative would not result in a substantial
adverse impact on scenic vistas from this viewpoint.

When considering available vantage points from within the Reserve, such as from the Historic
Trail, given its taller height, the New Hospital under this alternative would obstruct more sky in
the northward scenic views across the campus core. However, as with the conclusion reached for
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the CPHP, given the overall lack of long-range scenic views from within the Reserve,
implementation of the alternative would similarly not adversely affect scenic vistas from within
the Reserve.

When considering the above, and additionally that new scenic views and new publicly-accessible
open space that would be created from the campus site by this alternative (e.g. by the Millberry
Terrace, expanded Saunders Court and the Promenade)— similar to the CPHP — the impact on
scenic vistas from this alternative would be less than significant.

Scenic Quality

As under the CPHP, this alternative would have an adverse effect related to scenic quality if it
were to conflict with UCSF 2014 LRDP policies governing scenic quality.

2014 LRDP Sub-objective 1B. From the viewpoint of Kezar Triangle looking south, under this
alternative, the New Hospital would be visibly taller than the New Hospital proposed under the
CPHP. However, since the 19-story hospital under this alternative would contain a smaller
footprint, it would also appear somewhat less broad from this perspective than the New Hospital
proposed under the CPHP. Nevertheless, with the 19-story hospital option at 47 feet taller than
the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP, it would further exceed the height limits of the
City’s 65-D and 220-F height districts. Elsewhere on the campus site, exceedances of City height
districts by other development proposed under this alternative (e.g., Millberry Union, Aldea
Housing structures) would be identical to those under the proposed CPHP.

2014 LRDP Sub-objective 1C. Figures 6-4 to 6-7 present a number of other views of the
development program under this alternative. Similar to the CPHP, implementation of the
development program of this alternative would result in a substantial increase in development,
and associated increase in the scale and density, on the campus site. As shown in Figures 6-5 to
6-7, the New Hospital would similarly contrast sharply both in height and scale with the existing
residential development to the east. At 341 feet in height, the proposed New Hospital under this
alternative would also be over 150 feet taller than other existing buildings on the campus site.
Similar to that under the CPHP, under this alternative, the New Hospital would be a prominent
newly visible feature in the viewsheds from nearby neighborhoods, such as those along Parnassus
Avenue (please see Figure 6-5), 17th Street (see Figure 6-6), and Willard Street at Belmont Avenue
(see Figure 6-7).2 Similar to the CPHP, while other development proposed under this alternative
(e.g., in the central and west areas of the campus core, and in the Aldea Housing complex),
would, on balance, be generally consistent with 2014 LRDP sub-objective 1C, the height and
scale of the proposed New Hospital under this alternative would be inconsistent with 2014 LRDP
sub-objective 1C.

2 For comparison of visual simulations of the CPHP from the same viewpoints, please see Section 4.1, Figures 4.1-15,

4.1-16,4.1-17 and 4.1-18, respectively.
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SOURCE: Prevision Design, 2019 UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan

Figure 6-4

Viewpoint 7: Visual Simulation of the Parnassus Heights Campus Site with CPHP
including New Hospital - 19-Story Option from 3rd Avenue and Parnassus Avenue,
Looking East

With respect to sensitivity to the surrounding landscape as set forth in 2014 LRDP sub-objective
1C, with its smaller hospital footprint, the New Hospital under this alternative would avoid
potential encroachment into the Reserve that could occur under the CPHP, although the widening
of the Medical Center Way under this alternative would still encroach into the hillside in the
Reserve to the east. Similar to the CPHP, UCSF would replace any area of the Reserve lost due
to new development under this alternative by designating a new area elsewhere on the campus
site as Reserve in an amount equal to or greater than the area lost. As under the CPHP, the
existing grove of redwood trees adjacent to UC Hall would be removed.

Similar to the CPHP, UCSF would also provide publically accessible open space within the
campus core, including an expanded Promenade and Saunders Court, which would serve to
minimize effects of loss of existing landscaping elsewhere under this alternative.

With respect to concerns about noise generation under this sub-objective, as mitigated, new
buildings developed under the alternative would result in a less-than-significant effect on ambient
noise levels pursuant to applicable noise standards, similar to the CPHP.
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SOURCE: Prevision Design, 2019 UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan

Figure 6-5
Viewpoint 8: Visual Simulation of the CPHP including New Hospital -
19-Story Option from Parnassus Avenue and Willard Street, Looking West
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UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan

Figure 6-6
Viewpoint 9: Visual Simulation of CPHP including New Hospital -
19-Story Option from 17th Street and Clayton Street, Looking West

SOURCE: Prevision Design, 2019 - . UCéF Comprehsive Paass Heights Plar-1
Figure 6-7

Viewpoint 10: Visual Simulation of the CPHP including New Hospital -
19-Story Option From Willard Street and Belmont Avenue, looking West
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2014 LRDP Sub-objective 1D. Similar to the CPHP, proposed new buildings along Parnassus
Avenue under this alternative would be constructed concurrent with the proposed Parnassus
Avenue Streetscape Plan. The Streetscape Plan improvements would serve to enhance the public

realm as called for in UCSF’s Physical Design Framework, and would be consistent with 2014
LRDP sub-objective 1D.

In summary, as under the CPHP, to the extent this alternative would be inconsistent with
applicable 2014 LRDP objectives as described above, UCSF would seek amendments to the
2014 LRDP to bring this alternative and 2014 LRDP into conformity. Therefore, because this
alternative would include provisions regarding scenic quality that would apply broadly to the
alternative based on UCSF’s Physical Design Framework, and because with amendments to the
2014 LRDP, this alternative would not conflict with the 2014 LRDP objectives related to scenic
quality, and the impact would be less than significant, similar to the impact with the CPHP.

Due to its overall similarity, this alternative would also have a comparable impact related to new
sources of light and glare when compared to the CPHP, and the impact would be similarly less-
than-significant with mitigation.

Wind

Under this alternative, the New Hospital would be taller than under the CPHP; however, because
it would occupy a smaller footprint than the proposed New Hospital, and because there would be
more unbuilt area between the New Hospital and the steep slope to the east, across Medical
Center Way, the 19-story option could result in incrementally lower wind speeds near the
northeast corner of the New Hospital, when compared to those under the CPHP. In general, a
moderate increase in height—such as the additional three stories considered here—is unlikely, in
and of itself, to substantially increase pedestrian-level wind speeds beyond the increase that
would occur with the New Hospital under the CPHP. Nevertheless, the New Hospital under this
alternative would represent a substantial increase in building height and bulk compared to
existing conditions, and could result in exceedances of the City’s pedestrian wind hazard
criterion along Parnassus Avenue, similar to what would be anticipated under the CPHP. This
would be a significant effect, as would occur with the proposed CPHP and with the remainder of
the development assumed under this alternative to be the same as under the CPHP, this
alternative could—Ilike the CPHP—result in exceedances of the wind hazard criterion adjacent to
the RAB (both on the north and south sides of the building), the Irving Street Arrival, and the
taller new Aldea Housing buildings, also resulting in a significant effect. Implementation of
CPHP Mitigation Measure AES-4 (Design new buildings to minimize wind impacts at pedestrian
level) would reduce the severity of the potentially significant wind impact. However, as under
the CPHP, it cannot be stated with certainty that no wind hazard exceedances would result from
this alternative, and therefore this impact could be significant even with mitigation under the
New Hospital 19-Story Option.

Shadows

Under this alternative, the New Hospital would occupy a smaller footprint, but would contain an
additional three floors and would be 47 feet taller than the New Hospital proposed under the
CPHP. Shadow cast by the New Hospital under this alternative would affect the same open spaces
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as shadow cast under the CPHP. These include three City parks (Golden Gate Park, Richard
Gamble Memorial Park, and Grattan Playground) and two schoolyards that participate in the
Shared Schoolyard Project and provide public access on weekends (Independence High School
and Grattan Elementary School). Shading impacts under this alternative were quantified for
Golden Gate Park, Richard Gamble Memorial Park, and Grattan Playground.

Under this alternative, the date of maximum shading at Golden Gate Park would be December 20,
the same as under the CPHP. On this date, shadow from this alternative would cover both baseball
fields near the southeast corner of the park early in the morning, but would recede from the park
entirely by 10:00 a.m. Shadow from this alternative would reach parts of Golden Gate Park
between early October and early March, compared to the CPHP, which would result in new
shading at Golden Gate Park between mid-October and late February. Compared to the CPHP,
shadow on the date of maximum shading as a result of this alternative would have more impact to
Golden Gate Park than under the CPHP.

Shading on the Richard Gamble Memorial Park under this alternative would occur in winter
between the same time periods as under the CPHP: late January to late February, and again from
mid-October to mid-November. However, the total amount of annual shading would be
substantially more in terms of square-foot hours; this alternative would cast approximately

12,800 square-foot hours of shading compared to approximately 800 square-foot hours of shading
under the CPHP on this park.

Shading from this alternative would affect the Grattan Playground during the same time periods as
the CPHP: from early April to early September. However, the total amount of annual shading
would be substantially greater in terms of square-foot hours; this alternative would cast
approximately 1,294,500 square-foot hours of shading compared to approximately 716,700 square-
foot hours of shading under the CPHP on this park.

Overall, this alternative would result in more shadow on these open spaces than under the CPHP,
however, similar to the CPHP, shadow from this alternative would reach these spaces during the
time of day when usage is expected to be lowest. Thus, implementation of this alternative would
not be expected to adversely or substantially affect the use and enjoyment of these open spaces,
and this impact would be similarly less than significant on a project-level and cumulative basis.

Air Quality

This alternative would have a comparable amount of new construction and demolition activities
as that proposed under the CPHP, with the exception being potentially less intrusion into and
excavation of the hillside east of the New Hospital given its smaller building footprint
Consequently, this alternative would generate similar or slightly reduced air pollutant emissions
than the proposed CPHP resulting in a similar significant but mitigable impact associated with
construction and demolition emissions of criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants (TACs)
and associated health risks at sensitive receptors. Mitigation would include the use of clean
construction equipment and implementation of BAAQMD dust control measures.
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This alternative would have the same increase in development and associated population and
traffic increases compared to the CPHP. As a result, this alternative would result in the same air
pollutant emissions from operations as the proposed CPHP, resulting in a similar significant and
unavoidable project and cumulative impact related to net increases of operational criteria
pollutants that would occur under the CPHP. Mitigation in the form of project-level operational
measures and TDM enhancement measure would reduce this significant impact, but not to a level
of less than significant. This alternative would also have a similar significant but mitigable
impact as the CPHP associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial project and
cumulative operational pollutant concentrations. Lastly, this alternative would have a similar
significant but mitigable impact as the CPHP associated with a conflict with or obstruction of
implementation of the applicable Clean Air Plan.

Biological Resources

This alternative would have similar new construction and demolition activities as the CPHP,
although it would avoid potential intrusion into the Reserve from the New Hospital that may
occur under the CPHP. As a result, overall extent of construction and development-related
impacts to biological resources under this alternative would be similar to or slightly less than that
associated with the CPHP. Significant project and/or cumulative construction-related effects on
special-status plant and wildlife species of this alternative would be mitigated to less-than-
significant with applicable survey and resource project measures similar to the proposed CPHP;
significant project and/or cumulative impacts associated with potential resident and migrating
bird strikes from new development would be similarly mitigated to less-than-significant with
implementation of bird safe building treatment measures; and this alternative would have a
similar less than significant effect related to damage to or removal of landmark trees.

Cultural Resources

Since the New Hospital would not intrude into the Reserve, this alternative could have less
impact to this historical cultural landscape than under the CPHP. Otherwise, this alternative
would result in similar demolition and physical alteration of other existing and/or potential future
historical resources compared to the CPHP. As a result, this alternative could have slightly less
significant and unavoidable impacts to existing known historical resources than the CPHP, but
similar impacts to potential future historical resources.

This alternative could also result in slightly less ground disturbing construction activities
compared to the CPHP, as it would involve less potential intrusion into and excavation of the
hillside east of the New Hospital. Potentially significant project and cumulative impacts to
previously unknown archaeological resources, human remains, and/or tribal cultural resources
under this alternative would be similarly mitigated to a less than significant level.

Energy

This alternative would result in similar construction and demolition activities compared to the
CPHP, with an exception being potentially less intrusion into and excavation of the hillside east
of the New Hospital, and as a result, could have a similar or slightly less construction energy use
impact compared to the CPHP. This alternative would have a similar amount of development and
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associated population increases compared to that associated with the CPHP, and consequently,
would result in similar level of operational energy use. As such, the alternative would have
similar less than significant project and/or cumulative impacts associated with consumption of
energy resources as the CPHP; and would have a similar less than significant conflict with a state
or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Geology and Soils

This alternative would result in similar ground disturbing construction activities and new
building construction as the CPHP, with an exception being potentially less intrusion into and
excavation of the hillside east of the New Hospital. Accordingly, this alternative could have
similar to or slightly less potential project and/or cumulative impacts than the CPHP as it relates
to effects of seismic ground shaking, liquefaction or unstable soils, landslides, and erosion from
ground disturbance during construction, and those effects would be similarly less than significant
with compliance with applicable regulatory requirements and the implementation of geotechnical
design recommendations and/or mitigation.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

This alternative would result in similar new construction or demolition activities compared to the
CPHP, with an exception being potentially less intrusion into and excavation of the hillside east
of the New Hospital. As a result, this alternative would result in similar GHG emissions from
construction as the CPHP, and would have similar or slightly less significant but mitigable
project and/or cumulative construction-related effects greenhouse gas emissions. This alternative
would also result in a similar amount of development and associated population and traffic
increases at the Parnassus Heights campus site compared to the CPHP, and consequently,
operational GHG emissions would be similar to the CPHP. Consequently, this alternative would
have a similar significant but mitigable impact related to operational GHG emissions. Also,
similar to the CPHP, this alternative would not conflict with applicable plans, policies or
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the GHG emissions.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

This alternative would result in similar new construction or demolition activities as the CPHP,
with an exception being potentially less intrusion into and excavation of the hillside east of the
New Hospital. This alternative would also result in a similar increase in operational development
as the CPHP, and is therefore likely to result in similar increases in hazardous materials use as
with the CPHP. Significant project and/or cumulative impacts associated with routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials under this alternative would be similarly mitigated to a
less than significant level with compliance with applicable, federal and State laws and
regulations regulating transportation, management, and disposal of hazardous materials and
wastes. The same would be true for project and/or cumulative impacts associated with potential
accidental release of hazardous materials; and emitting and handling of hazardous materials
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

This alternative would result in similar new construction and groundbreaking activities as the
CPHP, with an exception being potentially less intrusion into and excavation of the hillside east
of the New Hospital. Also, with a smaller New Hospital building footprint, there would be an
incrementally smaller increase in new impervious surfaces at the campus site under this
alternative when compared to the CPHP. Nonetheless, similar to the proposed CPHP, compliance
with the construction BMPs required by the NPDES Construction General Permit and
operational design measures and LID stormwater requirements controls of the Phase Il MS4
permit would ensure that project and/or cumulative impacts would be less than significant,
including impacts related to the potential to violate water quality discharges requirements;
degradation surface or groundwater quality; erosion and siltation; effect on flooding; effect on
the capacity of stormwater drainage systems; additional sources of polluted runoff; or impedance
or redirection of storm flows.

Land Use and Planning

This alternative would result in substantially the same amount of new development when
compared to the CPHP, although it could result in less potential intrusion into the adjacent
Reserve. This alternative would require similar amendments to the 2014 LRDP as are proposed
under the CPHP that would affect the organization of land uses (with the exception of extent of
area of the Reserve redesignated), the space program, and population. As a result, this alternative
would have similar to or slightly less project and/or cumulative impacts than the CPHP at the
Parnassus Heights campus site associated with conflict with land use plans, policies and
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and
incompatibility with adjacent land uses, and these effects would be less than significant, as with
the proposed CPHP.

Noise and Vibration

This alternative would have a comparable amount of new construction and demolition activities
as that proposed under the CPHP, with the exception being potentially less intrusion into and
excavation of the hillside east of the New Hospital given its smaller building footprint. As a
result, project and cumulative construction-generated noise effects under this alternative would
similarly be significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of construction noise control
measures, limits on construction hours, and pile installation noise-reducing techniques.
Construction vibration impacts under this alternative would be significant but mitigable with
implementation of vibration control measures, as under the CPHP.

This alternative would result in similar amount of traffic as the CPHP, and consequently,
transportation noise generated under this alternative would be similar to that under the CPHP.
The significant project and/or cumulative impacts related to permanent increases in ambient
noise levels from stationary noise sources in excess of applicable noise standards would be
similarly mitigated under this alternative to a less than significant level with implementation of
operational noise control measures, and the project and/or cumulative impacts associated with
increases in traffic noise levels of this alternative would be similarly less than significant with the
aforementioned mitigation measures.
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Population and Housing

This alternative would result in a similar increase in the existing population at the Parnassus
Heights campus site compared to the CPHP, and would demolish the same amount of existing
housing, and develop the same amount of new housing at the campus site. As a result, this
alternative would have similar less than significant project and/or cumulative impacts associated
with inducement of population growth, and related new demand for housing, compared to the
CPHP.

Public Services

This alternative would result in similar increases in development and population at the Parnassus
Heights campus site compared to the CPHP. Consequently, this alternative would have similar
less than significant project and/or cumulative impacts associated with the need for new or
altered fire protection or public school facilities, as with the CPHP.

Recreation

This alternative would result in similar amount of new development and the same increase in
population at the Parnassus Heights campus site as the CPHP. This alternative also proposes the
same recreational improvements proposed under the CPHP, including the Millberry Terrace,
expanded Saunders Court and Promenade. Consequently, this alternative would have similar less
than significant project and/or cumulative impacts from the increase in the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other existing on- and off-campus recreational facilities, and
from the construction of new recreational facilities.

Transportation

This alternative would have a comparable amount of new construction and demolition activities
as that proposed under the CPHP, with the exception being potentially less intrusion into and
excavation of the hillside east of the New Hospital given its smaller building footprint.
Consequently, the significant construction impact to travel conditions along sidewalks and
roadways serving the campus site under this alternative would be similarly mitigated to a less
than significant level with implementation of construction coordination and monitoring
measures.

This alternative would result in a similar amount of new development and the same increase in
population and associated traffic at the Parnassus Heights campus site as the CPHP. This
alternative would also provide the same transportation improvements for vehicles, bicycles and
pedestrians proposed under the CPHP to improve circulation and safety at the campus site,
including the Fourth Street extension, the pedestrian overcrossing and tunnel for Parnassus
Avenue, widening of Medical Center Way, service corridor, [rving Street Arrival, and
Promenade. As a result, this alternative would have similar less than significant project and/or
cumulative impacts related to conflicts with programs, plans, ordinances or policies addressing
the circulation system; increases in VMT; increases in hazard due to design features; and
emergency access.
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Utilities and Service Systems

This alternative would result in a similar amount of new development and the same increase in
population, and associated increases in public utility demands at the Parnassus Heights campus
site, as to the CPHP. Consequently, project and/or cumulative impacts under this alternative
would be similarly less-than-significant as that identified for the CPHP, including impacts related
to: construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities; effects on water supply availability
during normal, dry and multiple dry years; effects on wastewater treatment capacity; effects on
capacity of local solid waste infrastructure, and compliance with federal, and state and local
statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

Relationship of CPHP including New Hospital - 19-Story Option to
Meeting Project Objectives

While the New Hospital under this alternative would be approximately the same square footage and
have the same bed capacity as that proposed under the CPHP, the irregularly-shaped footprint for
New Hospital would result in inefficient floor plates for patient rooms, surgery suites, diagnostics
and testing, labs and other hospital functions. Consequently, this New Hospital design would
have more operational inefficiencies compared to the design under the CPHP. Accordingly, the
New Hospital design under this alternative would not fully meet the CPHP project objectives for
the New Hospital. UCSF also acknowledges the greater visibility and visual impact created by
the taller hospital design under this alternative compared to the 16-story New Hospital under the
proposed CPHP.

In all other aspects, the development program at the campus site under this alternative would be
identical to that proposed under the CPHP. Accordingly, this alternative would meet the CPHP
project objectives, for space, urban design and mobility; as well as for the Irving Street Arrival
RAB, and Aldea Housing Densification.

6.3.5 Alternative 4. CPHP including New Hospital - Phased
Option

This alternative is identical to the proposed CPHP, with the exception of the design and phasing of
the New Hospital. This alternative would develop the New Hospital in two phases, on the site of
LPPI and Moffitt Hospital. Phase 1 would involve demolition of the LPPI building, and the new
construction of a hospital of about 252 beds in about 585,000 gsfin a 13-story building (four-
story podium plus nine-story tower). Phase 2 would involve demolition of Moffitt Hospital and
the new construction of an adjoining hospital of about 132 beds in about 370,000 gsf'in a
10-story building (four-story podium plus six-story tower); please see Figure 6-8. The New
Hospital under this alternative would contain one basement floor (one less than that proposed by
the New Hospital under the CPHP). In total under this alternative, the New Hospital would be
approximately the same square footage (955,000 gsf) and have the same bed capacity (384 beds) as
the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP.
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Figure 6-8
Alternative 4: CPHP including New Hospital - Phased Option

The New Hospital under this alternative would not extend into the adjacent Reserve, although the
proposed widening of Medical Center Way would still be necessary and may encroach into the

Reserve. As under the CPHP, the New Hospital under this alternative would have a connecting

pedestrian bridge across Parnassus Avenue and a tunnel beneath Parnassus Avenue.

This alternative assumes the same revisions to the 2014 LRDP that were proposed in conjunction
with the CPHP would occur under this alternative, including revisions to campus site functional
zones (with the exception being modifications to the Open Space Reserve boundary would be
related to the widening of Medical Center Way only), revisions to the space program, update to
the estimated population, revisions to the Regents’ Resolution, and update to the UCSF
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy.

It is assumed that UCSF would continue implementation of its existing plans and programs at
Parnassus Heights not associated with the 2014 LRDP and/or CPHP, including, but not limited
to, the Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve Vegetation Management Plan, and on-going campus
site maintenance programs and activities.
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Comparison of Effects of CPHP including New Hospital - Phased
Option to the Proposed CPHP

Aesthetics, Wind and Shadow

Aesthetics

All development proposed at the Parnassus Heights campus site under this alternative would be
identical to that proposed under the CPHP, with the exception of the New Hospital, which would
occupy a broader footprint and require demolition of both LPPI and Moffitt Hospital, and would
be three floors shorter than the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP. In addition, because of
phasing, the full buildout of this New Hospital would not be complete and visible until
approximately 2050.

Scenic Vistas

From the viewpoint at Grandview Park, the New Hospital under this alternative would rise lower
on the skyline although it would be incrementally more broad, when compared to the New
Hospital proposed under the CPHP, and would similarly only slightly obstruct the existing view
of downtown San Francisco from this perspective, and would not obstruct scenic views from this
park in other directions. Consequently, as with the CPHP, this alternative would not result in a
substantial adverse impact on scenic vistas from this viewpoint.

When considering available vantage points from within the Reserve, such as from the Historic
Trail, given its lower height, the New Hospital under this alternative would incrementally
obstruct less of the northward scenic views across the campus core. However, as with the
conclusion reached for the CPHP, given the overall lack of long-range scenic views from within
the Reserve, implementation of the alternative would similarly not adversely affect scenic vistas
from within the Reserve.

When considering the above, and additionally the new scenic views and new publicly-accessible
open space that would be created from the campus site by this alternative (e.g., by the Millberry
Terrace, expanded Saunders Court and the Promenade)— similar to the CPHP — the impact on
scenic vistas from this alternative would be less than significant.

Scenic Quality

As under the CPHP, this alternative would have an adverse effect related to scenic quality if it
were to conflict with UCSF 2014 LRDP policies governing scenic quality.

2014 LRDP Sub-objective 1B. Under this alternative, the 10- to 13-story New Hospital would be
visibly shorter from off-site vantage points than the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP.
However, New Hospital under this alternative would also appear more broad along Parnassus
Avenue than the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP, as it would additionally occupy the
footprint of Moffitt Hospital. While shorter than the New Hospital under the CPHP, the New
Hospital under this alternative may slightly exceed the height limits of the City’s 220-F height
districts, and would exceed the City’s 65-D height limit. Elsewhere on the campus site,
exceedances of City height districts by other development proposed under this alternative (e.g.,
Millberry Union, Aldea Housing structures) would be identical to the proposed CPHP.
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2014 LRDP Sub-objective 1C. Similar to the CPHP, implementation of the development program
of this alternative would result in a substantial increase in development, and associated increase
in the scale and density, on the campus site. Given its shorter height and mass, the New Hospital
under this alternative would contrast less sharply both in height and scale with the existing
residential development to the east than the New Hospital proposed under the CPHP. The
proposed New Hospital under this alternative would also be closer in height to the nearby tallest
existing buildings on the campus site compared to the New Hospital under the CPHP. The New
Hospital could also appear less prominent in the viewsheds from nearby neighborhoods, such as
those along Parnassus Avenue, 17th Street, and Willard Street at Belmont Avenue, compared to the
New Hospital under the CPHP. Because of the reduced New Hospital height, development
proposed under this alternative, would, on balance, be more consistent with 2014 LRDP
sub-objective 1C in terms of height and scale when compared to the CPHP.

With respect to sensitivity to the surrounding landscape as set forth in 2014 LRDP sub-objective
1C, with its different hospital footprint, the New Hospital under this alternative would avoid
potential encroachment into the Reserve that could occur for the New Hospital under the CPHP,
although the widening of the Medical Center Way under this alternative would still encroach into
the hillside in the Reserve to the east. Similar to the CPHP, UCSF would replace any area of the
Reserve lost due to new development under this alternative by designating a new area elsewhere
on the campus site as Reserve in an amount equal to or greater than that area lost. As under the
CPHP, the existing grove of redwood trees adjacent to UC Hall would be removed.

Similar to the CPHP, UCSF would also provide publically accessible open space within the
campus core, including an expanded Promenade and Saunders Court, which would serve to
minimize effects of loss of existing landscaping elsewhere under this alternative.

With respect to the extent this sub-objective concerns noise generation, as mitigated, new buildings
developed under the alternative would result in a less-than-significant effect on ambient noise
levels pursuant to applicable noise standards, similar to under the CPHP.

2014 LRDP Sub-objective 1D. Similar to the CPHP, proposed new buildings along Parnassus
Avenue under this alternative would be constructed concurrent with the proposed Parnassus
Avenue Streetscape Plan. The Streetscape Plan improvements would serve to enhance the public
realm as called for in UCSF’s Physical Design Framework, and would be consistent with 2014
LRDP sub-objective 1D.

In summary, as under the CPHP, to the extent this alternative would be inconsistent with
applicable 2014 LRDP objectives as described above, it is assumed UCSF would seek
amendments to the 2014 LRDP to bring this alternative and 2014 LRDP into conformity.
Therefore, because this alternative would include provisions regarding scenic quality that would
apply broadly to the alternative based on UCSF’s Physical Design Framework, with amendments
to the 2014 LRDP, similar to the CPHP, this alternative would not conflict with the 2014 LRDP
objectives related to scenic quality, and the impact would be less than significant.
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This alternative would also have less impact related to new sources of light and glare compared
to the CPHP given the shorter hospital height, and the overall impact would be similarly less-
than-significant with mitigation.

Wind

Under this alternative, the New Hospital would be wider and shorter than the New Hospital
proposed under the CPHP. The phased New Hospital would also create a longer street wall
fronting Parnassus Avenue than the combination of the CPHP’s New Hospital and the existing
Moffitt Hospital, given that large portions of Moffitt Hospital’s northern walls are set back from
the street. Because the phased New Hospital would not encroach into the adjacent Reserve as
would the project’s New Hospital, the phased option could result in incrementally lower wind
speeds near the northeast corner of the New Hospital, compared to those under the CPHP,
because there would be more unbuilt area between the New Hospital and the steep slope to the
cast, across Medical Center Way. Moreover, the eastern portion of phased New Hospital would
be three stories shorter t