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This memorandum concerns the Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments related to Article 11 and
various Appendices proposed as part of the Transit Center District Plan adoption package.

BACKGROUND

The San Francisco Planning Department proposed amending the General Plan, Planning Code, and
Zoning Maps of the City and County of San Francisco to implement land use policy changes contained in
the Transit Center District Plan (Plan). The Planning Commission approved a resolution of intent to
initiate such amendments at its regular hearing on May 3, 2012. Associated actions related specifically to
Article 11 of the Planning Code were initiated by the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) at its
regular hearing on May 2, 2012.

The Planning Commission, at a duly noticed public hearing on May 24, 2012, recommended adoption of
the Plan and related ordinances to the Board of Supervisors. Prior to considering relevant amendments
to the General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Maps, and other actions related to implementing the Transit
Center District Plan, the Planning Commission adopted Motion No. 18628 certifying the Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Transit Center District Plan in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Planning Commission also adopted Motion No. 18629 adopting
CEQA Findings related to the Transit Center District Plan.

Pursuant to the Charter, ordinances concerning historic preservation issues and historic resources shall
be forwarded to the Historic Preservation Commission for review and comment with the written report
of the Commission forwarded to the Board of Supervisors.

CURRENT PROPOSAL

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt and implement the Transit Center District
Plan (“the Plan”). The result of a multi-year public and cooperative interagency planning process that
began in 2007, the Plan is a comprehensive vision for shaping growth on the southern side of Downtown
to respond to and support the construction of the new Transbay Transit Center project, including the
Downtown Rail Extension. In addition to laying out policy recommendations to accommodate additional
transit-oriented growth, sculpt the downtown skyline, improve streets and open spaces, and expand
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protection of historic resources, the Plan would result in the potential to generate over $575 million for
public infrastructure, particularly the Downtown Rail Extension project.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The item before the Historic Preservation Commission is review and comment on the proposed Transit
Center District Plan and related Ordinances to amend the San Francisco General Plan, Planning Code,
and Zoning Map. Specifically, the HPC’s comments are sought on those aspects of the Plan and related
Ordinances that concern historic resources.

The Plan and related Ordinances are voluminous documents that address a wide range of planning
policies and issues. As a result the associated adoption and implementation package is quite large. In an
effort to minimize the volume of documents transmitted to the HPC, and to focus the review on those
elements of the Plan and Ordinances most directly related to historic resources, the Department has
provided excerpts from the various documents. In addition, copies of the Executive Summary and case
reports transmitted to the Planning Commission for its May 24, 2012 hearing on the adoption package are
provided. The adoption package is available for viewing in its entirety on the Department website as a
link to the Transit Center item on the May 24, 2012 Planning Commission agenda at the following
address:

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2007.0558E_TCDP_CEQAFindings_24May2012.pdf
Included as attachments in today’s packet are:

1. Draft Resolution
2. CEQA Findings and Planning Commission Draft Resolution
3. Excerpt from the Transit Center District Plan

a. This excerpt is the Historic Preservation Section of the Plan, which outlines the specific
goals and policies of the Plan related to historic preservation.

4. Excerpts from proposed Ordinance amending the Planning Code

a. Section 123 (Maximum Floor Area Ration) establishes provisions for maximum floor area
ratio for any building or development as specified by Zoning District. This section is
proposed to be amended to add the C-3-O(SD) District. The proposed amendment
changes the amount and manner in which TDR is required within this District. In order
to exceed the basic floor area ratio limit of 6:1 up to a ratio of 9:1, TDR must be
transferred to the development lot. The use of TDR to exceed a floor area ratio of 9:1
would not be allowed in this District.

b. Section 132.1 (Setbacks and Streetwall Articulation: C-3 Districts) establishes provisions
for setbacks of the upper part of a building within the C-3 Districts to preserve the
openness of the street to the sky and to maintain the continuity of a predominant street
wall. This section is proposed to be amended to add provisions for the C-3-O(SD)
District. The provisions for this new District include specific requirements within the
New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District such that street wall
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heights shall be set by the prevailing cornice line of the buildings on the subject block
face and the minimum dimensions of the be increased to not less than 15 feet.

Section 201.3 (C-3 Districts: Downtown Commercial) provides a narrative description of
the C-3 Districts. This amendment adds a specific narrative description of the purpose of
the new C-3-O(SD) District. This narrative description notes that this District will
contain the tallest height limits in the City. Specific information related to the proposed
height limits can be found in the attached Zoning Map Amendments Case Report.

Section 1103.1 (Conservation District Designations) establishes the six (6) designated
Conservation Districts. Subsection b is proposed to be amended to reflect the name
change to the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District.

Appendix F to Article 11 (New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation
District) establishes justification, historic context, architectural character, and significant
features of this Conservation District. Appendix F is proposed to be amended to address
the context and significance of the expanded district boundaries.

Appendices A, C, and D to Article 11 list the buildings designated as Category I
(Significant), Category III (Contributing), and Category IV (Contributing), respectively.
These Appendices are proposed to be amended to designate twenty-seven (27)
properties (two (2) properties as Category I (Significant), thirteen (13) properties as
Category III (Contributing), and twelve (12) properties as Category IV (Contributing))
and to change designation for two (2) properties from Category III (Contributing) to
Category IV (Contributing).

5. Excerpts from proposed Ordinance amending the Zoning Map

L N

This amendment would add the additional twenty-six (26) properties to the New
Montgomery-Mission-Second Conservation District.

Transit Center District Plan Adoption Package Table of Contents
Transit Center District Plan Adoption Package Executive Summary
Transit Center District Plan Adoption Package CEQA Findings Case Report

Transit Center District Plan Adoption Package General Plan Amendments Case Report

10. Transit Center District Plan Adoption Package Planning Code Amendments Case Report

11. Transit Center District Plan Adoption Package Zoning Map Amendments Case Report

12. Transit Center District Plan Adoption Package Administrative Code Amendments

13. Transit Center District Plan Adoption Package Implementation Program Case Report
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RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT PROPOSED ORDINANCES
ASSOCIATED WITH THE TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN TO AMEND THE SAN
FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN, PLANNING CODE, AND ZONING MAPS, INCLUDING
AMENDMENTS TO PLANNING CODE ARTICLE 11 AND VARIOUS APPENDICES, AND
MAKING FINDINGS, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OF
CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING
CODE SECTION 101.1.

Whereas,
“Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider

on June 6, 2012, the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission (hereinafter

aspects in the proposed Transit Center District Plan and related Ordinances that directly impact Article
11 buildings, and historic resources; and

The Historic Preservation Commission, at a duly noticed public hearing on May 2, 2012, initiated the
proposed Boundary Change and change of name of the Conservation District and related Planning Code
amendments to Article 11, including various appendices; and

The Planning Commission, at a duly noticed public hearing on May 3, 2012 and in accordance with
Planning Code Section 302(b), initiated General Plan, Planning Code Amendments, and Zoning Map
Amendments related to the Plan. The Plan enhances and augments the Downtown Plan’s patterns of land
use, urban form, public space, circulation, and historic preservation, and makes policy recommendations,
including enlarging the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District; and

Prior to considering relevant amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Maps and other
actions related to implementing the Transit Center District Plan, the Planning Commission adopted
Motion No. 18628 certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Transit Center District Plan in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Planning Commission also
adopted Motion No. 18629 adopting CEQA Findings related to the Transit Center District Plan. The
Historic Preservation Commission incorporates by reference the CEQA Findings related to the Transit
Center District Plan as set forth in Planning Commission Motion No. 18629; and
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The Planning Commission, at a duly noticed public hearing on May 24, 2012, recommended adoption of
the Plan and related ordinances to the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Commission also adopted
Resolution No. 18632 recommending adoption of amendments to Planning Code Article 11 and various
Appendices related to a boundary change to expand the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation
District to include an additional twenty-six (26) properties, and to change name to the New Montgomery-
Mission-Second Street Conservation District; and

The Historic Preservation Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of
the applicant, Department staff, and other interested parties; and

All pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of records, at 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

The Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed the proposed Plan and Ordinances; and

COMMENTS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the recitals above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission has provided the following comments regarding the proposed Plan and
related Ordinances:

1. The Commission recommends approval.

The proposal will promote the following relevant objectives and policies of the General Plan:

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 2:  CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE,
CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

POLICY 2.4: Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value,
and promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide
continuity with past development.

POLICY 2.5: Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than weaken
the original character of such buildings.

POLICY 2.7: Recognize and protect outstanding and unique areas that contribute in an
extraordinary degree to San Francisco's visual form and character.

POLICY 4: Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value,
and promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide
continuity with past development.

The proposed designations and boundary change would preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic,
architectural or aesthetic value by recognizing their cultural and historical value and providing mechanisms
for review of proposed alterations as well as incentives for property owners to maintain and preserve their
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buildings. Designating significant historic resources as Significant and Contributing buildings will further
continuity with the past because the buildings will be preserved for the benefit of future generations.
Designation will require that the Planning Department and the Historic Preservation Commission review
proposed work that may have an impact on character-defining features. Both entities will utilize the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in their review to ensure that only

appropriate, compatible alterations are made.

DOWNTOWN PLAN

The Downtown Plan grows out of an awareness of the public concern in recent years over the degree
of change occurring downtown — and of the often conflicting civic objectives between fostering a vital
economy and the retaining the urban patterns and structures which collectively form the physical
essence of San Francisco. The Plan foresees a downtown known the world over as a center of ideas,
services and trade, and as a place for stimulating experiences. In essence, downtown San Francisco
should encompass a compact mix of activities, historical values, and distinctive architecture and
urban forms that engender a special excitement reflective of a world city.

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:

OBJECTIVE 12:

Policy 12.1:

POLICY 12.2:

MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE
ENHANCEMENT OF THE TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING
ENVIRONMENT.

CONSERVE RESOURCES THAT PROVIDE CONTINUITY WITH SAN
FRANCISCO'S PAST.

Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural, or aesthetic value,
and promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide
continuity with past development.

Use care in remodeling significant older buildings to enhance rather than weaken

SAN FRANCISCO
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their original character.

The proposed designations and boundary change are consistent with the objectives and policies of the
Downtown Plan as it would increase the number of notable landmarks and expand areas of historic,
architectural or aesthetic value by expanding the size of the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation
District and designating additional buildings as historic resources. Designation will require that the
Planning Department and the Historic Preservation Commission review proposed work that may have an
impact on character-defining features. Both entities will utilize the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties in their review to ensure that only appropriate, compatible alterations are
made.

TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

The historic preservation objectives and policies of the Transit Center District Plan build upon the
preservation principles of the Downtown Plan. They are intended to provide for the identification,
retention, reuse, and sustainability of the area’s historic properties. As the area continues to change
and develop, historic features and properties that define it should not be lost or their significance
diminished through demolition or inappropriate alterations. As increased densities will provide a
contrast to the traditional lower-scale, masonry, pre-war buildings, new construction with the
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historic core of the Transit Center District should respect and relate to its historic context. The
District Plan regulations sound treatment of historic resources according to the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards; in encourages the rehabilitation of historic resources for new compatible uses,
and it allows for incentives for qualifying historic properties.

Historic Preservation Objectives

OBJECTIVE 5.1: PROTECT, PRESERVE, AND REUSE HISTORIC PROPERTIES THAT HAVE
BEEN IDENTIFIED AND EVALUATED WITHIN THE TRANSIT CENTER PLAN
AREA.

OBJECTIVE 5.2: PROVIDE PRESERVATION INCENTIVES, GUIDANCE, AND LEADERSHIP
WITHIN THE TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN AREA.

OBJECTIVE 5.3: FOSTER PUBLIC AWARENESS AND APPRECIATION OF HISTORIC AND
CULTRUAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE TRANSIT CENTER PLAN AREA.

OBJECTIVE 5.4: PROMOTE WELL DESIGNED, CONTEMPORARY INFILL DEVELOPMENT
WITHIN THE HISTORIC CORE OF THE TRANSIT CENTER PLAN AREA.

The proposed designations and boundary change are consistent with the objectives and policies of the Transit
Center District Plan as it would increase the number of notable landmarks and expand areas of historic,
architectural or aesthetic value by expanding the size of the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation
District. Designation will require that the Planning Department and the Historic Preservation Commission
review proposed work that may have an impact on character-defining features. Both entities will utilize the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in their review to ensure that only
appropriate, compatible alterations are made.

The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth
in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in that:

a. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

The proposed boundary change and building designations will not impact neighborhood-serving
retail uses or ownership/employment opportunities in such businesses. Many of the buildings
proposed for designation have a history of mixed-use, generally with commercial or retail at the
ground floor. Retention of historic fabric that contributes to this mixed-use character, and related
uses, would be encouraged within the Conservation District.

b. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The proposed boundary change and building designations will encourage conservation and
protection of neighborhood character as all proposed alterations to exterior features of Significant or
Contributory buildings or any buildings within a Conservation District shall be subject to review
and approval by the Historic Preservation Commission, or as delegated to Planning Department
staff by HPC Motion No. 0122, in accordance with Sections 1111 through 1111.6 of the Planning
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SAN FRANCISCO

Code and Section 4.135 of the City Charter. Enlargement of the Conservation District and
designation of buildings in Categories I through IV will encourage retention of existing buildings by
providing a preservation incentive in the form of eligibility for Transfer of Development Rights
(TDRs).

That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The proposed boundary change and designations will not negatively impact the City’s supply of
affordable housing. The proposed amendments to Article 11 will not affect affordable housing
supply and are consistent with the policies and objectives related to housing outlined in the Transit
Center District Plan and Downtown Plan.

That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking;

The proposed Boundary Change and building designations will not impede transit service or
overburden our streets or neighborhood parking.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed boundary change and building designations would not impact the diversity of
economic activity.

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss
of life in an earthquake;

The proposed boundary change and building designations would not modify any physical
parameters of the Planning Code or other Codes. It is furthermore not anticipated that the proposed
designations would result in any building activity and therefore would have no affect on the City’s
preparedness for an earthquake.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

Initiating the proposed boundary change and designation of buildings under Article 11 will further
continuity with the past because the character-defining features of buildings within the district will
be preserved for the benefit of future generations. Designation will require that the Planning
Department and the Historic Preservation Commission review any proposed work that may have an
impact on character-defining features of buildings within the district. Both entities will utilize the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in their review to ensure
that only appropriate, compatible alterations are made. The proposed designations will not have a
significant impact on any of the other elements of the General Plan.

That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development;

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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The proposed boundary change and designation of buildings would not impact or facilitate any
development which could have any impact on our parks and open space or their access to sunlight
and vistas.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Historic Preservation Commission hereby recommends
that the Board ADOPT the proposed Transit Center District Plan and related Ordinances including

amendments to Planning Code Article 11 and various Appendices.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on June 6,
2012.

Linda D. Avery
Commission Secretary
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED: June 6, 2012
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HEARING DATE MAY 24, 2012

Date: May 24, 2012

Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU

Transit Center District Plan —
Adoption of CEQA Findings
Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815
joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

Staff Contact:

Recommendation: ~ Approval

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATIONS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND
STATE GUIDELINES IN CONNECTION WITH THE ADOPTION OF THE TRANSIT
CENTER DISTRICT PLAN AND RELATED ACTIONS NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT
SUCH PLAN.

WHEREAS, the Planning Department, the Lead Agency responsible for the implementation of
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) has undertaken a planning and
environmental review process for the proposed Transit Center District Plan and provided
appropriate public hearings before the Planning Commission.

In 1985, the City adopted the Downtown Plan into the General Plan to guide growth in the
Downtown area. Recognizing the potential for transit-oriented growth in the vicinity of the
Transbay Terminal south of Market Street, the Downtown Plan called for concentrating the City’s
greatest densities and building heights in this area, as well as creating a system to transfer
development rights from other parts of the downtown to this area.

Since the adoption of the Downtown Plan several major infrastructure changes have happened or
are being undertaken. The Embarcadero Freeway was removed following the 1989 Loma Prieta
earthquake, allowing for the renovation of the waterfront and rethinking of the southern side of
the downtown. The City and region have embarked on a multi-billion dollar investment in
improving and expanding transit infrastructure, further enhancing the transit accessibility of the
area, through construction of a new Transbay Transit Center on the site of the former Transbay
Terminal and an extension of intra-city rail from the current terminus at 4t and King Streets into
the Transit Center. This is the single largest investment in public transit in San Francisco since the
construction of BART in the early 1970s. In 2005 the City adopted the Transbay Redevelopment
Plan to direct funding toward the Transit Center project and direct the redevelopment of
underutilized publicly-owned lands, primarily those that formerly housed the Embarcadero
Freeway, into a new high-density residential neighborhood.
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In 2006, a Mayor’s Interagency Working Group published a report calling for the City to
investigate further land use studies around the Transit Center as to whether building densities
and heights could be increased further in recognition of the transit investment and as to whether
such growth could be leveraged to generated substantial new revenues to help fund the full
Transit Center project, including the Downtown Rail Extension.

In 2007, the Planning Department initiated a public planning effort called the Transit Center
District Plan, focused on the area roughly bounded by Market Street, Embarcadero, Folsom
Street, and Hawthorne Street, whose five fundamental goals were to:

(1) Build on the General Plan’s Urban Design Element and Downtown Plan, establishing controls,
guidelines and standards to advance existing policies of livability, as well as those that protect
the unique quality of place;

(2) Capitalize on major transit investment with appropriate land use in the downtown core, with
an eye toward long-term growth considerations;

(3) Create a framework for a network of public streets and open spaces that support the transit
system, and provides a wide variety of public amenities and a world-class pedestrian experience;
(4) Generate financial support for the Transit Center project, district infrastructure, and other
public improvements; and

(5) Ensure that the Transit Center District is an example of comprehensive environmental
sustainability in all regards.

The Planning Department held numerous public workshops and worked with consultants
throughout 2008 and 2009, resulting in the publication of a Draft Transit Center District Plan in
November 2009. In April 2012 the Planning Department published a Plan Addendum revising
and clarifying aspects of the Draft Plan.

The Transit Center District Plan (“the Plan”), a sub-area plan of the Downtown Plan, supports
and builds on the Downtown Plan’s vision for the area around the Transbay Transit Center as the
heart of the new downtown. The Plan enhances and augments the Downtown Plan’s patterns of
land use, urban form, public space, circulation, and historic preservation, and makes adjustments
to this specific sub-area based on today’s understanding of the issues and constraints facing the
area, particularly in light of the Transit Center project. The Plan’s core recommendations include:

e Increasing allowable density and strategic increases to height limits in the Plan area to
increase the transit-oriented growth capacity of the area while recognizing the
importance of these buildings with respect to city form and impacts to the immediate
and neighboring districts;

e Ensuring that major development sites incorporate commercial space in order to preserve
the job growth capacity for the downtown;

¢ Enhancing the public realm and circulation system to accommodate growth and provide
a world-class pedestrian experience, including widening sidewalks, providing dedicated
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transit lanes, augmenting the bicycle network, adding signalized mid-block crosswalks,
and converting certain alleys into pedestrian plazas;

¢ Identifying and funding opportunities for new public open space and improved access to
planned spaces, including at 2"/Howard, Transbay Park, Mission Square and City Park
on the roof of the Transit Center, as well as providing additional funding for park
improvements in the downtown outside of the Plan area;

¢ Enlarging the New Montgomery-2rd Street Conservation District and updating
individual resource ratings based on a newly-adopted survey;

e Identifying opportunities to explore advanced district-level energy and water utility
systems to improve environmental performance beyond individual buildings; and

e Adopting a funding program including two new key revenue mechanisms — impact fees
and a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District — to ensure that new development
contributes substantially toward the implementation of necessary public infrastructure,
including the Transit Center/Downtown Extension project.

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt and implement the Transit Center
District Plan. The core policies and supporting discussion in the Plan have been incorporated
into a Sub-Area Plan proposed to be added to the Downtown Plan. The Sub-Area Plan, together
with other General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Map, and Administrative Code Amendments,
and approval of an Implementation Document provide a comprehensive set of policies,
regulatory controls and implementation programming to realize the vision of the Plan.

The actions listed in Attachment A hereto (“Actions”) are part of a series of considerations in
connection with the adoption of the Transit Center District Plan and various implementation
actions (“Project”), as more particularly described in Attachment A hereto.

The Planning Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR”)
was required for the proposed Transit Center District Plan and provided public notice of that
determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on July 20, 2008.

Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted in
the project area by Department staff on September 28, 2011.

On September 28, 2011, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and
to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse.

Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse
on September 28, 2011.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Resolution CASE NO. 2007.0558EMTZU
, 2012 Adoption of CEQA Findings Related to the
Transit Center District Plan and Related Actions

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on November 3, 2011 at
which opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the
DEIR. The period for acceptance of written comments ended on November 28, 2011.

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public
hearing and in writing during the 60 day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions
to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that
became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material
was presented in a Draft Comments and Responses document, published on May 10, 2012,
distributed to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available
to others upon request at the Department.

A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FEIR”) was prepared by the Department,
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that became available, and the Comments and Responses document all as
required by law.

reviewed and
considered the FEIR and found that the contents of said report and the procedures through which
the FEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the provisions of CEQA, the
CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

The Planning Commission, on May 24, 2012, by Motion No.

Also by Motion No. , the Planning Commission, finding that the FEIR was adequate,
accurate and objective, reflected the independent judgment of the Planning Commission and that
the Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, adopted
findings of significant impacts associated with the Project and certified the completion of the
FEIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

The Planning Department prepared proposed Findings, as required by CEQA, including
mitigation measures and significant environmental impacts analyzed in the FEIR, adoption of
such measures, rejection of alternatives, and overriding considerations for approving the Project,
including all of the actions listed in Attachment A hereto, and a proposed mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, attached as Exhibit 1 to Attachment A. These materials were made
available to the public and this Planning Commission for the Planning Commission's review,
consideration, and actions.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the
FEIR and hereby adopts the Project Findings attached hereto as Attachment A, including
adoption of Exhibit 1, the mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and imposition of those
mitigation measures in that are within the Planning Commission jurisdiction as project
conditions, and incorporates the same herein by this reference.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its
regular meeting of May 24, 20012.
Linda D. Avery
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Commission Secretary
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED:
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ATTACHMENT A
TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS:
FINDINGS OF FACT, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND
ALTERNATIVES, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

In determining to approve the proposed Transit Center District Plan Project and related
approval actions (“Project”), the San Francisco Planning Commission (“Planning Commission”
or “Commission”) makes and adopts the following findings of fact and statement of overriding
considerations and adopts the following recommendations regarding mitigation measures and
alternatives based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the
California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.
(“"CEQA”), particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for implementation of
CEQA, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”),
particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administration
Code.

L. Introduction
This document is organized as follows:

Section I provides a description of the proposed Project, the environmental review process for
the Project, the Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records;

Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation;

Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation;

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than
significant levels;

Section V discusses why recirculation of the EIR is not required;

Section VI evaluates the economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations that
support the rejection of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR; and
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Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in
support of the Planning Commission's actions in light of the environmental consequences of the
project.

Section VIII includes a statement incorporating the Final EIR by reference.

Attached to these findings as Exhibit 1 is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(“MMRP”) for the mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption. The Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final EIR
(“FEIR”) that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies
the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions
and a monitoring schedule.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning
Commission. The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the EIR or
responses to comments in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide
an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings.

A. Project Description

The Transit Center District Plan proposes new planning policies and controls for land use;
urban form, including building height and design; street change/public realm improvements;
historic preservation; and sustainability. The area subject to the Project is centered on the new
Transit Center, and is bounded generally by Market, Steuart, and Folsom Streets, and a line east
of Third Street (the “Plan area”). The Project would allow height limit increases permitting up
to about six buildings at a height of 700 feet or taller, including the proposed Transit Tower. It
also includes financial support for the new Transit Center, which is under construction and will
replace the former Transbay Terminal as a regional transit hub.

B. Environmental Review

The Planning Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) was
required for the Project. The Planning Department published the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse
No. 2008072073) and provided public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review
and comment on September 28, 2011.

On September 28, 2011, a Notice of Completion and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to
the State Clearinghouse. Notices of availability for the Draft EIR of the date and time of the
public  hearings were posted on the Planning Department's website on
September 28, 2011.
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The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR on November 3,
2011. At this hearing, opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was
received on the Draft EIR. The Planning Department accepted public comments on the Draft
EIR from September 28, 2011, to November 28, 2011.

The Planning Department published the Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR on May 10,
2012. This document includes responses to environmental comments on the Draft EIR made at
the public hearing on November 3, 2011, as well as written comments submitted on the Draft
EIR during the public review period from September 28, 2011, to November 28, 2011. The
comments and responses document also contains text changes to the Draft EIR to correct or
clarify information presented in the DEIR, including changes to the DEIR text made in response
to comments.

C. Planning Commission Actions

The Planning Commission is being requested to take the following actions to approve,
recommend to the Board of Supervisors, and implement the Project.

e Certify the Final EIR.
e Adopt CEQA findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

e Determine consistency of the Transit Center District Plan Project with the General Plan
and Planning Code Section 101.1 Priority Policies, and recommend adoption to the
Board of Supervisors.

e Approve and recommend to the Board of Supervisors adoption of amendments to the
General Plan constituting the Transit Center District Plan.

e Approve and recommend to the Board of Supervisors related amendments to the
San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Maps including related amendments to the
Administrative Code and an associated implementation plan.

D. Location of Records

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based includes
the following;:

e The Transit Center District Plan.
e The EIR, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR.

e All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the
Planning Commission relating to the EIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the
Project, and the alternatives set forth in the EIR.
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e All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning
Commission by the environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared the
EIR, or incorporated into reports presented to the Planning Commission.

e All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from
other public agencies relating to the Project or the EIR.

e All applications, letters, testimony and presentations presented to the City by the
Transbay Joint Power Authority (“TJPA”), the project sponsor for the Transbay Transit
Center and the proposed Transit Tower, and its consultants in connection with the
Project.

e All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public
hearing or workshop related to the Project and the EIR.

e For documentary and information purposes, all locally-adopted land use plans and
ordinances, including, without limitation, general plans, specific plans and ordinances,
together with environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring
programs and other documentation relevant to planned growth in the area.

e The MMRP.

e All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 2116.76(e)

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Final EIR received during the
public review period from September 28, 2011 to November 28, 2011, the administrative record,
and background documentation for the Final EIR are located at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco. Linda Avery, Commission Secretary, is the custodian of
these documents and materials.

IL. Impacts Found Not To Be Significant, Thus Requiring No Mitigation

Finding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Planning
Commission finds that the implementation of the Project and associated Area Plans would not
result in any significant environmental impacts in the following areas: Land Use; Population,
Housing, Business Activity and Employment (Growth Inducement); Greenhouse Gas
Emissions; Recreation and Public Space; Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services; Geology,
Soils, and Seismicity; Hydrology and Water Quality; Mineral and Energy Resources; and
Agricultural and Forest Resources. Each of these topics is analyzed and discussed in detail
including, but not limited to, in the EIR Chapters: IV.A; IV.C; IV.K; IV.L; IV.M; IV.O; IV.P; IV.R,
IV.S; V.A; 7.A-C (IS); 8.A-C (IS); 9.A, B (IS); 10.A-C (IS); 11.A-B (IS).
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III.  Findings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be Avoided Or Reduced
To A Less Than Significant Level

Finding: CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or
substantially lessen a project’s identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if
such measures are feasible.

The findings in this Section III and in Section IV concern impacts identified in the EIR and
mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as
proposed in the FEIR and recommended for adoption by this Commission, the Board of
Supervisors, and other City entities that can be implemented by City agencies or departments.
Except for minor revisions shown in double underline and strike-threugh text in the language of
Mitigation Measures M-CP-3d, M-TR-1c, M-NO-1a, M-NO-1e, M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, M-AQ-5, M-
AQ-7, and M-HZ-2c in Response to Comments on the DEIR, the mitigation measures proposed
for adoption in this section are identical to the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR. The
Draft EIR and Response to Comments document provides additional evidence as to how these
measures would avoid or reduce the identified impacts, though in some cases not to a less than
significant level, as described herein. Such analysis, as statement in Section VIII, is incorporated
herein by reference.

As explained previously, Exhibit 1, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a
table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in Chapter V of the EIR that is required to
reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies the agency responsible for
implementation of each measure, establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.

The Planning Commission finds, based on the record before it, that the mitigation measures
proposed for adoption in the FEIR are feasible, and that they can and should be carried out by
the identified agencies at the designated time. This Planning Commission urges other agencies
to adopt and implement applicable mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR that are within the
jurisdiction and responsibility of such entities. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if
such measures are not adopted and implemented, the Project may result in additional
significant unavoidable impacts. For this reason, and as discussed in Section VI, the Planning
Commission is adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in Section VII.

All mitigation measures identified in the FEIR that would reduce or avoid significant adverse
environmental impacts are proposed for adoption and are set forth in Exhibit 1, in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. With the exception of Mitigation Measure A-1
which is rejected due to infeasibility as discussed under Section IV.B., the Planning Commission
agrees to and adopts all mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR.
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A.

Cultural Resources

1. Impact — Disturbance or Destruction of Archeological Resources

a)

b)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that development projects in the Plan area could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of archeological resources.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 and Conclusion

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-CP-1, p. 254, which would require the implementation of a Subsequent Archeological
Testing Program, as follows:

When a project is to be developed within the Transit Center District Plan Area, it will be
subject to preliminary archeological review by the Planning Department archeologist.
This in-house review will assess whether there are gaps in the necessary background
information needed to make an informed archaeological sensitivity assessment. This
assessment will be based upon the information presented in the Transit Center District
Plan Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan (Far Western Anthropological
Research Group, Inc., Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the Transit
Center District Plan Area, San Francisco, California, February 2010), as well as any more
recent investigations that may be relevant. If data gaps are identified, then additional
investigations, such as historic archival research or geoarchaeological coring, may be
required to provide sufficiently detailed information to make an archaeological
sensitivity assessment.

If the project site is considered to be archaeologically sensitive and based on a
reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant
adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources.
The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the
Planning Department pool of qualified archaeological consultants as provided by the
Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall undertake an
archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be
available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if
required pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant’s work shall be
conducted in accordance with this measure and with the requirements of the Transit
Center District Plan archeological research design and treatment plan at the direction of
the ERO. In instances of inconsistency between the requirement of the project
archaeological research design and treatment plan and of this archaeological mitigation
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measure, the requirements of this archaeological mitigation measure shall prevail. All
plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first
and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports
subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or
data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the
project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension
of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only
feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5 (a) (c).

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

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant
shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological
testing program the archeological consultant finds that significant archeological
resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant
shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be
undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an
archeological data recovery program. If the ERO determines that a significant
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by
the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the
significant archeological resource; or

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

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological
consultant determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented,
the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological monitoring plan (AMP):

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

Archeological monitoring shall conform to the requirements of the final
AMP reviewed and approved by the ERO;

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

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

The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

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

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

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

e TField Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies,
procedures, and operations.

e Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing
system and artifact analysis procedures.

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

e Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public
interpretive program during the course of the archeological data recovery
program.

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

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

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

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human
remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils
disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall
include immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco
and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native
American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage
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Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res.
Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make
all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate
dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA
Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and
final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.

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

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

2. Impact — Physical Damage to Historic Architectural Resources

a)

b)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that construction activity in the Plan area could result in damage to
historic architectural resources.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5 and Conclusion

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-CP-5a, p. 270, which would require the implementation of Construction Best Practices
for Historical Resources, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-5b, also on p. 270, which would
require Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources, as follows:

M-CP-5a: Construction Best Practices for Historical Resources. The project sponsor of a
development project in the Plan area shall incorporate into construction specifications
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for the proposed project a requirement that the construction contractor(s) use all feasible
means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby historic buildings, including, but not
necessarily limited to, staging of equipment and materials as far as possible from historic
buildings to avoid direct impact damage; using techniques in demolition (of the parking
lot), excavation, shoring, and construction that create the minimum feasible vibration;
maintaining a buffer zone when possible between heavy equipment and historical
resource(s) within 125 feet, as identified by the Planning Department; appropriately
shoring excavation sidewalls to prevent movement of adjacent structures; design and
installation of the new foundation to minimize uplift of adjacent soils; ensuring
adequate drainage from adjacent sites; covering the roof of adjacent structures to avoid
damage from falling objects; and ensuring appropriate security to minimize risks of
vandalism and fire.

M-CP-5b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. The project
sponsor shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to adjacent historic
buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. The
monitoring program would include the following components. Prior to the start of any
ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or
qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a preconstruction survey of
historical resource(s) identified by the Planning Department within 125 feet of planned
construction to document and photograph the buildings” existing conditions. Based on
the construction and condition of the resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a
maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on existing
condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated construction
practices (a common standard is 0.2 inches per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure
that vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the project sponsor shall
monitor vibration levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory construction
activities that generate vibration levels in excess of the standard.

Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall be
halted and alternative techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible. The consultant
shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each building during ground-disturbing
activity on the project site. Should damage to either building occur, the building(s) shall
be remediated to its preconstruction condition at the conclusion of ground-disturbing
activity on the site.

B. Noise and Vibration

1. Impact — Construction Noise

a) Potentially Significant Impact
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The EIR finds that construction activities in the Plan area could expose persons to
temporary increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. The EIR
concludes that such impacts could occur individually (as a result of construction of a
single new building) as well as cumulatively (the joint contributions of all new
buildings).

b) Mitigation Measure M-NO-2 and Conclusion

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-NO-2a, Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving, p.360; and Mitigation
Measure M-NO-2b, General Construction Noise Control Measures, p. 361, as follows:

M-NO-2a: Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving. For individual projects that
require pile driving, a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures shall be completed
under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. These attenuation measures
shall include as many of the following control strategies, and any other effective
strategies, as feasible:

e The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
require the construction contractor to erect temporary plywood noise
barriers along the boundaries of the project site to shield potential
sensitive receptors and reduce noise levels;

e The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
require the construction contractor to implement “quiet” pile-driving
technology (such as pre-drilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, and the use of
more than one pile driver to shorten the total pile driving duration),
where feasible, in consideration of geotechnical and structural
requirements and conditions;

e The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
require the construction contractor to monitor the effectiveness of noise
attenuation measures by taking noise measurement; and

e The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
require that the construction contractor limit pile driving activity to result
in the least disturbance to neighboring uses.

M-NO-2b:  General Construction Noise Control Measures. To ensure that project
noise from construction activities is minimized to the maximum extent feasible, the
project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall undertake the following:

e The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used
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for project construction utilize the best available noise control techniques
(e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers,
ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds,
wherever feasible).

The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as
compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as
possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around
such sources and/or the construction site, which could reduce
construction noise by as much as five dBA. To further reduce noise, the
contractor shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated
areas, if feasible.

The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers,
pavement breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically
powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed
air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic
tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust
shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the tools, which could
reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA.

The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall
include noise control requirements in specifications provided to
construction contractors. Such requirements could include, but not be
limited to, performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise to the
extent feasible; use of equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the
most noisy activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding
residents and occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid
residential buildings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible.

Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission
of construction documents, the project sponsor of a development project
in the Plan area shall submit to the Planning Department and Department
of Building Inspection (DBI) a list of measures to respond to and track
complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures shall include
(1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying DBI, the Department of
Public Health, and the Police Department (during regular construction
hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site describing noise complaint
procedures and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all
times during construction; (3) designation of an on-site construction
complaint and enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification
of neighboring residents and non-residential building managers within
300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of
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C.

extreme noise generating activities (defined as activities generating noise
levels of 90 dBA or greater) about the estimated duration of the activity.

Wind

1. Impact — Increase in Pedestrian-Level Wind Speeds

D.

a)

b)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that, absent mitigation, implementation of the draft Plan would not cause
large increases in pedestrian wind speeds or wind speeds in publicly accessible open
spaces over a substantial portion of the Plan area. The EIR finds that such impacts could
occur individually (as a result of a single new building) as well as cumulatively (the joint
contributions of all new buildings), but would be avoidable through design of
subsequent projects.

Mitigation Measure M-WI-2 and Conclusion

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-WI-2, p.462, which would require that new towers be designed to minimize
pedestrian wind speeds, as follows:

M-WI-2: Tower Design to Minimize Pedestrian Wind Speeds. As part of the design
development for buildings on Parcel F and at the 524 Howard Street, 50 First Street,
181 Fremont Street and Golden Gate University sites, the project sponsor(s) shall
consider the potential effect of these buildings on pedestrian-level winds and on winds
in the City Park atop the Transit Center. If wind-tunnel testing identifies adverse
impacts, the project sponsor(s) shall conduct additional mitigation testing to resolve
impacts to the maximum degree possible and to the satisfaction of Planning Department
staff. Design features could include, but not be limited to, setting a tower atop a podium,
which can interfere with “downwash” of winds from higher elevations toward the
ground; the use of setbacks on tower facades, particularly those facades facing into
prevailing winds, which can have similar results; using chamfered and/or rounded
corners to minimize the acceleration of upper-level winds as they round corners; facade
articulation; and avoiding the placement of large, unbroken facades into prevailing
winds.

Biological Resources

1. Impact — Adverse Effects to Special-Status Animal Species

a)

Potentially Significant Impact
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The EIR finds that development under the draft Plan has the potential to adversely
impact species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

b) Mitigation Measure M-BI-1 and Conclusion

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-BI-1a, Pre-Construction Bird Surveys, p. 565, and Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b, Pre-
Construction Bat Surveys, p. 566, as follows:

M-BI-1a: Pre-Construction Bird Surveys. Conditions of approval for building permits
issued for construction within the Plan area shall include a requirement for pre-
construction breeding bird surveys when trees or vegetation would be removed or
buildings demolished as part of an individual project. Pre-construction nesting bird
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist between February 1st and August
15th if vegetation (trees or shrubs) removal or building demolition is scheduled to take
place during that period. If special-status bird species are found to be nesting in or near
any work area or, for compliance with federal and state law concerning migratory birds,
if birds protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the California Fish and
Game Code are found to be nesting in or near any work area, an appropriate no-work
buffer zone (e.g., 100 feet for songbirds) shall be designated by the biologist. Depending
on the species involved, input from the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Division of Migratory Bird
Management may be warranted. As recommended by the biologist, no activities shall be
conducted within the no-work buffer zone that could disrupt bird breeding. Outside of
the breeding season (August 16 — January 31), or after young birds have fledged, as
determined by the biologist, work activities may proceed. Birds that establish nests
during the construction period are considered habituated to such activity and no buffer
shall be required, except as needed to avoid direct destruction of the nest, which would
still be prohibited.

M-BI-1b: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys. Conditions of approval for building permits
issued for construction within the Plan area shall include a requirement for pre-
construction special-status bat surveys when large trees are to be removed or
underutilized or vacant buildings are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are
found, the bat biologist shall take actions to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to
tree removal or building demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around
active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes at a distance to be
determined in consultation with CDFG. Bat roosts initiated during construction are
presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer would necessary.
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E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

1. Impact — Potential Exposure to Contaminated Soil and Groundwater

a) Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that excavation in the Transit Center District Plan area would require the
handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater, potentially exposing
workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release to the
environment during construction.

b) Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2 and Conclusion

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-HZ-2a, Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b, and Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c, pp. 640 —
642, which would require appropriate soil assessment and corrective action, as follows:

M-HZ-2a: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for Sites Located Bayward of
Historic Tide Line. For any project located bayward of the historic high tide line the
project sponsor shall initiate compliance with, and ensure that the project fully complies
with, Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code. In accordance with this article, a site
history report shall be prepared, and if appropriate, a soil investigation, soil analysis
report, site mitigation plan, and certification report shall also be prepared. If the
presence of hazardous materials is indicated, a site health and safety plan shall also be
required. The soil analysis report is submitted to DPH. If required on the basis of the soil
analysis report, a site mitigation plan shall be prepared to 1) assess potential
environmental and health and safety risks; 2) recommend cleanup levels and mitigation
measures, if any are necessary, that would be protective of workers and visitors to the
property; 3) recommend measures to mitigate the risks identified; 4) identify
appropriate waste disposal and handling requirements; and 5) present criteria for on-site
reuse of soil. The recommended measures would be completed during construction.
Upon completion, a certification report shall be prepared documenting that all
mitigation measures recommended in the site mitigation report have been completed
and that completion of the mitigation measures has been verified through follow-up soil
sampling and analysis, if required.

If the approved site mitigation plan includes leaving hazardous materials in soil or the
groundwater with containment measures such as landscaping or a cap to prevent
exposure to hazardous materials, the project sponsor shall ensure the preparation of a
risk management plan, health and safety plan, and possibly a cap maintenance plan in
accordance with DPH requirements. These plans shall specify how unsafe exposure to
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hazardous materials left in place would be prevented, as well as safe procedures for
handling hazardous materials should site disturbance be required. DPH could require a
deed notice, for example, prohibiting or limiting certain future land uses, and the
requirements of these plans and the deed restriction would transfer to the new property
owners in the event that the property was sold.

M-HZ-2b: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for Projects Landward of the
Historic High Tide Line. For any project that is not located bayward of the historic high
tide line, the project sponsor shall ensure that a site-specific Phase I environmental site
assessment is prepared prior to development. The site assessment shall include visual
inspection of the property; review of historical documents; and review of environmental
databases to assess the potential for contamination from sources such as underground
storage tanks, current and historical site operations, and migration from off-site sources.
The project sponsor shall ensure that the Phase I assessment and any related
documentation is provided to the Planning Department’s Environmental Planning (EP)
division and, if required by EP, to DPH for review and consideration of potential
corrective action.

Where the Phase I site assessment indicates evidence of site contamination, additional
data shall be gathered during a Phase II investigation, including sampling and
laboratory analysis of the soil and groundwater for the suspected chemicals to identify
the nature and extent of contamination. If the level(s) of chemical(s) would create an
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment, appropriate cleanup levels for
each chemical, based on current and planned land use, shall be determined in
accordance with accepted procedures adopted by the lead regulatory agency providing
oversight (e.g., the DTSC, the RWQCB, or DPH). At sites where there are ecological
receptors such as sensitive plant or animal species that could be exposed, cleanup levels
shall be determined according to the accepted ecological risk assessment methodology
of the lead agency, and shall be protective of ecological receptors known to be present at
the site.

If agreed-upon cleanup levels were exceeded, a remedial action plan or similar plan for
remediation shall be prepared and submitted review and approval by the appropriate
regulatory agency. The plan shall include proposed methods to remove or treat
identified chemicals to the approved cleanup levels or containment measures to prevent
exposure to chemicals left in place at concentrations greater than cleanup levels.

Upon determination that a site remediation has been successfully completed, the
regulatory agency shall issue a closure letter to the responsible party. For sites that are
cleaned to levels that do not allow unrestricted land use, or where containment
measures were used to prevent exposure to hazardous materials, the DTSC may require
a limitation on the future use of the property. The types of land use restriction include
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deed notice, deed restriction, or a land use restriction that binds current and future
owners. A risk management plan, health and safety plan, and possibly a cap
maintenance plan could be required. These plans would specify procedures for
preventing unsafe exposure to hazardous materials left in place and safe procedures for
handling hazardous materials should site disturbance be required. The requirements of
these plans and the land use restriction shall transfer to the new property owners in the
event that the property is sold.

M-HZ-2c: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for All Sites. The project sponsor
shall characterize the site, including subsurface features such as utility corridors, and
identify whether volatile chemicals are detected at or above risk screening levels in the
subsurface. If so, a screening evaluation shall be conducted in accordance with guidance
developed by the DTSC to estimate worst case risks to building occupants from vapor
intrusion using site specific data and conservative assumptions specified in the
guidance. If an unacceptable risk were indicated by this conservative analysis, then
additional site data shall be collected and a site specific vapor intrusion evaluation,
including fate and transport modeling, shall be required to more accurately evaluate site
risks. Should the site specific evaluation identify substantial risks, then additional
measures shall be required to reduce risks to acceptable levels. These measures could
include remediation of site soil and/or groundwater to remove vapor sources, or, should
this be infeasible, use of engineering controls such as a passive or active vent system and
a membrane system to control vapor intrusion. Where engineering controls are used, a
deed restriction shall be required, and shall include a description of the potential cause
of vapors, a prohibition against construction without removal or treatment of
contamination to approved risk-based levels, monitoring of the engineering controls to
prevent vapor intrusion until risk-based cleanup levels have been met, and notification
requirements to utility workers or contractors who may have contact with contaminated
soil and groundwater while installing utilities or undertaking construction activities. In
addition, if remediation is necessary, the project sponsor shall implement long-term
monitoring at the site as needed. The frequency of sampling and the duration of
monitoring will depend upon site-specific conditions and the degree of volatile chemical
contamination.

The screening level and site-specific evaluations shall be conducted under the oversight
of DPH and methods for compliance shall be specified in the site mitigation plan
prepared in accordance with this measure, and subject to review and approval by the
DPH. The deed restriction, if required, shall be recorded at the San Francisco Office of
the Assessor-Recorder after approval by the DPH and DTSC.

2. Impact — Potential Exposure to Hazardous Building Materials

a) Potentially Significant Impact
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IV.

b)

The EIR finds that demolition and renovation of buildings in the Transit Center District
Plan area could potentially expose workers and the public to hazardous building
materials including asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, PCBs, DEHP, and
mercury, or result in a release of these materials to the environment during construction.

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3 and Conclusion

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-HZ-3, p. 645, which would require hazardous building materials abatement, as
follows:

M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement. The project sponsor of any
development project in the Plan area shall ensure that any building planned for
demolition or renovation is surveyed for hazardous building materials including PCB-
containing electrical equipment, fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or DEHP, and
fluorescent light tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed and
properly disposed of prior to the start of demolition or renovation. Old light ballasts that
are proposed to be removed during renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of
PCBs and in the case where the presence of PCBs in the light ballast cannot be verified,
they shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and handled and disposed of as such, according
to applicable laws and regulations. Any other hazardous building materials identified
either before or during demolition or renovation shall be abated according to federal,
state, and local laws and regulations.

Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less Than
Significant Level

Finding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Planning
Commission finds that, where feasible, changes or alterations can and should be incorporated
into, the Plan to reduce the significant environmental impacts listed below as identified in the
FEIR. The Planning Commission determines that the following significant impacts on the
environment, as reflected in the FEIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code
Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the
City determines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described
in Section VII below. This finding is supported by substantial evidence in the record of this
proceeding.

A.

Aesthetics

1. Impact — Adverse Effects on Public Views from Long-Range Viewpoints
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a)

B.

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan draft Plan would alter public views
of the Plan area from key long-range vantage points. The EIR concludes that such
impacts could occur individually (as a result of construction of Plan area buildings) as
well as cumulatively (the contribution of Plan area buildings to the effect from all new
buildings, including those on Rincon Hill and outside the Plan area to the west).

Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

As stated on EIR p.153, the increases in density and height of the proposed
development would result in changes in the built forms, perceptible most clearly in
long-range views of the Plan area. The EIR finds that the proposed changes would not
generally constitute a substantial departure from the types and massing of structures
that already exist in the Plan area, and that the proposed Transit Tower and a limited
number of other buildings taller than existing development would be separated by
sufficient distance and would incorporate setbacks and sculpted massing such that they
would not adversely affect important views. However, the EIR finds that, in views from
central vantage points including Twin Peaks and Portola Drive, views of the Bay, Bay
Bridge, and Yerba Buena Island would be overwhelmed and potentially obscured by
Plan area buildings, and that policy established through the General Plan recognizes
that such an outcome would be adverse. For this reason, the Planning Commission finds
that the impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable. No feasible
mitigation is identified for this impact. However, the EIR addresses this impact in the
discussion of alternatives, in Chapter VI (see Section VI, Evaluation of Project
Alternatives, below).

Cultural Resources

1. Impact — Adverse Effects on Historical Resources

a)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan could result in adverse impacts to
historic architectural resources through demolition or substantial alteration. This impact
would be both individual and cumulative.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3 and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, p.267, which would require
documentation of historical resources; Mitigation Measure M-CP-3b, p. 268, which
would require the creation of public information displays concerning historical
resources; Mitigation Measure M-CP-3c, p. 268, which would that historical resources be
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made available for relocation, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-3d, p. 268, which would
require that materials from historical resources be made available for salvage, as follows:

M-CP-3a: HABS/HAER Documentation. Prior to demolition or substantial adverse
alteration of historical resource(s), the project sponsor of a development project in the
Plan area shall contract with a qualified preservation architect, historic preservation
expert, or other qualified individual to fully document the structure(s) to be demolished
or altered. Documentation shall be undertaken following consultation with Planning
Department preservation staff and the Historic Preservation Commission, and shall at a
minimum be performed to HABS Level II documentation standards. According to HABS
Standards, Level I documentation consists of the following tasks:

e Written data: A brief report documenting the existing conditions and
history of the building shall be prepared, focusing on the building’s
architectural and contextual relationship with the greater Western SoMa
neighborhood.

e Photographs: Photographs with large-format (4x5-inch) negatives shall be
shot of exterior and interior views of all three project site buildings.
Historic photos of the buildings, where available, shall be
photographically reproduced. All photos shall be printed on archival
fiber paper.

e Drawings: Existing architectural drawings (elevations and plans) of all
three the project site buildings, where available, shall be photographed
with large format negatives or photographically reproduced on Mylar.

e The completed documentation package shall be submitted to local and
regional archives, including but not limited to, the San Francisco Public
Library History Room, the California Historical Society and the
Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University in Rohnert
Park.

M-CP-3b: Public Interpretative Displays. Prior to demolition or substantial adverse
alteration of historical resource(s) that are significant due to event(s) that occurred in the
building at the development site, the project sponsor of a development project in the
Plan area shall develop, in consultation with Planning Department preservation staff, a
permanent interpretative program/and or display that would commemorate such
event(s). The program/display would be installed at a publicly accessible location, either
at or near the project site or in another appropriate location (such as a library or other
depository). The content and location of the display shall be presented to the Historic
Preservation Commission for review and comment.
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C.

M-CP-3c: Relocation of Historical Resources. Prior to demolition or substantial
alteration of historical resource(s), the project sponsor of a development project in the
Plan area shall make any historical resources that would otherwise be demolished or
substantially altered in an adverse manner available for relocation by qualified parties.

M-CP-3d: Salvage of Historical Resources. Prior to demolition of historical resource(s)
that are significant due to architecture (resource(s) that embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the
work of a master, or possesses high artistic values), the project sponsor of a development
project in the Plan area shall consult with a Planning Department Preservation Technical
Specialist and/or other qualified parties regarding salvage of materials from the affected
resource(s) for public information or reuse in other locations.

The EIR finds that, while the foregoing mitigation measures would reduce the adverse
impacts of the proposed Plan on historical resources, they would not reduce the impacts
to a less-than-significant level, because it cannot be stated cannot be stated with certainty
that no historical resources would be demolished or otherwise adversely affected in the
Plan area with implementation of the draft Plan. Therefore, the Planning Commission
finds that the impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.

Transportation

1. Impact — Adverse Effects on Intersection Levels of Service

a)

b)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that traffic growth related to the draft Plan, including the street changes,
would adversely affect local intersection operation, and therefore would conflict with
established measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-1a through M-MR-TR-1m, p. 291 -- 296,
which would changes to signal timing, lane striping, prohibition of certain turning
movements, and similar alterations to intersection operations, as follows:

M-TR-1a: Signal Timing Optimization. The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA)
could optimize signal timing at the following intersections to reduce impacts on
intersection LOS to a less-than-significant level, by either improving conditions to
LOS D or better or by avoiding the draft Plan’s contribution to increased vehicle delay
(mitigated LOS in parentheses):

e Stockton / Geary Streets (LOS F, p.m.)
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e Kearny / Sutter Streets (LOS F, p.m.)

e Battery and California Streets (LOS D, a.m. and p.m.)

e Embarcadero / Washington Streets (LOS F, p.m.)

e Third / Folsom Streets (LOS F, p.m. peak)

e Beale / Folsom Streets (LOS F, p.m. peak)

e Embarcadero / Folsom Streets (LOS F, a.m. and p.m. peak)

Altering signal timing to change the amount of green-light time at the aforementioned
intersections would either improve level of service to LOS D or better or, where the
intersection would still operate at an unacceptable LOS E or F, avoid the draft Plan’s
contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this
time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate signal progression (timing of
related traffic signals) and pedestrian crossing time requirement prior to changing signal
timing, impacts at these intersections would remain significant and unavoidable, due to
the uncertainty of implementing this measure.

M-TR-1b: Taxi Left-Turn Prohibition. At the intersection of Third /Mission Streets, the
Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could expand existing prohibitions on peak-
hour left turn to include taxis, thereby permitting only buses to make left turns.
Prohibiting eastbound left turns by taxis would either improve LOS or avoid the draft
Plan’s contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this
time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate area-wide traffic circulation and
volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable, due
to the uncertainty of implementing this measure.

M-TR-1c: Beale / Mission Streets Bulbs and Optimization. At the intersection of Beale
and Mission Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and Department of
Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-outs on the north and south crosswalks to
reduce pedestrian crossing distances and times and optimize the signal timing plan at
this intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour by reallocating green time from the
less-congested eastbound / westbound Mission Street approaches to the southbound
Beale Street approach. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s
contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this
time, given that MTA and DPW would have to further evaluate signal progression,
pedestrian crossing time, and area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at
this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of
implementing this measure.

M-TR-1d: Steuart / Howard Streets Restriping. At the intersection of Steuart and
Howard Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could remove two on-
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street parking spaces on the south side of Howard Street immediately west of the
intersection and stripe the eastbound approach as one through lane and one shared
through-right lane. The proposed design for eastbound Howard Street after extension of
the westbound Howard Street bicycle lane to The Embarcadero calls for one wide curb
lane and one parking lane, but a second eastbound travel lane at the intersection could
be provided by removing up to two on-street parking spaces. Implementation of this
measure would improve conditions at Steuart / Howard Streets to LOS D, thereby
reducing impacts to a less than significant level. However, because the feasibility of
these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate
area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain
significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure.

M-TR-1e: Beale / Folsom Streets Left-Turn Prohibition and Signal Optimization. At
the intersection of Beale and Folsom Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency
(MTA) could prohibit eastbound right turns from Folsom Street in the p.m. peak hour
and optimize the signal timing by reallocating green time from the eastbound /
westbound Folsom Street approaches to the northbound / southbound Beale Street
approaches. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s contribution
to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than significant level.
However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that
MTA would have to further evaluate signal progression, pedestrian crossing time
requirements, and area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this
intersection would remain significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of
implementing this measure.

M-TR-1f: Third / Harrison Streets Restriping. At the intersection of Third and Harrison
Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could convert one of the two
eastbound lanes leaving the intersection into an additional westbound through lane by
restriping the east (Harrison Street) leg of the intersection. In order to allow sufficient
turning radius and clearance for heavy vehicles such as buses and trucks, two on-street
parking spaces on the south side of Harrison Street east of the intersection would be
removed. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s contribution to
increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than significant level.
However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that
MTA would have to further evaluate intersection lane geometry and area-wide traffic
circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain significant and
unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure.

M-TR-1g: Hawthorne / Harrison Streets Restriping. At the intersection of Hawthorne
and Harrison Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could stripe an
additional westbound through lane approaching the intersection by converting one of
the two eastbound lanes. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s
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contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this
time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate intersection lane geometry and
area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain
significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure.

M-TR-1h: Second / Harrison Streets Turn Prohibition and Optimization. At the
intersection of Second and Harrison Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency
(MTA) could prohibit eastbound left turns during the p.m. peak hour. Implementation
of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s contribution to increased vehicle delay,
thereby reducing impacts to a less than significant level. However, because the
feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to
further evaluate signal progression, pedestrian crossing time requirements, area-wide
traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain significant
and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure.

M-TR-1i: Third / Bryant Streets Bulbs and Optimization. At the intersection of Third
and Bryant Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and Department of
Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-outs on the south crosswalk to reduce pedestrian
crossing distances and times and optimize the signal timing plan at this intersection
during the weekday p.m. peak hour by reallocating green time from the eastbound
Bryant Street approach to the northbound Third Street approach. Implementation of this
measure would avoid the draft Plan’s contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby
reducing impacts to a less than significant level. However, because the feasibility of
these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate
signal progression, pedestrian crossing time requirements, and area-wide traffic
circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain significant and
unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure.

M-TR-1j: Second / Bryant Streets Bulbs and Optimization. At the intersection of
Second and Bryant Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and
Department of Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-outs on the east and west
crosswalks to reduce pedestrian crossing distances and times and optimize the signal
timing plan at this intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour by reallocating green
time from the northbound / southbound Second Street approaches to the eastbound
Bryant Street approach. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s
contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this
time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate signal progression, pedestrian
crossing time requirements, and area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts
at this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of
implementing this measure.
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M-TR-1k: Second / Tehama Streets Restriping and Optimization. At the intersection of
Second and Tehama Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could prohibit
eastbound and westbound left turns (from Tehama Street) during the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours. Implementation of this measure would improve operations to LOS D,
thereby reducing impacts to a less than significant level. However, because the
feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to
further evaluate signal progression, pedestrian crossing time requirements, and area-
wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain
significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure.

M-TR-1I: Mid-Block Signalized Intersection Improvements. At the signalized
intersections proposed in the public realm plan at Second / Natoma Streets; First / Minna
Streets; First / Natoma Streets; Fremont / Tehama Streets; and Fremont Street / Transit
Center Bus Plaza, the following improvements could improve traffic operations.

e At Second / Natoma Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could
install bulb-outs on the north and south crosswalks to reduce pedestrian crossing
distances and times, allowing more green time for through traffic along Second
Street. The traffic signal could also be designed to give priority to transit vehicles.
However, due to two-way traffic along Second Street and the close proximity of the
proposed crossing to the Second / Howard Streets intersection, this measure may not
be sufficient to reduce the proposed mid-block crossing’s impacts to traffic and
transit operations. In addition, while bulb-outs would reduce crossing distance, a
sufficiently high volume of pedestrians heading to and from the Transit Center may
warrant retaining longer pedestrian phases to ensure adequate crossing times and
throughput, so as not to introduce substantial queuing or congestion at the
crosswalk or surrounding sidewalk. Accordingly, the feasibility of this measure is
uncertain, and this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

e At First / Minna Streets and First / Natoma Streets, reducing impacts would require
additional lane capacity on First Street, although that would result in increased
pedestrian crossing distances that would require longer pedestrian signal phases.
This would also preclude the public realm plan’s proposed sidewalk widening on
First Street adjacent to the Transit Center. Moreover, additional lanes would not
alleviate downstream congestion on First Street leading to the Bay Bridge.
Eliminating one or both of the mid-block crossings might result in congested
sidewalks on First Street. In addition, traffic signals at these two locations may be
necessary for freight and passenger loading-related traffic circulation to and from
Minna and Natoma Streets, regardless of whether pedestrian crossings are provided.
Accordingly, no feasible mitigation was identified and this impact is considered
significant and unavoidable.
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e At Fremont / Natoma Streets and Fremont Street at the Transit Center Bus Plaza, the
signal could be designed with two signal phases instead of three. One phase would
be for northbound Fremont Street, and the second, for all five bus bays to exit the
Bus Plaza, as well as pedestrians crossing Fremont Street at both Natoma Street and
at the Bus Plaza. This would increase traffic capacity on Fremont Street and reduce
the potential for queues on Fremont Street and the Bay Bridge. However, the
Municipal Transportation Agency has determined that a two-phase signal would
create operational and safety concerns for transit and pedestrians. Accordingly, no
feasible mitigation was identified and this impact is considered significant and
unavoidable.

For the reasons noted above, the impacts at these mid-block intersections would remain
significant and unavoidable.

M-TR-1m: Downtown Traffic Signal Study. As part of a Regional Traffic Signalization
and Operations Program project, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could
conduct a study of Downtown-area traffic signal systems, with the aim of recalibrating
cycle lengths, offsets, and splits at Downtown-area intersections to optimize traffic flow
and minimize unnecessary delays (without impacting other modes of travel).
Implementation of such a study could improve operations throughout the Plan area and
elsewhere in Downtown. However, because the outcome of such an analysis is not
known, intersection impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation (indicated in parentheses) could reduce average vehicle delay at the
following intersections, but not to a less-than-significant level because further mitigation
would require increased lane capacity that would preclude one or more proposed
sidewalk improvements under the draft Plan’s public realm plan, and because further
signal timing optimization would require coordination with other signals that could
increase overall vehicle delay. Therefore, impacts at the following intersections would be
significant and unavoidable:

e New Montgomery / Mission Streets (Optimize signal timing)

e Third / Howard Streets (Optimize signal timing)

e New Montgomery / Howard Streets (Optimize signal timing)

e TFremont / Howard Streets (Prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and optimize
signal)

e Main / Howard Streets (Prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and optimize signal)

e Spear / Howard Streets (Add northbound and southbound left-turn pockets, prohibit
eastbound p.m. peak left turns and optimize signal)
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No mitigation is feasible to reduce impacts at the following intersections to a less-than-
significant level because, while increased lane capacity and/or signal timing
optimization and, in some cases, installation of corner pedestrian bulbs to allow for less
green time for pedestrian crossing could improve level of service for one or more
approaches, the applicable mitigation strategy would increase delays for transit vehicles
on Market and Mission Streets and also cause increased pedestrian delays or, in some
instances, precluding proposed sidewalk or transit improvements under the draft Plan’s
public realm plan. Therefore, impacts at the following intersections would be significant
and unavoidable:

e Third / Kearny / Market / Geary Streets

e Montgomery / Market / New Montgomery Streets
e First / Market Streets

e Fremont / Market / Front Streets

e Beale / Market / Davis / Pine Streets

e Second / Mission Streets

e First / Mission Streets

e Fremont / Mission Streets

e Second / Howard Streets

e First / Howard Streets

e Beale / Howard Streets

e Hawthorne / Folsom Streets

e Second / Folsom Streets

e First / Folsom Streets

e Spear / Folsom Streets

e Fourth / Harrison Streets / I-80 WB On-Ramp
e First / Harrison Streets / I-80 EB On-Ramp

No mitigation is feasible to reduce impacts at the following intersection to a less-than-
significant level because additional lane capacity is unavailable and/or signal timing
optimization would not improve level of service to an acceptable level. Therefore,
impacts at the following intersection would be significant and unavoidable:

e Essex/Harrison Streets / I-80EB On-Ramp

No mitigation is required for the following intersections, which would experience
significant impacts only in the absence of the public realm improvements that are part of
the draft Plan:

Spear / Mission Streets (without the public realm improvements, could be mitigated by
changing signal phasing and optimizing signal timing)
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The EIR finds that the feasibility of mitigation identified in the EIR to reduce the impacts
of the Project on intersection levels of service to a less than significant level is unknown,
and in some cases no mitigation is available. Therefore, the Planning Commission finds
that the impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.

2. Impact — Effects on Freeway Ramp Operations

a) Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that traffic growth related to the draft Plan would increase congestion at
the Fourth/Harrison Streets and First/Harrison Streets freeway on-ramps, thereby
conflicting with established measures of effectiveness for the circulation performance.

b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

As stated on EIR p. 298, no feasible mitigation is available for the impacts at the Fourth
and Harrison Streets and First and Harrison Streets ramps, because there is insufficient
physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 aerial structures.
Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic
volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other
means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on roads leading
to the on-ramp (i.e., Fourth Street and Harrison Street), while tolling would need to be
implemented as a systemwide improvement in order to prevent concentration of
vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any
changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways
and ramps. Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is significant and
unavoidable.

3. Impact — Effects on Transit Capacity and Delay

a) Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that transit ridership related to the draft Plan, including the street
changes, would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be
accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit
service; and would cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that
significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. Additionally, the area-
wide shortfall of parking within the Plan area could potentially result in a mode shift of
more persons onto transit, which would further increase ridership in comparison to

capacity.
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b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a, p. 306, under which the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) would install transit-only lanes and transit
queue-jump lanes; Mitigation Measure M-TR-3b, p. 307, under which SFMTA would
reserve the use of Mission Street boarding islands for Muni buses; Mitigation Measure
M-TR-3c, p. 307, which calls for transit improvements on Plan area streets; Mitigation
Measure M-TR-3d, p.308, which would provide for additional transit funding, and
Mitigation Measure M-TR-3e, p. 308, which would provide for additional funding for
regional transit, as follows:

M-TR-3a: Installation and Operation of Transit-Only and Transit Queue-Jump Lanes.
To reduce or avoid the effects of traffic congestion on Muni service, at such time as the
transit-vehicle delay results in the need to add additional vehicle(s) to one or more Muni
lines, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could stripe a portion of the
approach lane at applicable intersections to restrict traffic to buses only during the p.m.
peak period, thereby allowing Muni vehicles to avoid traffic queues at certain critical
intersections and minimizing transit delay. Each queue-jump lane would require the
prohibition of parking during the p.m. peak period for the distance of the special lane.

For the 41 Union, MTA could install a p.m. peak-hour transit-only lane along Beale
Street approaching and leaving the intersection of Beale/Mission Street, for a distance of
150 to 200 feet. Five parking spaces on the west side of Beale Street north of Mission
Street could be eliminated when the transit lane is in effect to allow for a right-turn
pocket. MTA could also install a p.m. peak-hour queue-jump lane on the eastbound
Howard Street approach to the intersection of Beale/Howard Streets, for a distance of
100 feet. If the foregoing were ineffective, MTA could consider re-routing the 41 Union
to less-congested streets, if available, or implementing actions such as providing traffic
signal priority to Muni buses.

For the 11-Downtown Connector and 12 Folsom Pacific, MTA could install a p.m. peak-
hour queue-jump lane on the southbound Second Street approach to the intersection to
the intersection of Second/Folsom Streets, for a distance of approximately 150 feet. When
the lane is in effect, five on-street parking spaces on the west side of Second Street north
of Folsom Street could be eliminated, as well as a portion of the southbound bicycle lane
approaching the intersection. If the foregoing were ineffective, MTA could consider re-
routing the 11-Downtown Connector and 12 Folsom to less-congested streets, if
available, or implementing actions such as providing traffic signal priority to Muni
buses.

The MTA could also evaluate the effectiveness and feasibility of installing an eastbound
transit-only lane along Folsom Street between Second and Third Streets, which would
minimize delays incurred at these intersections by transit vehicles. The study would
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create a monitoring program to determine the implementation extent and schedule,
which may include conversion of one eastbound travel lane into a transit-only lane.

M-TR-3b: Exclusive Muni Use of Mission Street Boarding Islands. To reduce or avoid
conflicts between Muni buses and regional transit service (Golden Gate Transit and
SamTrans) using the relocated transit-only center lanes of Mission Street between First
and Third Streets, MTA could reserve use of the boarding islands for Muni buses only
and provide dedicated curbside bus stops for regional transit operators. Regional transit
vehicles would still be allowed to use the transit-only center lanes between stops, but
would change lanes to access the curbside bus stops. This configuration would be
similar to the existing Muni stop configuration along Market Street, where two different
stop patterns are provided, with each route assigned to only one stop pattern.

M-TR-3c: Transit Improvements on Plan Area Streets. To reduce or avoid the effects of
traffic congestion on regional transit service operating on surface streets (primarily
Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans), MTA, in coordination with applicable regional
operators, could conduct study the effectiveness and feasibility of transit improvements
along Mission Street, Howard Street, Folsom Street, First Street, and Fremont Street to
reduce delays incurred by transit vehicles when passing through the Plan area. The
study would examine a solutions including, but not limited to the following:

e Installation of transit-only lanes along Howard Street and Folsom Street, which
could serve both Muni buses (e.g., 12 Folsom-Pacific) and Golden Gate Transit buses
heading to / from Golden Gate’s yard at Eighth and Harrison Streets;

¢ Extension of a transit-only lane on Fremont Street south to Howard Street and
installation of transit-actuated queue-jump phasing at the Fremont Street / Mission
Street intersection to allow Golden Gate Transit buses to make use of the Fremont
Street transit lane (currently only used by Muni vehicles); and

e Transit signal priority treatments along Mission, Howard, and Folsom Streets to
extend major-street traffic phases or preempt side-street traffic phases to reduce
signal delay incurred by SamTrans and Golden Gate Transit vehicles.

e Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans could consider rerouting their lines onto less-
congested streets, if available, in order to improve travel times and reliability. A
comprehensive evaluation would need to be conducted before determining
candidate alternative streets, considering various operational and service issues such
as the cost of any required capital investments, the availability of layover space, and
proximity to ridership origins and destinations.

M-TR-3d: Increased Funding to Offset Transit Delays. Sponsors of development
projects within the Plan area could be subject to a fair share fee that would allow for the
purchase of additional transit vehicle(s) to mitigate the impacts on transit travel time. In
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the case of Muni operations, one additional vehicle would be required. For regional
operators, the analysis also determined that on-street delays could require the
deployment of additional buses on some Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans routes.

Funds for the implementation of this measure are expected to be generated from a
delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with implementation of
the draft Plan, and are projected to be adequate and sufficient to provide for the capital
cost to purchase the additional vehicle and facility costs to store and maintain the
vehicle.

M-TR-3e: Increased Funding of Regional Transit. Sponsors of development projects
within the Plan area could be subject to one or more fair share fees to assist in service
improvements, such as through the purchase of additional transit vehicles and vessels or
contributions to operating costs, as necessary to mitigate Plan impacts. These fee(s)
could be dedicated to Golden Gate Transit, North Bay ferry operators, AC Transit,
BART, and/or additional North Bay and East Bay transit operators. Depending on how
the fee(s) were allocated, Caltrain and SamTrans might also benefit, although lesser
impacts were identified for these South Bay operators.

Funds for the implementation of this measure are expected to be generated from a
delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with implementation of
the draft Plan.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a could reduce the effects of traffic
congestion on Muni headways. However, as stated on FEIR p. 306-307, it cannot be
determined whether the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level,
because the efficacy of the improvements is not certain, pending trial implementation
and additional review by MTA. Because the effectiveness of the above mitigation
measures is unknown, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Moreover,
it is noted that, because there is finite right-of-way at Plan area intersections, installation
of transit-only lanes and/or transit queue-jump lanes could increase traffic congestion
and, possibly, transit delays at other locations.

As stated on FEIR p. 307, the feasibility and effectiveness of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3b
in reducing impacts to both Muni and regional transit is uncertain. In particular, relocation
of the Mission Street transit-only lanes while still requiring regional transit vehicles to use
curbside stops may result in unsafe maneuvers for regional transit vehicles and increase
the potential for collisions and conflict between buses and vehicles or bicycles.
Alternatively, regional transit operators could use only the curb lane, eliminating
increased potential for collisions due to merging in and out of the transit-only lanes, but
this would subject regional transit vehicles to substantial travel time delays as a result of
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traveling in mixed-flow traffic. Accordingly, this impact is considered significant and
unavoidable.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3c could reduce the effects of traffic
congestion on regional transit operations. However, as stated on FEIR p. 308, it cannot
be determined whether the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Moreover, it is noted
that, because there is finite right-of-way at Plan area intersections, adding transit-only
lanes could increase congestion for other traffic and, possibly, increase transit delays.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3d could incrementally reduce the effects
of traffic congestion on Muni and regional transit operations. However, as stated on FEIR
p- 308, inasmuch as operational costs (primarily drivers” salaries) would not be included
in this fee, the effect would not be fully mitigated and this impact is considered significant
and unavoidable.

Funds for the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3e are expected to be
generated from a delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with
implementation of the draft Plan. However, as stated on FEIR p. 309, it would be
speculative at this time to presume that sufficient funding could be available to offset
project effects. Additional funding would likely have to be identified, whether from
public or private sources, or a combination thereof, potentially including project
sponsors of individual development projects in the Plan area, in order to purchase and
operate additional transit vehicles and, potentially in some cases, to increase rail system
capacity. Adoption of the draft Plan is anticipated to be accompanied by additional
development impact fees, such as were adopted in the Eastern Neighborhoods and
Market Octavia Plan areas. However, because it is not known whether or how much
additional funding would be generated for transit, and because no other definite
funding sources have been identified, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is
significant and unavoidable.

4. Impact — Pedestrian Crowding

a)

b)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that pedestrian activity resulting from implementation of the draft Plan
would cause the level of service at sidewalks, street corners, and crosswalks to
deteriorate.

Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-4, p. 312, under which the SFMTA widen
Plan area sidewalks, as follows:
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M-TR-4: Widen Crosswalks. To ensure satisfactory pedestrian level of service at
affected crosswalks, the Municipal Transportation Agency, Sustainable Streets Division,
could conduct periodic counts of pedestrian conditions (annually, for example) and
could widen existing crosswalk widths, generally by 1 to 3 feet, at such times as
pedestrian LOS is degraded to unacceptable levels.

As stated on p. 312 of the FEIR, Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-4 would
reduce potential LOS impacts to a less-than-significant level at each of the affected
crosswalks. It is noted that the street corner congestion that would occur at
First/Mission Streets, New Montgomery/Howard Streets, and Beale/Howard Streets, a
significant impact due to Plan growth only but not with the inclusion of the public realm
improvements, would be resolved by the sidewalk improvements (bulbs and widening)
proposed as part of the draft Plan’s public realm improvements. However, because the
feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to
further evaluate and consider crosswalk widening in light of other circulation
considerations, the Planning Commission finds that these impacts are conservatively
judged to remain significant and unavoidable.

5. Impact — Creation of Additional Pedestrian Hazards

a)

b)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that development of large projects pursuant to the draft Plan would create
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians and otherwise interfere with pedestrian
accessibility.

Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-5, p. 313, which would require sponsors of
subsequent development projects, where warranted, to have loading dock attendances
on duty to minimize potential pedestrian impacts, as follows:

M-TR-5: Garage/Loading Dock Attendant. If warranted by project-specific conditions,
the project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall ensure that building
management employs attendant(s) for the project’s parking garage and/or loading dock,
as applicable. The attendant would be stationed as determined by the project-specific
analysis, typically at the project’s driveway to direct vehicles entering and exiting the
building and avoid any safety-related conflicts with pedestrians on the sidewalk during
the a.m. and p.m. peak periods of traffic and pedestrian activity, with extended hours as
dictated by traffic and pedestrian conditions and by activity in the project garage and
loading dock. (See also Mitigation Measure M-TR-4b, above.) Each project shall also
install audible and/or visible warning devices, or comparably effective warning devices
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as approved by the Planning Department and/or the Sustainable Streets Division of the
Municipal Transportation Agency, to alert pedestrians of the outbound vehicles from
the parking garage and/or loading dock, as applicable.

As stated on p. 313 of the FEIR, because it cannot be stated with certainty that pedestrian
conflicts and safety hazards with respect to driveway operation would be fully
mitigated, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is conservatively judged to be
significant and unavoidable.

6. Impact — Creation of Additional Bicycle Hazards

a)

b)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan would create potentially hazardous
conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to
the site and adjoining areas and would result in a loading demand during the peak hour
of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on-site loading
facilities or within convenient on-street loading zones, and create potentially hazardous
conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, and pedestrians.

Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-7a, p. 316, which would require sponsors of
subsequent development projects to development and implement a loading dock
management plan, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-7b, p. 317, under which the SEMTA
could augment the on-street freight loading supply, as follows:

M-TR-7a: Loading Dock Management. To ensure that off-street loading facilities are
efficiently used and that trucks longer than can be safely accommodated are not
permitted to use a building’s loading dock, the project sponsor of a development project
in the Plan area shall develop a plan for management of the building’s loading dock and
shall ensure that tenants in the building are informed of limitations and conditions on
loading schedules and truck size. Such a management plan could include strategies such
as the use of an attendant to direct and guide trucks (see Mitigation Measure M-TR-5),
installing a “Full” sign at the garage/loading dock driveway, limiting activity during
peak hours, installation of audible and/or visual warning devices, and other features.
Additionally, as part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall consult
with the Municipal Transportation Agency concerning the design of loading and
parking facilities. Typically, a building property manager dictates the maximum size of
trucks that can be accommodated by a building’s loading dock, and when trucks may
access the project site.

Case No. 2007.0558E 35 Transit Center District Plan



M-TR-7b: Augmentation of On-Street Loading Space Supply. To ensure the adequacy
of the Plan area’s supply of on-street spaces, the Municipal Transportation Agency
(MTA) could convert existing on-street parking spaces within the Plan Area to
commercial loading use. Candidate streets might include the north side of Mission Street
between Second Street and First Street, both sides of Howard Street between Third
Street and Fremont Street, and both sides of Second Street between Howard Street and
Folsom Street. The MTA and Planning Department could also increase the supply of on-
street loading “pockets” that would be created as part of the draft Plan’s public realm
improvements.

Increasing the supply of on-street loading spaces would reduce the potential for
disruption of traffic and transit circulation in the Plan Area as a result of loading
activities. However, the feasibility of increasing the number of on-street loading spaces
is unknown. Locations for additional loading pockets have not been identified, and the
feasibility of adding spaces is uncertain, as any such spaces would reduce pedestrian
circulation area on adjacent sidewalks. Locations adjacent to transit-only lanes would
also not be ideal for loading spaces because they may introduce new conflicts between
trucks and transit vehicles. Given these considerations, potential locations for additional
on-street loading spaces within the Plan area are limited, and it is unlikely that a
sufficient amount of spaces could be provided to completely offset the net loss in

supply.

As stated on FEIR p. 317, while loading dock management (Mitigation Measure M-TR-
6a) would improve operations, it cannot be stated with certainty that the impact due to
increased loading demand would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. With
respect to the supply of on-street loading, Mitigation Measure M-TR-7b would be
infeasible; in particular, because implementation of the draft Plan would reduce the
number of available on-street spaces, compared to existing conditions, the loading
shortfall would have a significant and unavoidable effect on Muni and regional transit
operators (primarily Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans) that use City streets. The
Planning Commission, therefore, finds that the loading shortfall would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact on transit operators and on bicycle movement and
safety.

7. Impact — Construction-Period Impacts

a) Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that plan area construction, including construction of individual projects
along with ongoing construction of the Transit Center, would result in disruption of
nearby streets, transit service, and pedestrian and bicycle circulation.
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D.

b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-9, p. 321, which would require sponsors of
subsequent development projects to develop Construction Management Plans, as
follows:

M-TR-9: Construction Coordination. To minimize potential disruptions to transit,
traffic, and pedestrian and bicyclists, the project sponsor and/or construction contractor
for any individual development project in the Plan area shall develop a Construction
Management Plan that could include, but not necessarily be limited to, the following:

e Limit construction truck movements to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. (or
other times, if approved by the Municipal Transportation Agency) to minimize
disruption of traffic, transit, and pedestrian flow on adjacent streets and sidewalks
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.

¢ Identify optimal truck routes to and from the site to minimize impacts to traffic,
transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists; and,

e Encourage construction workers to use transit when commuting to and from the site,
reducing the need for parking.

The sponsor shall also coordinate with the Municipal Transportation
Agency/Sustainable Streets Division, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, and
construction manager(s)/contractor(s) for the Transit Center project, and with Muni, AC
Transit, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans, as applicable, to develop construction
phasing and operations plans that will result in the least amount of disruption that is
feasible to transit operations, pedestrian and bicycle activity, and vehicular traffic.

As stated on FEIR p. 321, given the proximity of the sites to each other and the Transbay
Transit Center, as well as the uncertainty regarding construction schedules, construction
activities would likely result in disruptions and secondary impacts to traffic, transit,
pedestrians, and bicycles, even with implementation of this mitigation measure.
Therefore, the Planning Commission finds this impact is significant and unavoidable.

Noise and Vibration

1. Impact — Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to High Noise Levels

a) Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan could result in exposure of persons
to noise levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco General Plan and could
introduce new sensitive uses that would be affected by existing noise levels.
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b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, p. 357, which would require a noise
survey prior to approval subsequent development projects; Mitigation Measure M-NO-
1b, p. 357, which would require that noise levels be minimized at residential open space;
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1c, p.357, which would require that noise levels be
minimized at non-residential sensitive receptors; Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d, p. 357,
which would require that existing mechanical equipment noise be considered in the
design of new residential projects; and Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, p. 357, which
would require that noise from interior mechanical equipment be minimized, as follows:

M-NO-1a: Noise Survey and Measurements for Residential Uses. For new residential
development located along streets with noise levels above 70 dBA Ldn, the Planning
Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a
site survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within two blocks of the project
site, and including at least one 24 hour noise measurement (with average and maximum
noise level readings taken so as to be able to accurately describe maximum levels
reached during nighttime hours), prior to completion of the environmental review for
each subsequent residential project in the Plan area. The analysis shall be completed by
person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and shall demonstrate with reasonable
certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and that there are no
particular circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant
heightened concern about noise levels in the vicinity. Should such concerns be present,
the Planning Department may require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by
person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project
approval action, in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels consistent
with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained.

M-NO-1b: Noise Minimization for Residential Open Space. To minimize effects on
residential development in the Plan area, the Planning Department, through its building
permit review process and in conjunction with the noise analysis set forth in Mitigation
Measure M NO 1a, shall require that open space required under the Planning Code for
residential uses be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient
noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space.
Implementation of this measure could involve, among other things, site design that uses
the building itself to shield on-site open space from the greatest noise sources,
construction of noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and appropriate
use of both common and private open space in multi-family dwellings, and
implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of urban
design.

M-NO-1c: Noise Minimization for Non-Residential Uses. To reduce potential effects
on new non-residential sensitive receptors such as child care centers, schools, libraries,
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and the like, for new development including such noise-sensitive uses, the Planning
Department shall require, as part of its building permit review process, the preparation
of an acoustical analysis by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering
prior to the first project approval action, in order to demonstrate that daytime interior
noise levels of 50 dBA, based on the General Plan Environmental Protection Element,
can be attained.

M-NO-1d: Mechanical Equipment Noise Standard. The Planning Department shall
require that, as part of required the noise survey and study for new residential uses
(Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a), all reasonable efforts be made to identify the location of
existing rooftop mechanical equipment, the predicted noise generated by that
equipment, and the elevation at which the predicted noise level would be of potential
concern for new residential uses, as well as the necessary noise insulation for the new
residential uses, where applicable.

M-NO-1e: Interior Mechanical Equipment. The Planning Department shall require, as
part of subsequent project-specific review under CEQA, that effects of mechanical
equipment noise on adjacent and nearby noise-sensitive uses be evaluated by a qualified
acoustic consultant and that control of mechanical noise, as specified by the acoustical
consultant, be incorporated into the final project design of new buildings to achieve the
maximum feasible reduction of building equipment noise, consistent with Building Code
and Noise Ordinance requirements and CEQA thresholds, such as through the use of
quieter equipment, fully noise-insulated enclosures around rooftop equipment, and/or
incorporation of mechanical equipment into intermediate building floor(s).

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce noise impacts to the
maximum extent feasible, consistent with the San Francisco General Plan, and would render
this impact less than significant with respect to new residential development and other
new sensitive land uses. However, as stated on FEIR p. 359, it cannot be stated with
certainty that existing sensitive land uses would not be adversely affected by increased
noise levels, particularly with respect to traffic noise. Therefore, because it is not
generally feasible to retrofit existing uses to increase noise insulation, the Planning
Commission finds that this impact is significant and unavoidable. It should be noted
that the identification of this program level potentially significant impact does not
preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects, for
which project-specific analysis finds that those project(s) would meet applicable
thresholds of significance.
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2. Impact — Construction-Generated Noise and Vibration

a)

b)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that construction activities in the Plan area could expose persons to
temporary increases in vibration levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. The EIR
also identifies a cumulative impact due to construction-generated noise resulting from
potential construction of multiple projects in proximity to one another (including
ongoing construction of the new Transbay Transit Center) at the same time.

Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, M-CP-5a, M-CP-5b, and M-C-NO and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a, p. 360, Noise Control Measures During
Pile Driving, which would reduce vibration impacts of construction (see Section III,
Findings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be Avoided Or Reduced To A Less
Than Significant Level above). The EIR also identifies Mitigation Measure M-CP-5a,
p- 270, which would require the implementation of Construction Best Practices for
Historical Resources, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-5b, also on p. 270, which would
require Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources; these measures
would also reduce vibration-related impacts (see Section III, Findings of Potentially
Significant Impacts That Can Be Avoided Or Reduced To A Less Than Significant Level
above). The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-C-NO, p. 369, which would require
that sponsors of subsequent development projects participate in any City-sponsored
construction noise control program, as follows:

M-C-NO: Cumulative Construction Noise Control Measures. In addition to
implementation of Mitigation Measure NO-2a and Mitigation Measure NO-2b (as
applicable), prior to the time that construction of the proposed project is completed, the
project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall cooperate with and
participate in any City-sponsored construction noise control program for the Transit
Center District Plan area or other City-sponsored areawide program developed to
reduce potential effects of construction noise in the project vicinity. Elements of such a
program could include a community liaison program to inform residents and building
occupants of upcoming construction activities, staggering of construction schedules so
that particularly noisy phases of work do not overlap at nearby project sites, and,
potentially, noise and/or vibration monitoring during construction activities that are
anticipated to be particularly disruptive.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, M-CP-5a and M-CP-5b would reduce
the vibration impact from future construction throughout most of the Plan area to a less
than significant level. However, certain uses in close proximity to construction sites
could, depending on the source and nature of the vibration, experience construction-
related vibration that would be considered significant and unavoidable. It should be
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noted that the identification of this program level potentially significant impact does not
preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects, for
which project-specific analysis finds that those project(s) would meet applicable
thresholds of significance.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, M-NO-2b, and M-C-NO,
cumulative construction noise impacts would be reduced, but not necessarily to a less-
than—significant level. It is also noted that the limitation on annual office development
codified in Planning Code Section 321 could result in some “metering” of office
development over time. While there is enough available space in the inventory of space
available for large buildings to accommodate all Plan area buildings with applications
currently on file, the entire amount of office space anticipated under the Plan represents
about six years of annual allocations, or twice the amount of the current inventory.
Therefore, if a number of additional projects —either in or outside of the Plan area—were
to be proposed soon, not all could be approved at the same time. This could
incrementally reduce the potential for cumulative construction noise in the Plan area.
For purposes of a conservative assessment, however, the Planning Commission finds
that this impact is significant and unavoidable. It should be noted that the identification
of this program level potentially significant impact does not preclude the finding of
future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects, for which project-specific
analysis finds that those project(s) would meet applicable thresholds of significance.

E. Air Quality

1. Impact — Exposure of New Receptors to Fine Particulate Matter (PM2s5) and Air Toxics

a) Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that the draft Plan would expose new sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of PM2s and toxic air contaminants. This impact would be both
individual and cumulative.

b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, p. 403, which would require subsequent
evaluation of development projects that would house sensitive receptors, as follows:

M-AQ-2: Implementation of Risk and Hazard Overlay Zone and Identification of
Health Risk Reduction Policies. To reduce the potential health risk resulting from
exposure of new sensitive receptors to health risks from roadways, and
stationary sources, and other non-permitted sources PM:s and TACs, the Planning
Department shall require analysis of potential site-specific health risks for all projects
that would include sensitive receptors, based on criteria as established by the Planning
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Department, as such criteria may be amended from time to time. For purposes of this
measure, sensitive receptors are considered to include dwelling units; child-care centers;
schools (high school age and below); and inpatient health care facilities, including
nursing or retirement homes and similar establishments. Parks and similar spaces are
not considered sensitive receptors for purposes of this measure unless it is reasonably
shown that a substantial number of persons are likely to spend three hours per day, on a
daily basis, at such facilities.

Development projects in the Plan area that would include sensitive receptors shall
undergo, during the environmental review process and no later than the first project
approval action, a screening-level health risk analysis, consistent with methodology
approved by the Planning Department, to determine if health risks from pollutant
concentrations would exceed BAAQMD thresholds or other applicable criteria as
determined by the Environmental Review Officer. If one or more thresholds would be
exceeded at the site of the subsequent project where sensitive receptors would be
located, the project (or portion of the project containing sensitive receptors, in the case of
a mixed-use project) shall be equipped with filtration systems with a Minimum
Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) rating of 13 or higher, as necessary to reduce the
outdoor-to-indoor infiltration of air pollutants by 80 percent. The ventilation system
shall be designed by an engineer certified by the American Society of Heating,
Refrigeration and Air- Conditioning Engineers, who shall provide a written report
documenting that the system offers the best available technology to minimize outdoor to
indoor transmission of air pollution. The project sponsor shall present a plan to ensure
ongoing maintenance of ventilation and filtration systems and shall ensure the
disclosure to buyers and/or renters regarding the findings of the analysis and inform
occupants as to proper use of any installed air filtration.

The above measure would require development projects in the Plan area to undergo
site-specific evaluation and to incorporate the maximum feasible mitigation for impacts
resulting from PMoas or toxic air contaminant levels in excess of adopted thresholds.
However, as stated on FEIR p. 404, because it cannot be determined with certainty that
this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to below BAAQMD’s significance
thresholds, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is significant and
unavoidable. However, it is noted that, in the case of individual development projects in
the Plan area, site- and project-specific equipment and other considerations may lead to
a conclusion that the project-specific effect can be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level.

2. Impact — Exposure of Existing and New Receptors to New Sources of PM2s and Air Toxics
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a) Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that the draft Plan would expose existing and future sensitive receptors to
substantial levels of PM:s and toxic air contaminants from new vehicles and equipment.
This impact would be both individual and cumulative.

b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3, p. 405, which would require a survey of
sensitive receptors, and analysis of impacts to those receptors where applicable, prior to
siting of new sources of toxic air contaminants, as follows:

M-AQ-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM and Other TACs. To minimize potential
exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter (DPM), for new development
including warehousing and distribution centers, and for new development including
commercial, industrial or other uses that would be expected to generate substantial
levels of toxic air contaminants (TACs) as part of everyday operations, whether from
stationary or mobile sources, the Planning Department shall require, during the
environmental review process but no later than the first project approval action, the
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify
residential or other sensitive uses within 1,000 feet of the project site, and an assessment
of the health risk from potential stationary and mobile sources of TACs generated by the
project. If risks to nearby receptors are found to exceed applicable significance
thresholds, then emissions controls would be required prior to project approval to
ensure that health risks would not be significant.

The above measure would require development projects in the Plan area to undergo
site-specific evaluation and to incorporate maximum feasible mitigation for impacts
resulting from or toxic air contaminant levels in excess of adopted thresholds. However,
as stated on FEIR p. 406, because it cannot be determined with certainty that mitigation
would result in health risks that would be below applicable BAAMQD significance
thresholds, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is significant and
unavoidable. However, it is noted that, in the case of individual development projects in
the Plan area, site- and project-specific equipment and other considerations may lead to
a conclusion that the project-specific effect can be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level.

3. Impact — Construction-Period Criteria Pollutant Emissions

a) Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan would result in construction-period
emissions of criteria air pollutants, including ozone precursors, that would contribute to
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an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable
increase in criteria pollutants, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels
of construction dust. This impact would be both individual and cumulative.

b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a, p.408, which would require
minimization of construction vehicle emissions, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b,
p- 409, which would require sponsors of certain subsequent development projects to
implement a dust control plan, as follows:

M-AQ-4a: Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization. To reduce construction vehicle
emissions, the project sponsor shall incorporate the following into construction specifications:

e All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.

M-AQ-4b: Dust Control Plan. To reduce construction-related dust emissions, the project
sponsor of each development project in the Plan area and each public infrastructure
project (such as improvements to the public realm) in the Plan area on a site of one-half
acre or less but that would require more than 5,000 cubic yards of excavation lasting four
weeks or longer shall incorporate into construction specifications the requirement for
development and implementation of a site-specific Dust Control Plan as set forth in
Article 22B of the San Francisco Health Code. The Dust Control Plan shall require the
project sponsor to: submit a map to the Director of Public Health showing all sensitive
receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas of soil at least three times per day;
provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate
dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third party to
conduct inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down
conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding
community members who may be potentially affected by project-related dust; limit the
area subject to construction activities at any one time; install dust curtains and
windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling
trucks to the size of the truck bed and secure soils with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph
speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets
with water sweepers at the end of the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean
truck tires; terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 miles per hour; apply
soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and sweep adjacent streets to reduce particulate
emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to monitor
compliance with dust control requirements.
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Notwithstanding implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a, it is possible that one
or more of the development projects in the Plan area could result in project-specific
significant construction exhaust emissions impacts, even with this mitigation measure.
Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that the impacts associated with construction
equipment exhaust emissions of criteria pollutants that would result from
implementation of the draft Plan are significant and unavoidable. It should be noted that
the identification of this program level potentially significant impact does not preclude
the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects that comply
with BAAQMD screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance.

Even though implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b would reduce
construction dust emissions to less-than-significant levels, emissions of criteria
pollutants from construction could exceed applicable thresholds for individual projects,
despite implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a. Therefore, as state above, the
City finds that this impact is significant and unavoidable. As noted, identification of this
program level potentially significant impact does not preclude the finding of future less-
than-significant impacts for subsequent development projects in the Plan area that
comply with BAAQMD screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance.

4. Impact — Construction-Period Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants

a)

b)

Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan could expose sensitive receptors to
substantial levels of toxic air contaminants generated by construction equipment. This
impact would be both individual and cumulative.

Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5, p.411, which would require
minimization of construction vehicle emissions, as follows:

M-AQ-5: Construction Vehicle Emissions Evaluation and Minimization. To reduce the
potential health risk resulting from project construction activities, the project sponsor of
each development project in the Plan area shall undertake a project-specific health risk
analysis, or other appropriate analysis as determined by the Environmental Planning
Division of the Planning Department, for diesel-powered and other applicable
construction equipment, using the methodology recommended by the Planning
Department. If the analysis determines that construction emissions would exceed
applicable health risk significance threshold(s) identified by the Planning Department,
the project sponsor shall include in contract specifications a requirement that the
contractor use the cleanest possible construction equipment and exercise best practices
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for limiting construction exhaust. Measures may include, but are not limited to, the
following:

¢ Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to two minutes;

¢ The project shall develop a Construction Emissions Minimization demonstrating that
the off-road equipment (more than 50 horsepower) to be used in the construction
project (i.e.,, owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles) would be reduced to the
maximum extent feasible. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include, as the
primary option, use of Interim Tier 4 equipment where such equipment is available
and feasible for use, use of equipment meeting Tier 2/Tier 3 or higher emissions
standards, the use of other late model engines, low-emission diesel products,
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, add-on
devices such as particulate filters, and/or other options as such become available;

e All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped with
Best Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and PM,
including Tier 2/3 or alternative fuel engines where such equipment is available and
teasible for use;

e All contractors shall use equipment that meets ARB’s most recent certification
standard for off-road heavy duty diesel engines; and

e The project construction contractor shall not use diesel generators for construction
purposes where feasible alternative sources of power are available.

During the environmental review process, the project sponsor shall submit a
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan demonstrating compliance with the
requirements of this mitigation measure.

Implementation of the Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5 would result in the maximum
feasible reduction of diesel emissions that would contribute to construction-period
health risk, thereby lowering both lifetime cancer risk and the concentration of PM2.5 to
which sensitive receptors near certain subsequent development projects would be
exposed. However, as stated on FEIR p. 412, although in many cases, the use of interim
Tier 4 or Tier 2/ Tier 3 equipment with Level 3 VDECS diesel construction equipment
would reduce the health risk to a level that would not exceed any of the significance
thresholds identified by the BAAQMD, because it cannot be stated with certainty that
either cancer risk or PM2.5 concentration would be reduced to below the BAAQMD-
recommended significance thresholds, and because of the uncertainty concerning the
availability and feasibility of using construction equipment that meets the requirements
of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is
significant and unavoidable. However, identification of this program level potentially
significant impact does not preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts
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for subsequent development projects in the Plan area that meet applicable thresholds of
significance.

F. Shadow

1. Impact — Creation of Additional Shadow on City Parks

a) Potentially Significant Impact

The EIR finds that the draft Plan would adversely affect the use of various parks under
the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department and, potentially, other open
spaces. This impact would occur individually (shadow from Plan area buildings) and
would also occur cumulatively (shadow from Plan area buildings in conjunction with
shadow from new towers outside the Plan area).

b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion

As stated on EIR p. 520, no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the shadow impacts
on existing parks to a less-than-significant level, because it not possible to lessen the
intensity or otherwise reduce the shadow cast by a building at a given height and bulk.
Additionally, it is not normally possible to relocate an existing park or to add park space
to existing parks. Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is
significant and unavoidable. It is noted, however, that the Project proposes to create or
fund the creation of up to 11 acres of new open space (including the City Park atop the
Transit Center) and to set aside funds from fees generated by new development in the
Plan area to make improvements to parks that would be shaded by Plan area buildings,
notably Portsmouth Square and St. Mary’s Square. EIR Chapter VI, Alternatives,
discusses shadow impacts of alternatives that would reduce building heights from those
proposed in the draft Plan (see Section VI, Evaluation of Project Alternatives, below).

V. Why Recirculation is Not Required

Finding: For the reasons set forth below and elsewhere in the Administrative Record, none of
the factors are present which would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA
Guideline Section 15088.5 or the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA
Guideline Section 15162. The Comments and Responses document thoroughly addressed all
public comments that the Planning Department received on the Draft EIR. In response to these
comments, the Planning Department added new and clarifying text to the EIR and modified
some mitigation measures.

The Comments and Responses document, which is incorporated herein by reference, analyzed
all of these changes, including the Project, and determined that these changes did not constitute
new information of significance that would alter any of the conclusions of the EIR. Further,
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additional changes to the Project have been incorporated into the project after publication of the
Comments and Responses document. These changes have been addressed orally by staff or in
staff reports, which statements and reports are incorporated herein by reference, and based on
this information, the Planning Department has determined that these additional changes do not
constitute new information of significance that would alter any of the conclusions of the EIR.

Based on the information set forth above and other substantial evidence in light of the whole
record on the Final EIR, the Commission determines that the Project, is within the scope of
project analyzed in the Final EIR; (2) approval of Project will not require important revisions to
the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (3) taking into account the
Project and other changes analyzed in the Final EIR, no substantial changes have occurred with
respect to the circumstances under which the Project are undertaken which would require
major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR; and (4) no
new information of substantial importance to the Project has become available which would
indicate (a) the Project or the approval actions will have significant effects not discussed in the
Final EIR, (b) significant environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (c) mitigation
measures or alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant effects
have become feasible; or (d) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably
different from those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects
on the environment. Consequently, there is no need to recirculate the Final EIR under CEQA
Guideline 15088.5 or the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA
Guideline Section 15162.

VI.  Evaluation of Project Alternatives

This Section describes the alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the reasons for rejecting the
alternatives. This Section also outlines the proposed Project's (for purposes of this section,
“Preferred Project”) purposes (the “Project objectives”), describes the components of the
alternatives, and explains the rationale for selecting or rejecting alternatives.

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, which
would “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or
substantially lessen effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the project.”
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)).

CEQA requires that every EIR evaluate a “No Project” alternative as part of the range of
alternatives analyzed in the EIR. The Transit Center District Plan EIR’s No Project analysis was
prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (C).
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Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Preferred Project in terms of beneficial,
significant, and unavoidable impacts. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable
feasible ways to avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental consequences of the
Preferred Project.

A. Reasons for Selection of the Preferred Project
The EIR analyzes the following alternatives:

* No Project Alternative (Alternative A);

¢ Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative B);

¢ Reduced Shadow Alternative (Alternative C); and

¢ Developer Scenario (Alternative D).
These alternatives are discussed in greater detail in Chapter VI, Alternatives, of the EIR.
B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection
The Planning Commission recommends rejection of the alternatives set forth in the FEIR and
listed below because the Planning Commission finds that there is substantial evidence,
including evidence of economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations described
in this Section in addition to those described in Section VII below under CEQA Guidelines

15091(a)(3), that make such alternatives infeasible .

1. No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative, with respect to the draft Plan, is the maintenance of the existing
zoning and height and bulk controls in the Plan area, and no adoption of the draft Plan. This
alternative assumes that development in Zone 1 of the approved Transbay Redevelopment Plan
area— primarily along the north side of Folsom Street east of Essex Street, and also between
Beale and Main Streets south of Mission Street—would proceed as approved. Approved
development in the Rincon Hill Plan area also would proceed, and projects proposed west of
the Transit Center District Plan area also would be undertaken, although at generally lesser
heights than currently presumed.

The No Project Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Preferred Project objectives for
the following reasons.

Job Capacity and Transit-Oriented Growth: Under the No Project Alternative the capacity of
the district to accommodate further job growth would not be increased. This would result in
San Francisco not being able to accommodate projected job growth according to regional policy
direction to direct growth to existing urban areas served by public transit. Downtown San
Francisco, and the Transit Center District specifically, is the most transit-served district in the
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Bay Area. The downtown C-3 districts currently have limited remaining capacity for job
growth. The No Project Alternative would result in the City having to direct job growth to
other, significantly less transit-served parts of the City and region, resulting in increases in air
pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, congestion, and other effects of regional urban sprawl. For
example, the No Project Alternative, by limiting development on the site of the proposed
Transit Tower to a 30-foot-tall building, would create only a negligible amount of new office or
retail space. Thus, the No Project Alternative would limit the economic growth of the City more
than the Preferred Project and limit the ability of Downtown San Francisco to continue to be the
premier concentration of economic activity in the region.

Visual Quality and Urban Form: Goals for enhancing the urban form of the downtown skyline
and at the pedestrian scale would not be met as height limits, bulk controls, setbacks, and other
requirements proposed in the Plan would not be adopted. In particular, the No Project
Alternative would only permit a 30-foot-tall building on the proposed Transit Tower site, which
would not create the visual focal point for downtown San Francisco. Under the No Project
Alternative the skyline would continue to be flat and “benched” with numerous buildings at a
height of 600 feet and would not recognize the Transit Center District as the center of
downtown. Rincon Hill on the far southern end and Transamerica and 555 California on the far
northern end would continue to be the tallest buildings on the skyline. At the street level,
necessary setbacks to accommodate increased pedestrian activity would not be implemented.

Historic Resources: The proposed Plan would result in increased protection for identified
historic resources through expansion of the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation
District, designation of 43 buildings as Category I, III, or IV buildings in Article 11 of the
Planning Code, and change of one building from Category III to Category IV. The No Project
Alternative would not result in expansion of the Conservation District or addition of the 43
buildings to Article 11, leaving these resources undesignated locally and subject to substantial
development pressure. Further, the No Project would not allow these 43 buildings to sell
Transferrable Development Rights that would permanently remove development potential
from the lots and thereby protect the resources.

Public Improvement and Funding Program: Under the No Project scenario, no new impact fees
related to open space, streets or transportation would be adopted and a Mello-Roos District
would not be adopted. These mechanisms are projected to generate approximately $590 million
over 20 years for public improvements, including over $400 million for the Transit Center and
Downtown Rail Extension Project. Without these funds, the Downtown Rail Extension project
may not be able to be constructed. Local open space, streetscape and circulation improvements
necessary and desirable to accommodate the substantial additional high-density high-rise
growth which will still occur in the Plan area (at somewhat lower densities than under the
Preferred Project) will not be funded or implemented. New connections to the rooftop park on
the Transit Center will not be built. In addition, the No Project Alternative would only permit a
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30-foot-tall building on the proposed Transit Tower site, which would provide little to no land
sale and tax increment revenue to support the Transit Center Project.

For the reasons listed above and in Section VII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the
Planning Commission hereby rejects the No Project Alternative.

2. Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative B)

The Reduced Project Alternative assumes construction on each of the “soft” development sites
identified in this EIR, but at lesser heights and intensity than would be permitted under the
draft Plan. The heights are those at which development would cast no additional shadow on
parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, beyond that which could
occur from buildings developed to existing height limits. As a result of the lesser heights, it is
assumed that development of Plan area sites containing historical resources would proceed in a
different manner than would be allowed under the draft Plan, thereby reducing the Plan’s
impacts on historic architectural resources. In particular, this alternative assumes that
development at five sites in the Plan area that contain identified or potential historic
architectural resources would generally be undertaken consistent with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (or otherwise determined by
Planning Department preservation staff to result in less-than-significant impacts under CEQA,
to the maximum extent feasible) in order that historical resources on these sites are minimally
affected. This alternative would include some of the public realm improvements, subject to
funding, that are proposed under the draft Plan.

The Reduced Project Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Preferred Project
objectives for the following reasons.

Job Capacity and Transit-Oriented Growth: Under the No Project Alternative the capacity of
the district to accommodate further job growth would not be increased substantially above
existing zoning as only one potential office development site not already entitled under existing
zoning, as opposed to at least five, would be upzoned to increase office capacity. The largest
and least constrained sites (such as the Transit Tower site) capable of accommodating the most
desirable layouts for office space would not be increased in capacity. This would diminish San
Francisco’s ability to accommodate projected job growth according to regional policy direction
to direct growth to existing urban areas served by public transit. Downtown San Francisco, and
the Transit Center District specifically, is the most transit-served district in the Bay Area. The
downtown C-3 districts currently have limited remaining capacity for job growth. The Reduced
Project Alternative would result in the City having to direct job growth to other, significantly
less transit-served parts of the City and region, resulting in increases in air pollution,
greenhouse gas emissions, congestion, and other effects of regional urban sprawl. The Reduced
Project Alternative would also limit the economic growth of the City more than the Plan and
limit the ability of Downtown San Francisco to continue to be the premier concentration of
economic activity in the region.
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Visual Quality and Urban Form: Goals for enhancing the urban form of the downtown skyline
proposed in the Plan would not be achieved. Under the Reduced Project Alternative the skyline
would continue to be flat and “benched” with numerous buildings at a height of approximately
600 feet and would not recognize the Transit Center District as the center of downtown. Rincon
Hill on the far southern end and Transamerica and 555 California on the far northern end
would continue to be the most prominent buildings on the skyline. In particular, the Reduced
Project Alternative would only allow for a 550-foot-tall building on the Transit Tower site,
rather than the 1,070-foot building contemplated by the Preferred Project. Thus, this alternative
would not create a new visual focus for downtown within the Plan area because the 550-foot-
tall building would be the same size as several other existing downtown buildings and
proposed Plan area buildings.

Public Improvement and Funding Program: Under the Reduced Project Alternative,
significantly lesser revenue from a Mello-Roos District and lesser impact fees related to open
space, streets or transportation would be collected. Under the Plan, these mechanisms are
projected to generate approximately $590 million over 20 years for public improvements,
including over $400 million for the Transit Center and Downtown Rail Extension Project. Under
the Reduced Project Alternative the maximum combined amount of revenue from all sources
would be $345 million, a decrease of $245 million. Without these funds, the Downtown Rail
Extension project may not be able to be constructed. Local open space, streetscape and
circulation improvements necessary and desirable to accommodate the substantial additional
high-density high-rise growth which will still occur in the Plan area (at somewhat lower
densities than under the Plan) will be funded and implemented to a much lesser extent.

In addition, the Reduced Project Alternative, by limiting the proposed Transit Tower to a 550-
foot-tall building, would provide substantially less land sale and tax increment to support the
Transit Center project than the 1,070-foot building due to two major factors: (1) the 550-foot
building would have about 56 percent less floor area than the proposed Transit Tower, and (2)
the higher floors of the 1,070-foot-building would command higher rents and would be of much
greater value than the rent in a shorter building. This reduction in revenue would also reduce
the amount of funding available for the other infrastructure projects, such as Mission Square
and the surrounding streetscape, which would reduce the quality of the ground level pedestrian
spaces around the building.

For the reasons listed above and in Section VII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the
Planning Commission hereby rejects the Reduced Project Alternative.

3. Reduced Shadow Alternative (Alternative C)

The Reduced Shadow Alternative is premised on reducing to some degree the new shadow
resulting from the Plan while retaining in large measure the draft Plan’s fundamental urban
design concept that the Transit Tower, which would identify the location of the new Transit
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Center, be the City’s tallest and most prominent building—the “crown” of the downtown core
that rises notably above the dense cluster of downtown buildings, as stated in draft Plan

Policy 2.1. In contrast to Alternative B, which is based on site-by-site evaluation of building
heights to reduce shadow on Section 295 parks, Alternative C would retain the Transit Tower as
the tallest building in the Plan area. This alternative would also proportionally adjust the
proposed height limits on the other sites in the Plan area in relation to the Transit Tower in
order to maintain similar massing/height relationships as contemplated under the draft Plan’s
urban form concepts. This alternative would include some of the public realm improvements,
subject to funding, that area proposed under the draft Plan.

The Reduced Shadow Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Preferred Project
objectives for the following reasons.

Job Capacity and Transit-Oriented Growth: Under the Reduced Shadow Alternative the
capacity of the district to accommodate further job growth would not be increased sufficiently
to address capacity concerns in the downtown. This would diminish San Francisco’s ability to
accommodate projected job growth according to regional policy direction to direct growth to
existing urban areas served by public transit. Downtown San Francisco, and the Transit Center
District specifically, is the most transit-served district in the Bay Area. The downtown C-3
districts currently have limited remaining capacity for job growth. The Reduced Shadow
Alternative would result in the City having to direct job growth to other, significantly less
transit-served parts of the City and region, resulting in increases in air pollution, greenhouse
gas emissions, congestion, and other effects of regional urban sprawl. The Reduced Shadow
Alternative would also limit the economic growth of the City more than the Plan and limit the
ability of Downtown San Francisco to continue to be the premier concentration of economic
activity in the region.

Shadow Impacts: While the Reduced Shadow Alternative would have reduced shadow impacts
on open spaces than the proposed Plan, there still would be significant and unavoidable
impacts to four open spaces similar to the impacts from the proposed Plan, including
Portsmouth Square, St. Mary’s Square, Union Square, and Willy Woo Wong Playground. The
net benefit to reducing shadow impacts under this Alternative would be minor while the
reduced opportunities for transit-oriented growth and public funding program would be
significant compared to the proposed Plan.

Public Improvement and Funding Program: Under the Reduced Shadow Alternative,
significantly lesser revenue from a Mello-Roos District and lesser impact fees related to open
space, streets or transportation would be collected. Under the proposed Plan, these mechanisms
are projected to generate approximately $590 million over 20 years for public improvements,
including over $400 million for the Transit Center and Downtown Rail Extension Project. Under
the Reduced Shadow Alternative the maximum combined amount of revenue from all sources
would be approximately $515 million, a decrease of $75 million. Without these funds, the
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Downtown Rail Extension project may not be able to be constructed. Local open space,
streetscape and circulation improvements necessary and desirable to accommodate the
substantial additional high-density high-rise growth which will still occur in the Plan area (at
somewhat lower densities than under the Plan) will be funded and implemented to a lesser
extent.

For the reasons listed above and in Section VII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the
Planning Commission hereby rejects the Reduced Shadow Alternative.

4. Developer Scenario (Alternative D)

This alternative differs from the draft Plan in that development assumptions for certain specific
sites would reflect project applications that are on file at the Planning Department. In up to
three instances, this alternative would therefore permit taller buildings than the draft Plan
proposes, while for two other sites, lesser height is assumed. Although this alternative would
result in several buildings being taller than proposed with the draft Plan development
assumptions for the Developer Scenario Alternative would be similar to those of the Plan with
respect to office space, and somewhat less intensive than the Plan with respect to residential
units and hotel space. This is because the projects with applications on file at the Planning
Department propose a different mix of uses than the Plan forecasts assume for those sites,
propose generally larger residential units than the Plan assumes, and because an office project
was approved in 2011 at 350 Mission Street at a lesser height than proposed in the draft Plan.

The Developer Scenario Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Preferred Project
objectives for the following reason.

Visual Quality and Urban Form: Goals for enhancing the urban form of the downtown skyline
and the enhancing public views of and through the district would not be met. Building heights
proposed under the Developer Alternative would over-emphasize the importance of certain
buildings, particularly the Palace Hotel Tower, very distant from the Transit Center on the
skyline, in contrast to the coordinated and sculpted form proposed under the Plan which
confines the concentration of buildings taller than the current 600-foot skyline benchmark to the
area immediately around the Transit Center. Under the Developer Alternative proposed towers
at 50 1+t Street and 181 Fremont would either be too close in height to the Transit Tower and
other planned buildings to maintain the desired sculpted skyline form, prominence of the
Transit Tower, and separation of tall buildings on the skyline.

For the reason listed above and in Section VII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the
Planning Commission hereby rejects the Developer Alternative.

C. Environmentally Superior Alternative

Case No. 2007.0558E 54 Transit Center District Plan



The Planning Commission finds that Alternative B, Reduced Project, is considered the
environmentally superior alternative for purposes of CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2)
because it would substantially reduce shadow impacts on parks subject to Section 295 and
effects on historic architectural resources, compared to the proposed Project, . To the extent that
development precluded under the Reduced Project Alternative from taking place in the Transit
Center District were to occur elsewhere in the Bay Area, however, employees in and residents
of that development could potentially generate substantially greater impacts on transportation
systems, air quality, and greenhouse gases than would be the case for development of a similar
amount of office space in the more compact and better-served-by-transit Plan area. This would
be particularly likely for development in more outlying parts of the region where fewer services
and less transit access is provided. Therefore, while it would be speculative to attempt to
quantify or specify the location of the impacts, it is acknowledged that, while the Reduced
Project Alternative would incrementally reduce local impacts, in the Transit Center District and
in San Francisco, it could also increase regional emissions of criteria air pollutants and
greenhouse gases, and to increase regional traffic congestion. It could also incrementally
increase impacts related to “greenfield” development on previously undeveloped locations in
the Bay Area and, possibly, beyond.

VII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

Notwithstanding the significant effects noted above, pursuant to CEQA Section 21081(b) and
the CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Planning Commission finds, after considering the FEIR
and based on substantial evidence in the administrative record as a whole and as set forth
herein, that specific overriding economic, legal, social, and other considerations outweigh the
identified significant effects on the environment. Moreover, in addition to the specific reasons
discussed in Section VI above, the Planning Commission finds that the alternatives rejected
above are also rejected for the following specific economic, social, or other considerations
resulting from Project approval and implementation:

A. The purpose of the Transit Center District Plan (the “Plan”) is to increase the density of
development in the southern Financial District and thereby provide critical funding for the
Transbay Transit Center/Downtown Rail Extension Project—the centerpiece of the Plan—and
other infrastructure in the Plan Area.

The Plan is an outgrowth of the 2006 Report of the City and County of San Francisco
Interagency Working Group. To address the funding shortfall for the construction of the
complete Transit Center Project, in February 2006 the City convened a Working Group
consisting of the Mayor’s Office, the Planning Department, the Office of the City Administrator,
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, SFMTA, and the SFCTA to make recommendations
to help ensure that the entirety of the Transit Center Project is completed — including both the
terminal and rail components — as soon as possible.
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The Working Group recommended that the goal of identifying additional funds to
complete the Transit Center Project could be created by capturing additional value through
intensified development around the Transit Center and by reducing Project costs. The Working
Group stated that the purpose of the Report is to ensure that whatever strategy is adopted for
proceeding with the Transit Center Project maximizes the likelihood that the full vision of
Transbay, including bringing rail into an inter-modal station in downtown San Francisco, is
fully realized.

The Working Group Report recommended that the City create a special zoning district
around the Transit Center to permit a limited number of tall buildings, including two on public
parcels, and allowances for additional development in exchange for financial contributions to
the Transbay Project and other public infrastructure. The Report also proposed forming a
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (“CFD”) to levy a special tax to provide the majority
of that funding for the Transit Center Project. The Working Group further proposed that the
revenues generated by the additional development allowed by the overlay zoning district be
prioritized to fund construction of the Transit Center Project. The zoning concept that grew out
of the Report is that which is proposed as the Transit Center District Plan.

B. Adoption and implementation of the Plan will expand the capacity for transit-oriented
growth, particularly job growth, in the most transit-accessible location in the Bay Area, thereby
promoting transit usage and reducing regional urban sprawl and its substantial negative
regional environmental, economic, and health impacts, including air and water pollution,
greenhouse gas emissions, congestion, and loss of open space and habitat. The Association of
Bay Area Governments is projecting a need to accommodate approximately 170,000 jobs in San
Francisco by 2040 in order to meet the City’s share of regional jobs under a Sustainable
Communities Strategy. At least half of those jobs are projected to be office jobs. The City
currently does not have sufficient capacity to accommodate that many office jobs, particularly
not in locations served by major regional public transit. The Transit Center District is well
served by existing BART, Muni Metro, Muni bus, regional bus and ferry service. The Transbay
Transit Center, under construction, and the planned DTX to bring Caltrain commuter rail and
California High Speed Rail service in the Transit Center will substantially improve transit access
and increase transit capacity. No other location in the region features transit access as robust as
the Plan area. In the Transit Center District as many as 80% of workers take transit to work, 10%
walk or bicycle, and no more than 10% drive or carpool. In other parts of the region, including
core city centers and other parts of San Francisco, significantly higher percentages of workers
drive to work. Job growth is severely constrained geographically in San Francisco, because only
12.5% of the City’s land permits office uses and such uses must compete with housing and other
uses in much of this area. In order to accommodate job growth, particularly in transit-served
locations such as the Plan area, rezoning is necessary in order to increase capacity. The
proposed Plan is consistent with the City’s Transit First policy and with regional mandates to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and promote transit usage.
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C. The Transit Center District Plan is exemplary transit-oriented development. It
promotes the Sustainable Communities Strategies required by the Sustainable Communities
and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375, Steinberg, Statutes of 2008) and related
transportation, affordable housing, job creation, environmental protection, and climate change
goals. The new Transit Center, which is at the center of the Plan area and the impetus for the
Plan, will be a regional multi-modal facility connecting 11 different transportation systems
under a single roof - local, intercity and regional buses, and Caltrain, and is designed to
accommodate high-speed rail and Amtrak. Phase 1 of the Project consists of a Temporary
Terminal and the Transit Center, which includes above-grade bus levels, the below-grade train
box serving Caltrain commuter rail and high-speed rail, a 5.4-acre rooftop park, bus ramps
connecting to the Bay Bridge, and bus storage. Phase 2 consists of the Downtown Rail
Extension (“DTX”), which includes the improvements necessary to extend the rail connections
into the train box. Phase 1 has been under construction since 2009 when the TJPA broke ground
for the Temporary Terminal. Construction of the new Transit Center began in 2010 and
scheduled for completion in 2017. The Transit Center will provide numerous benefits for San
Francisco and the entire Bay Area. With the construction of the DTX, Caltrain daily ridership
will increase by 20,000 passengers per day (a 67% increase) by bringing Caltrain directly into
the Transit Center from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets. The Transit Center rail
facilities are being designed also to accommodate service by California High Speed Rail.

D. Plan adoption and implementation will generate approximately $590 million in net new
revenues for public infrastructure from development impact fees and a Mello-Roos Community
Facilities District. Per the Funding Program established in the Program Implementation
Document, of this amount approximately $420 million would be available to the Transbay Joint
Powers Authority to fund the Transit Center/Downtown Rail Extension project and related
infrastructure. This funding is a vital piece of the overall funding plan for the Downtown Rail
Extension, a $2 billion project, as it can leverage larger sources of additional funds.
Approximately $170 million from these new funds would be used to fund local open space,
streetscape and transportation improvements to support growth in the downtown, including
improvements to open spaces in the broader downtown area.

E. Plan implementation will promote the retention and rehabilitation of 43 historic
resources not currently protected by local designations, as well as the expansion of the New
Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District.

F. Plan adoption and implementation will substantially enhance the City skyline by
accentuating the currently flat and crowded downtown form with a new clear crown at the
center of the skyline, which will be created by the Transit Tower in front of the Transit Center
and a limited number of adjacent tall structures, thereby balancing and centering the skyline
currently defined by tall peaks at its extreme northern and southern ends with Transamerica
and Rincon Hill. This improved skyline would be consistent with City policy to identify the
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center of the downtown transit access and activity and provide focal orientation from
throughout the area.

G. Plan implementation will contribute funding or directly create over 11 acres of new
public open space, including the 5.4-acre City Park on the Transit Center, a public plaza at
2rd/Howard Streets, linear park “Living Streets,” and transformation of several alleys, including
Natoma and Shaw alleys, into pedestrian-only plazas. The Plan also will result in numerous
new public connections to the elevated City Park, thereby enhancing access and activation to
this new largest downtown open space. None of the alternatives analyzed would eliminate
significant and unavoidable shadow impacts on public open spaces, including Union Square,
Portsmouth Square and St Mary’s Square. These alternatives still result in significant and
unavoidable shadow impacts that are not substantially less than those of the proposed Plan.
and do not achieve the other Plan objectives and benefits, particularly by reducing by $75-590
million the potential revenue for the Transit Center/Downtown Rail Extension project and other
public improvements, including over $10 million for public improvements to downtown parks
such as Portsmouth Square.

H. Plan adoption and implementation will create an attractive and pedestrian-oriented
neighborhood scale of development through incorporation of design controls and development
standards related to building bases and ground floors, setbacks, and other measures.

L Plan adoption and implementation will enact transportation measures, through
Planning Code requirements and streetscape and traffic improvements, to encourage and
facilitate the use of transit, walking, bicycling, car-sharing, and other non-single occupant auto
modes of transportation for commuting, daily needs and recreation. Enhancements to transit,
aside from substantial funding contributions to realize the Downtown Rail Extension, include
dedicated transit lanes on Mission Street and other streets, expanded bicycle lanes on several
area streets, and widened sidewalks with pedestrian amenities. Funds to be generated by new
Plan revenue sources will also help fund capacity improvements at Embarcadero and
Montgomery BART stations and studies to reduce congestion and manage parking in the
downtown area.

Having considered these benefits of the proposed Project, including the benefits and
considerations discussed above, the Planning Commission finds that the Project’s benefits
outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental
effects are therefore considered acceptable. The Planning Commission further finds that each of
the Project benefits discussed above is a separate and independent basis for these findings.

VIII. INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

The Final EIR is hereby incorporated into these Findings in its entirety. Without limitation, this
incorporation is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of the mitigation measures, the
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basis for determining the significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, and
the reasons for approving the Project in spite of the potential for associated significant and
unavoidable adverse environmental effects.
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Historic Preservation

The heritage of San Francisco is preserved in its historically significant buildings, sites, districts, and other resources. These historic resources
provide a vital contribution to the quality of life in the city. As public amenities they not only enrich our built environment; they benefit
residents, visitors, and businesses by creating a tangible link to our past and creating a sense of place.

The Transit Center District area embodies four important historical periods, the most important being the reconstruction of the South of Market
area after the 1906 earthquake and fire, 1906—1929. Associated with this period of significance is the existing New Montgomery-Second Street
Conservation District. Approved by the Board of Supervisors in 1985, the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District was established
because the area “possesses concentrations of buildings that together create a sub-area of architectural and environmental quality and
importance which contributes to the beauty and attractiveness of the city.” The Conservation District is described in depth in Section 5 of
Appendix h of Article 11 of the Planning Code and is proposed for expansion under the Transit Center District Plan in order to recognize and
protect previously overlooked buildings within the area that contribute to the District.

Some of the most prominent buildings within the reconstruction period are the Palace Hotel, the Sharon, Call, Rialto, William Volker, and Pacific
Telephone & Telegraph buildings. Others are less well-known, but no less significant, as unusual or rare examples of a particular style or building
type, such as the Drexler Estate building at 121 Second Street or the Philips Van Orden building at 234 First Street. During the reconstruction
period, the area assumed much of its physical character that is experienced today. Primarily comprised of low- and mid-rise masonry industrial
loft buildings, post-disaster building trends led to the exdlusion of housing, supplanting it with wholesale businesses, light industry, and support
functions for offices and retail businesses north of Market Street.

Another important context comprises the Depression and World War Il periods. The period of significance for this erais 1930-1945. Long home to a
large maritime workforce, migrant farm laborers, and other itinerant workers, the area became a destination for thousands looking for
employment with the wartime effort. Mostly single males, these newcomers lived primarily in the residential hotels that once lined Third Street.
A number of these local residents worked along the waterfront and participated in the 1934 waterfront and general strikes; however, the 1930s
also saw important physical changes within the area as it became an important regional transit hub. The completion of the San Francisco-Oakland
Bay Bridge in 1936 and the Transbay Terminal in 1939 greatly altered the physical fabric of the area. These massive public works projects cleared a
number of buildings to make way for elevated concrete viaducts carrying both vehicular traffic and key route trains to and from the bridge.

A third important context within the area occurred as private and public capital began to finance the expansion of the financial district south of
Market Street after World War I, 1946—1984. By the late 19505, many of the traditional industries in the area had begun relocating outside the
city. As focal unemployment grew, social problems became more visible, serving as a pretext for urban renewal. Based on plans initially conceived
in the mid-1950s by developer Ben Swig, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency began acquiring properties on which to construct the Yerba
Buena Center, demolishing buildings and displacing the remaining industries and longtime residents, As consensus broke down over what form
the area should take, the City and County of San Francisco issued its 1971 Urban Design Plan. The Plan was focused on laying out the core physical
elements that make San Francisco unique and livable and forging a positive relationship between the physical elements of the ity and its
inhabitants, including learning from recent mistakes, such as the indelicate siting, bulk, and ground-level interface of large buildings. The Urban
Design Plan did not fundamentally reform the design or planning of large buildings, which it recognized have a place in the city (particularly
downtown), though it did further encourage the need for improved public open space associated with large development.

The fourth and final context is ongoing, encompassing the 1980s office construction boom countered by the rise in support for the preservation of
historic downtown San Francisco and a slow-growth approach. Its period of significance is 1985 to the present, during which much of the
remaining industrial, warehousing, and other commercial uses were displaced by privately financed office towers, hotels, museums, and
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condominium projects. Devised in response to this development boom, the Downtown Plan, an element of the General Plan adopted in 1985,
responded to the concerns of preservationists that downtown was losing its historic character. Utilizing the findings of San Francisco Architectural
Heritage’s Downtown Survey, the Downtown Plan created several Conservation Districts protected approximately 250 of the area’s most
significant buildings while allowing new development to occur on the sites of less significant buildings. Also of major concern for the Downtown
Plan was shaping the design of new development to respect the pedestrian scale, provide more interesting building forms, and moderate bulk, as
recent major buildings had been criticized for degrading the character of the city.

The historic preservation objectives and policies of the Transit Center District Plan build upon the preservation principles of the Downtown Plan.
They are intended to provide for the identification, retention, reuse, and sustainability of the area’s historic properties. As the area continues to
change and develop, historic features and properties that define it should not be lost or their significance diminished through demolition or
inappropriate alterations. As increased densities will provide a contrast to the traditional lower-scale, masonry, pre-war buildings, new
construction within the historic core of the Transit Center District should respect and relate to its historic context.

OBJECTIVE 5.1
PROTECT, PRESERVE, AND REUSE THOSE HISTORIC RESOURCES THAT HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AND EVALUATED WITHIN THE TRANSIT CENTER
PLAN AREA.

Policy 5.1
Protect individually significant historic and cultural resources and historic districts in the Transit Center District Plan from demolition or
adverse alteration.

Policy 5.2

Apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in conjunction with applicable Articles 10 and 11
of the Planning Code requirements to the Transit Center District Plan Area and objectives for all projects involving historic or cultural
resources.

Policy 5.3
Pursue formal recognition and designation of the Transit Center historic and cultural resources, as appropriate.

Policy 5.4
Recognize and protect historic and cultural resources that are less than fifty years old that may display exceptional significance to the
recent past.

The Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board adopted a survey and historic context statement for the Plan area in 2008 and updated findings were
adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) in 2012. Based on the findings of the historic context statement and these surveys, the
Planning Department should recommend to the HPC that the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District be expanded pursuant to
Article 11 of the Planning Code to indude additional historic resources along Mission and Natoma Streets and should be renamed the New
Montgomery-Mission-Second Street (NMMS) Conservation District. The properties in the proposed expansion advance the basic principles of the
Downtown Plan and reinforce the unique sense of place provided by the Conservation District. The proposed expanded area contains some
notable buildings and relates strongly to the context of the District and strengthens its overall historic character.

In addition, there are many historic buildings within the larger Plan area, including within the existing National Register District on the south side
of Howard Street, which should be given individual recognition through Article 11 of the Planning Code. These additional buildings exhibit strong
architectural significance, individually or as contributors to the larger historic context identified with the Plan Area and with the Conservation
District, but are separated from the proposed contiguous NMMS Conservation District by multiple lots with non-contributory or non-historic
buildings.
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The Plan recognizes that a number of existing buildings with architectural merit located within and adjacent to the existing Conservation District
along Second, Howard, Natoma and Tehama Streets, have been previously identified for acquisition and removal by the TJPA in order to construct
the Transit Center and Downtown Rail Extension (DTX). The removal of these historic resources has been vetted in adopted environmental
documents. The overall historic integrity of the existing and proposed NMMS Conservation District remains intact, as do numerous associated
adjacent groupings of buildings of merit in the immediate proximity. Moreover, while the City has no authority to restrict the TJPA’s demolition of
buildings necessary to construct the Transit Center Project (including the DTX, ramps, etc.), new replacement buildings may be proposed on these
parcels-to-be-acquired once construction of the train extension and Transit Center is complete. It is important that the design of new buildings on
these sites be compatible, yet contemporary, with the adjacent district context in terms of massing, size, scale, and architectural features.

The survey identified a number of buildings that bear a strong association with San Francisco’s past and possess distinctive architectural
characteristics. These irreplaceable buildings provide a tangible link to our history and the Planning Department will work with the community
and stakeholders to identify and promote educational opportunities related to San Francisco history and historic preservation. Working with the
community and stakeholders, the Planning Department will recommend to the HPC and the Board of Supervisors the nomination of individually-
eligible buildings for listing within Article 10 of the Planning Code as City Landmarks in order to protect, preserve, enhance and encourage
continued utilization, rehabilitation and, where necessary, adaptive use of significant cultural resources.

OBJECTIVE 5.2
PROVIDE PRESERVATION INCENTIVES, GUIDANCE, AND LEADERSHIP WITHIN THE TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT
PLAN AREA
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Policy 5.5
Develop incentives that promote the retention and rehabilitation of significant resources within the Transit Center District Plan Area.

The Planning Department should continue to develop technical workshops, educational materials, and presentations for property owners and the
public to increase the number of properties that take advantage of the Mills Act Property Tax Abatement Program.

Per the policies above, the Planning Department should evaluate and apply Article 11 classifications to all eligible buildings within the Plan Area
so that property owners may leverage the sale of Transferable Development Rights (TDR) and other incentives for the maintenance and
preservation of historic resources.

TRANSFERABLE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS (TDR)

in 1985 the Downtown Plan created the TDR program throughout the (-3 Districts. This program requires that, in order for the gross square
footage of new development to exceed the established base Floor Area Ratio (FAR), the developer must purchase unused development rights
from eligible historic properties in the downtown. The development rights for the historic property that sells TDR are forever retired and
restrictions are recorded against the property. There are different (-3 sub-districts throughout downtown, with varying base FAR ranging from
5:1 t0 9:1. The base FAR in the (-3-0(SD) district is 6:1 and in the (-3-0 district it is 9:1. Currently, developments in both of these districts can
build up to a maximum FAR of 18:1, meaning that projects building up to the maximum densities in these districts much purchase the square
footage equivalent of 9 FAR or 12 FAR. For large projects, this can total several hundred thousand square feet of TDR.

When the TDR program was created through the Downtown Plan, the Planning Department at the time estimated that, based on its inventory of
likely eligible historic properties, the potential “supply” of TDR was approximately 8 million square feet. Analysis of the remaining potential TDR
has revealed that very few large, single sources of potential TDR (i.e. 50,000 gsf or larger) remain in the downtown. In other words, the large
historic buildings in the downtown that can potentially sell large amounts of TDR have already sold their TDR, and generally only small properties
remain to sell. The median size of potential TDR is currently less than 10,000 gross square feet. Considering that large projects individually need to
assemble multiple hundreds of thousands of square feet each, this could mean that for each development someone would need to track down
and assemble TDR from 20 to 30 historic properties.

There are many reasons why owners of historic properties have not and may not sell their potential TDR. These include: (1) they do not want to
dilute their property rights; (2) the financial incentive is small in comparison to total property value; (3) they do not understand the TDR program;
and (4) the organization of the ownership entity is unwieldy (e.g. family trust with many owners) and cannot or will not agree on a decision to
sell the TDR.

Another concem is not just in the potential supply of TDR, but also in the imbalance between the likely potential supply and the fikely demand. In
the Transit Center District alone, there is the potential demand for over 7.5 million square feet of TDR given the proposed Plan rezoning, assuming
the base FAR for the entire district is 6:1 and maintenance of the current rules requiring purchase of TDR for all square footage above the base.
There is clearly not even half of the potential necessary TDR for that amount of demand. If the potential supply is too low, not only will developers
not be able to find the TDR at any price, but the few sellers would be able to drive TDR prices to disproportionate heights. When the TDR program
was created, economic analysis determined that the supply of TDR should be approximately two times the potential demand in order to have a
healthy market.

Policy 5.6

Maintain the TDR program as a critical component of the historic preservation program in the downtown and the Plan Area, but modify
the program in the Plan Area based on updated information about the TDR program and on other objectives of this Plan.
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Policy 5.7
Balance the TDR requirement with other public benefits programs in the District by reducing the square footage requirement for the
purchase of TDR by each individual development project.

Policy 5.8

Pursue expansion of the supply of available TDR to meet expected demand or provide flexibility for development in satisfaction of the
TDR requirement by providing an in-lieu mechanism that directly benefits the preservation, rehabilitation, maintenance and public
education of historic resources in the downtown.

In order to ensure sufficient TDR continue to be available and to achieve the goals of the TDR program, the City should continue to investigate
opportunities to expand the potential supply of TDR through designation of eligible buildings within and outside of the (-3, including publicly-owned
historic properties that require substantial rehabilitation. A secondary approach after, or in tandem with, pursuing the expansion of supply would be the
creation of an in-lieu TDR credit where project sponsors pay into a historic preservation fund.

OBJECTIVE 5.3
FOSTER PUBLIC AWARENESS AND APPRECIATION OF HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN
AREA.

Policy 5.9
Foster education and appreciation of historic and cultural resources within the Transit Center District Plan Area among business
leaders, neighborhood groups, and the general public through outreach efforts.

in cooperation with the Arts Commission and the Department of Public Works develop a self-guided architectural and cultural tour, and
infrastructure improvements, such as permanent markers in public spaces and along the public right-of-way, within the Transit Center District
Plan Area.

OBJECTIVE 5.4
PROMOTE WELL-DESIGNED, CONTEMPORARY INFILL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE HISTORIC CORE OF THE TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN
AREA.

Policy 5.10
Encourage well-designed, contemporary buildings for vacant sites, or to replace non-contributing buildings within the Conservation
District that meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards.

Policy 5.11
Provide technical assistance to government agencies and property owners for the development of buildings and amenities within the
New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District that strengthen its historic character and improve the public realm.

Several historic resources are proposed for demolition to construct the Transbay Transit Center. The Department should promote and encourage
government agencies and other property owners to provide the City with well-designed, contemporary infill development within the New
Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District, where applicable. New proposals for vacant fand, whether devoted to the private or
public realm, must strengthen the character-defining features of the District and contribute new opportunities for residents and visitors to
experience and enjoy the District.
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Infill projects must comply with Standard #9 of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, as well as any requirements of Articles 10 and/or 11 of
the Planning Code, where applicable, and should represent the time in which they were constructed while respecting the character-defining
materials, massing, size, scale, and architectural features of the District.
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(21) In the C-3-Q(SD) District, publicly-accessible space on any story above a height of 600

feet devoted to public accommodation that offers extensive views, including observation decks, sky

lobbies, restaurants, bars, or other retail uses, as well as any elevators or other vertical circulation

dedicated exclusively to accessing or servicing such space. The space must be open to the general

public during normal business hours throughout the vear, and may charge a nominal fee for access.

SEC. 102.11. FLOOR AREA RATIO.
The ratio of the gross floor area of all the buildings on a lot to the area of the lot. In
cases in which portions of the gross floor area of a building project horizontally beyond the lot
lines, all such projecting gross floor area shall also be included in determining the floor area

ratio.

SEC. 123. MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO.

(a) The limits upon the floor area ratio of buildings, as defined by this Code, shall
be as stated in this Section and Sections 124 through 128. The maximum floor area ratio for
any building or development shall be equal to the sum of the basic floor area ratio for the
district, as set forth in Section 124, plus any premiums and floor area transfers which are
applicable to such building or development under Sections 125, 127 and 128, and as

restricted by the provisions of Sections 123(c) and (d) and 124(b) and (j).
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(b) No building or structure or part thereof shall be permitted to exceed, except as
stated in Sections 172 and 188 of this Code, the floor area ratio limits herein set forth for the
district in which it is located.

(¢) The amount of TDR that may be transferred to a development lot, as allowed
by Section 128, is limited as follows:

(1) The gross floor area of a structure on a lot in the C-3-O and-C-3-0(5B)
Distriets may not exceed a floor area ratio of 18 to 1,

(2) The gross floor area of a structure on a lot in the C-3-R, C-3-G and C-3-S
Districts may not exceed a floor area ratio that is 1%z times the basic floor area limit for the
district as provided in Section 124. This section shall not apply to the C-3-S (SU) District.

(d) The gross floor area of a structure on a lot on which is or has been located a
Significant or Contributory Building may not exceed the basic floor area ratio limits stated in
Section 124 except as provided in Sections 128(c)(2) and 124(f).

(e) C-3-0(SD) District. To exceed the basic floor area ratio limit of 6.0:1 up to a ratio of

9.0:1, TDR must be transferred to the development lot as described in Section 128. The use of TDR to

exceed a floor area ratio of 9.0:1 shall not be allowed in the C-3-O(SD) district. In order to exceed a

floor area ratio of 9.0:1, all projects must participate in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos

Community Facilities District as described in Section 4XX.X. The gross floor area of a structure on a

lot in the C-3-O(SD) District shall not otherwise be limited.

SEC. 132.1. SETBACKS AND STREETWALL ARTICULATION: C-3 DISTRICTS.

(a) Upper-Level Setbacks. Setbacks of the upper parts of a building abutting a
public sidewalk in any C-3 District may be required, in accordance with the provisions of

Section 309, as deemed necessary:
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(1) To preserve the openness of the street to the sky and to avoid the
perception of overwhelming mass that would be created by a number of tall buildings built
close together, with unrelieved vertical rise; or

(2) To maintain the continuity of a predominant street wall along the street,
provided however, that the setback required pursuant to this Paragraph may not exceed the

following dimensions:

Street Width

64' - 67' 68'-71" 72'-75' 76'-80

Height of = Depth of Setback
Street Wall : (In Feet)

68'orless 18 20' 22 24'
69' - 81' 14' 16' 18' 20’
82' - 94' 10' 12' 14' 16'
95'- 107 8' ” 10' 12' 14'
108'-120' 6 8' 10' 12'

(b) Market Street Setback. In order to preserve the predominant street wall,

structures on the southeast side of Market Street between the southerly extension of the
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easterly line of the Powell Street right-of-way and Tenth Street shall be set back 25 feet from
the Market Street property line at 90 feet.
(c) C-3-0O(SD) District.

(1) Streetwall Base. In order to establish an appropriate street wall in relation to the width of

the street and to adjacent structures and to avoid the perception of overwhelming mass that would be

created by a number of tall buildings built close together with unrelieved vertical rise, new buildings

taller than 150 feet on development lots in the C-3-O(SD) district facing a street wider than 35 feet

shall establish a distinctive streetwall, even where no distinct cornice line or streetwall exists, at a

height between 50 and 110 feet for not less than 40 percent of the linear frontage of all street frontages

of such development lot. Such streetwall shall be established, by an upper story setback or by a

combination of upper story setback and horizontal projection (either occupied or decorative, as

allowed in Section 136), creating horizontal relief totaling at least 10 feet as indicated in Figure

132.1B, however the upper story setback shall not be less than 5 feet. In the New Montgomery-Mission-

Second Street Conservation District, such streetwall height shall be set by the prevailing cornice line

of the buildings on the subject block face and the minimum dimension of the upper story setback shall

be increased to not less than 15 feet. Exceptions to this subsection (c)(1) may be allowed in accordance

with the procedures of Section 309 if the Planning Commission affirmatively determines that all of the

following criteria have been met: (i) the design of the proposed project successfully creates a clearly

defined building base that establishes or maintains an appropriate streetwall at the height or height

range described above, (ii) the base is not defined solely by recessing the base, (iii) the overall building

mass tapers or steps away from the street above the streetwall reducing any sense of unrelieved vertical

rise directly from the sidewalk edoe, and (iv) the overall architectural expression of the proposed

project is exceptional, unique, and consistent with the intent of the streetwall requirement.
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(6) To participate with other project sponsors in a network of transportation
brokerage services for the respective downtown, South of Market area, or other area of
employment concentration in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts;

(7) To carry out other activities determined by the Planning Department to be
appropriate to meeting the purpose of this requirement.

SEC. 201. CLASSES OF USE DISTRICTS.

Amend the Commercial Districts table under Section 201 as follows:

Commercial Districts

C-1 Neighborhood Shopping Districts

C-2 Community Business Districts

C-M Heavy Commercial Districts

C-3-0 Downtown Office District

C-3-0O(SD) Downtown Office Special Development District
C-3-R Downtown Retail District

C-3-G Downtown General Commercial District
C-3-S Downtown Support District -

SEC. 210.3. C-3 DISTRICTS: DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL.
Downtown San Francisco, a center for City, regional, national and international
commerce, is composed of four separate districts, as follows:
C-3-0 District: Downtown Office. This district, playing a leading national role in
finance, corporate headquarters and service industries, and serving as an employment center
for the region, consists primarily of high-quality office development. The intensity of building

development is the greatest in the City, resulting in a notable skyline symbolizing the area's
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strength and vitality. The district is served by City and regional transit reaching its central
portions and by automobile parking at peripheral locations. Intensity and compactness permit
face-to-face business contacts to be made conveniently by travel on foot. Office development
is supported by some related retail and service uses within the area, with inappropriate uses
excluded in order to conserve the supply of land in the core and its expansion areas for further
development of major office buildings.

C-3-0(SD) District: Downtown Office Special Development. This area south of Market Street

and east of 3rd Street comprises the southern side of the core central business district, and is similar to

and generally indistinguishable from the C-3-O District in terms of uses and character. The area is

centered on the Transbay Transit Center. This district permits densities that exceed those in the C-3-O

district and contains the tallest height limits in the City,_reflecting its unparalleled public

transportation access and geographically central position in the downtown.

C-3-R District: Downtown Retail. This district is a regional center for comparison
shopper retailing and direct consumer services. It covers a compact area with a distinctive
urban character, consists of uses with cumulative customer attraction and compatibility, and is
easily traversed by foot. Like the adjacent Downtown Office District, this district is well-served
by City and regional transit, with automobile parking best located at its periphery. Within the
district, continuity of retail and consumer service uses is emphasized, with encouragement of
pedestrian interest and amenities and minimization of conflicts between shoppers and motor
vehicles. A further merging of this district with adjacent, related districts is anticipated, partially
through development of buildings which combine retailing with other functions.

C-3-G District: Downtown General Commercial. This district covers the western
portions of downtown and is composed of a variety of uses: Retail, offices, hotels,

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

C-3-S District: Downtown Support. This district encompasses Yerba Buena Gardens,
which includes San Francisco's Convention Center, hotels, museums and cultural facilities,
housing, retail, and offices arranged around public gardens and plazas. The district continues
to accommodate important supporting functions such as wholesaling, printing, building
services, and secondary office space. It also contains unique housing resources. The district
is within walking distance of rapid transit on Market Street, and is served by transit lines on
Third, Fourth, Mission and Folsom streets.

SEC. 215. DWELLINGS.

C-[C-[C-JC3- [C-TC-]C-]C-[M-|M- | PDR-|PDR-|PDR-|PDR-

112 |3 |0o@sD)|3-[3-|3-[m |1 |2 |[1-G |[1D |1 2
0 R |G |S
SEC. 215,
DWELLINGS.
PP [P [P PP [P |C|C |C @

Dwelling at a
density ratio
not
exceeding
the number of
dwelling units
permitted in
the nearest R
District, with
the distance
to such R
District
measured
from the
midpoint of
the front lot
line or from a
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(2) The proposed project would create a structure that exceeds the height limit that was

applicable to the subject lot prior to the effective date of this Ordinance;

(d) Notwithstanding, Subsection (c) above, net additions of less than 20,000 gross square feet

to existing buildings shall be exempt from the requirements of this Section, unless said addition results

in a lot that exceeds a floor area ratio of 18:1.

SEC. 1103.1. CONSERVATION DISTRICT DESIGNATIONS.
The following Conservation Districts are hereby designated for the reasons indicated in
the appropriate Appendix:
(a)  The Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter Conservation District is hereby
designated as set forth in Appendix E.
(b)  The New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District is
hereby designated as set forth in Appendix F.
(¢)  The Commercial-Leidesdorff Conservation District is hereby designated
as set forth in Appendix G.
(d)  The Front-California Conservation District is hereby designated as set
forth in Appendix H.
(e)  The Kearny-Belden Conservation District is hereby designated as set
forth in Appendix I.
) The Pine-Sansome Conservation District is hereby designated as set
forth in Appendix J.
APPENDIX F TO ARTICLE 11 - NEW MONTGOMERY-MISSION-SECOND STREET
CONSERVATION DISTRICT.
SEC. 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.
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It is hereby found that the area known and described in this appendix as the New
Montgomery-Mission-Second Street area is a subarea within the C-3 District, that possesses
concentrations of buildings that together create a subarea of architectural and environmental
quality and importance which contributes to the beauty and attractiveness of the City. It is
further found that the area meets the standards for designation of a Conservation District as
set forth in Section 1103 of Article 11 and that the designation of said area as a Conservation
District will be in furtherance of and in conformance with the purposes of Article 11 of the City
Planning Code.

This designation is intended to promote the heaith, safety, prosperity and welfare of
the people of the City through the effectuation of the purposes set forth in Section 1101 of
Article 11 and the maintenance of the scale and character of the New Montgomery-Mission-
Second Street area by:

(@) The protection and preservation of the basic characteristics and salient
architectural details of structures insofar as these characteristics and details are compatible
with the Conservation District;

(b)  Providing scope for the continuing vitality of the District through private
renewal and architectural creativity within appropriate controls and standards;

(c) Preservation of the scale and character of the District separate from the
prevailing larger scale of the financial district and permitted scale in the new Special
Development District.

SEC. 2. DESIGNATION.

Pursuant to Section 1103.1 of Article 11 of the City Planning Code (Part Il, Chapter

Xl of the San Francisco Municipal Code), the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street area is

hereby designated as a Conservation District.
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SEC. 3. LOCATION AND BOUNDARIES.
The location and boundaries of the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street

Conservation District shall be as designated on the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street

Conservation District Map, the original of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors under File 223-84-4, which Map is hereby incorporated herein as though fully set
forth, and a facsimile of which is reproduced herein below.

SEC. 4. RELATION TO CITY PLANNING CODE.

(a) Article 11 of the City Planning Code is the basic law governing preservation
of buildings and districts of architectural importance in the C-3 District of the City and County
of San Francisco. This Appendix is subject to and in addition to the provisions thereof.

(b) Except as may be specifically provided to the contrary, nothing in this
Appendix shall supersede, impair or modify any City Planning Code provisions applicable to
property in the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District including, but
not limited to, regulations controlling uses, height, bulk, coverage, floor area ratio, required
open space, off-street parking and signs.

SEC. 5. JUSTIFICATION.

The characteristics of the Conservation District justifying its designation are as

follows:

(a) History of the District. The core of the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street

Conservation District is a product of the post-1906 reconstruction of downtown San Francisco. Rebuilt

between 1906 and 1933 this district represents a collection of masonry commercial loft buildings that

exhibit a high level of historic architectural integrity and create a cohesive district of two-to-eight story

masonry buildings of similar scale, massing, setback, materials, fenestration pattern, stvle, and

architectural detailing.
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This area forms one of the earliest attempts to extend the uses of the financial and
retail districts to the South of Market area. Since Montgomery Street was the most important
commercial street in the 1870's, New Montgomery Street was planned as a southern
extension from Market Street to thevBay. Opposition from landowners south of Howard Street,
however, prevented the street from reaching its original bayside destination. William Ralston,
who was instrumental in the development of the new street, built the Grand Hotel and later the
Palace Hotel at its Market Street intersection. A wall of large hotels on Market Street actually
hindered the growth of New Montgomery Street and few retail stores and offices ventured
south of Market Street. The unusually wide width of Market Street acted as a barrier between
areas to the north and south for many years.

A small number of office buildings were built on New Montgomery Street as far
south as Atom Alley (now Natoma Street) after the fire. Many buildings were completed in
1907, and most of the street assumed its present character by 1914. At 74 New Montgomery
Street, the Call newspaper established its first headquarters. A noteworthy addition to the
streetscape was the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Building. At the time of its completion in
1925, it was the largest building on the West Coast devoted to the exclusive use of one firm.
Until the 1960's, the office district on New Montgomery Street was the furthest extension of
the financial district into the South of Market area. More characteristic were warehouses and
businesses which supported the nearby office district. For example, the Furniture Exchange at
the northwest corner of New Montgomery and Howard Streets, completed in 1920, was
oriented to other wholesale and showroom uses along Howard Street.

One block to the east, Second Street had a different history from New
Montgomery Street. The future of Second Street as an extension of the downtown depended

upon the southward extension of the street through the hill south of Howard Street. At one
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time there was even a proposal to extend Second Street north in order to connect with
Montgomery Street. The decision to extend Montgomery Street south rather than Second
Street north due to the high cost of the Second Street Cut, however, discouraged retail and
office growth on the street. As a result, by the 1880's Second Street was established as a
wholesaling rather than retail or office area. In the 1920's, Second Street contained a wide
mixture of office support services. These included printers, binderies, a saddlery, a wholesale
pharmaceutical outlet, and a variety of other retail stores and smaller offices. Industrial uses
were commonly located on the alleyways such as Minna and Natoma and on Second Street,
south of Howard Street.

Howard Street between 1st and 3rd Street became a popular and convenient extension for retail

and wholesale dealers after 1906. As with Mission Street, the area still contains a number of smaller

commercial loft structures that represent some of the best examples within the district, such as the

Volker Building at 625 Howard Street, the Crellin Building at 583 Howard Street, and the Sharon

Estate Building at 667 Howard Street.

The transformation of much of the area within the boundaries of the New Montgomery-Mission-

Second Street Conservation District into a southerly extension of downtown was reflected in the large

number of multi-story structures built along both Mission and Market streets. The intersection of 3rd

and Mission evolved into the most important intersections in the survey area, bracketed on three

corners by important early skyscrapers, including the rebuilt Aronson Building on the northwest

corner, the Williams Buildings on the southeast corner, and the Gunst Building (demolished) on the

southwest corner.

(b) Basic Nature of the District. New Montgomery Street is characterized by large
buildings that often occupy an entire section of a block defined by streets and alleys or a

major portion of these subblocks. The buildings are of a variety of heights, but the heights of
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most of the buildings range from five to eight stories. Second Street is characterized by
smaller, less architecturally significant buildings, but, because of their continuous streetwall,
they form a more coherent streetscape. Without some sort of protection for the less significant
buildings, the quality of the district would be lost due to pressure from the expanding office
core.

(c) Architectural Character. Most of the contributing buildings are designed in the

American Commercial Style and feature facades divided into a tripartite arrangement consisting of a

base, shaft. and capital. Although the scale and size of the structures on New Montgomery

Street are somewhat monumental, the area remains attractive for pedestrians. The street has
There are a number of outstanding buildings concentrated on New Montgomery, such as the

Palace Hotel, the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Building tower, and the Sharon Building.

Ornamentation of district contributors is most often Renaissance-Baroque with later examples of

Spanish, Colonial, Gothic Revival Styles, and Art Deco. Examples of tThe styles range from the

Gothic skyscraper massing and Art Deco detailing of the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph
Building to the Renaissance Palazzo style of the Palace Hotel. The primary building materials
are earthtone bricks, stone or terra cotta, with ornamental details executed in a variety of
materials including terra cotta, metal, stucco and stone.

With the exceptions of corner buildings, Second Street, Mission and Howard Streets

have has a smaller, more intimate scale. While on New Montgomery Street, buildings typicaily
occupy an entire subblock, on Second Street, three or four small buildings will occupy the
same area. The buildings are generally mixed-use office and retail structures, two-to-seven

threetofive stories in height, with Renaissance-influenced ornament.
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The two streets are unified by several elements, including an architectural
vocabulary which draws from similar historical sources, similar materials, scale, fenestration,
color, stylistic origins, texture, and ornament.

(d) Uniqueness and Location. The District is located close to the central core of
the financial district and is adjacent to an area projected for the future expansion. It is one of
the few architecturally significant areas remaining largely intact in the South of Market area.

(e) Visual and Functional Unity. The District has a varied character ranging
from the small and intimate on the alley streets to a more monumental scale on New
Montgomery. In spite of this wide range, the district forms a coherent entity due to the
buildings' common architectural vocabulary and the rhythm of building masses created by the
District's intersecting alleys.

() Dynamic Continuity. The District is an active part of the downtown area, and
after some years of neglect is undergoing reinvestment, which is visible in the rehabilitation of
the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Building, and the repair and rehabilitation of other
buildings in the District.

(g) Benefits to the City and Its Residents. The District is a microcosm of
twentieth century commercial architecture, ranging from low-level speculative office blocks to
the City's premier hotels and executive offices of the time. The District now houses a variety
of uses from inexpensive restaurants and support commercial uses, such as printers, to
executive offices. The area retains a comfortable human scale, which will become
increasingly important as neighboring areas of the South of Market become more densely
developed.

SEC. 6. FEATURES.
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The exterior architectural features of the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street
District ére as follows:

(a) Massing and Composition. Almost without exception, the buildings in the
New Montgomery-Mission-Second Conservation District are buiit to the front property line and

occupy the entire site. Most buildings are either square or rectangular in plan, some with interior

lieht courts to allow sunlight and air into the interiors of buildings. Nearly all cover their entire

parcels, and their primary facades face the street. Building massings along New Montgomery and

Second Streets have different directional orientations. For the most part, the large buildings
on New Montgomery Street are horizontally oriented, since they are built on relatively large
lots, often occupying an entire blockface. Their horizontal width often exceeds their height.
The buildings on Second Street are built on much smaller lots, and hence have a vertical
orientation. An exception on New Montgomery is the tower of the Pacific Telephone and
Telegraph Building, whose soaring verticality is unique for that street.

To express the mass and weight of the structure, masonry materials are used on
multi-dimensional wall surfaces with texture and depth, which simulates the qualities
necessary to support the weight of a load-bearing wall.

Despite their differing orientation, almost all buildings share a two or three-part
compositional arrangement. In addition, buildings are often divided into bays which establish a
steady rhythm along the streets of the District. The rhythm is the regult of fenestration,
structural articulation or other detailing which breaks the facade into discrete segments. A
common compositional device in the District is the emphasis placed upon either the end bays
or the central bay.

(b) Scale.

More than two-thirds of the
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contributing buildings are three-to-eight story brick or concrete commercial loft buildings constructed

during the five years after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. The scale of the District varies from the small

buildings on Howard, Mission, Natoma, and Second Streets, such as the Phoenix Desk Company

Building at 666 Mission Street, the Burdette Building at 90 Second Street, and the Emerison Flag

Company Building at 161 Natoma Street, to medium-scaled structures on Mission and New

Montgomery Streets, such as the Veronica Building at 647 Mission Street, and the Standard Building at

111 New Montgomery Street; to large-scale buildings on New Montgomery Street, such as the Pacific

Telephone and Telegraph Building at 140 New Montgomery. On New Montgomery Street, the large

facades are not commonly divided into smaller bays, establishing a medium scale when
combined with the five- to eight-story height of the buildings. Similarly, the use of elaborate
ornament on many of the buildings breaks their large facades into smaller sections and
accordingly reduces their scale. Second Street is characterized by much smaller buildings
with more frequent use of vertical piers whose scale is very intimate for the South of Market
area.

(c) Materials and Color. Various forms of masonry are the predominant building
materials in the district. A number of buildings on the northern end of New Montgomery use
brown or buff brick. Terra cotta is also used as a facing material, and is frequently glazed to
resemble granite or other stones. On Second and Mission Streets, several many buildings are
faced in stucco or painted masonry. To express the mass and weight of the structure,
masonry materials are often rusticated at the ground and second story to increase the textural

variation and sense of depth. Several buildings along Howard Street are noteworthy because they

are clad in brick in warm earth tones,_exhibit fine masonry craftsmanship, and remain unpainted.
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The materials are generally colored light or medium earth tones, including white,
cream, buff, yellow, and brown. Individual buildings generally use a few different tones of one
color.

(d) Detailing and Ornamentations. Buildings range from industrial brick and
stucco office/warehouses to ornately decorated office buildings. The details on the latter
buildings are generally of Classical/Renaissance derivation and include projecting cornices
and belt courses, rustication, columns and colonnades, and arches. Industrial commercial
buildings are noted by their utilitarian nature, with limited areas or ornament applied at the
cornice entablature and around windows.

SEC. 7. STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW OF NEW CONSTRUCTION
AND CERTAIN ALTERATIONS.

(@) Standards. All construction of new buildings and all major alterations, which
are subject to the provisions of Article 11 Sections 1110, 1111 through 1111.6 and 1113, shall
be compatible with the District in general with respect to the building's composition and
massing, scale, materials and colors, and detailing and ornamentation, including those
features described in Section 6 of this Appendix. Emphasis shall be placed on compatibility
with those buildings in the area in which the new or altered building is located. In the case of
maijor alterations, only those building characteristics that are affected by the proposed
alteration shall be considered in assessing compatibility. Signs on buildings in conservation
districts are subject to the provisions of Article 11 Section 1111.7.

The foregoing standards do not require, or even encourage, new buildings to
imitate the styles of the past. Rather, they require the new to be compatible with the old. The

determination of compatibility shall be made in accordance with the provisions of Section 309.
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(b) Guidelines. The guidelines in this subsection shall be used in assessing
compatibility.

(1) Composition and Massing. New construction should maintain the
character of surrounding buildings by relating to their prevailing height, mass, proportions,
rhythm and composition.

In addition to the consideration of sunlight access for the street, an
appropriate streetwall height is established by reference to the prevailing height of the
buildings on the block and especially that of adjacent buildings. The prevailing height of
buildings on New Montgomery Street is between five and eight stories while buildings on
Second Street commonly range from three to six stories. A setback at the streetwall height
can permit additional height above the setback up to the height limit without breaking the
continuity of the street wall.

Almost all existing buildings are built to the property or street line. This
pattern, except in the case of carefully selected open spaces, should not be broken since it
could damage the continuity of building rhythms and the definition of streets.

Proportions for new buildings should be established by the prevailing
streetwall height and the width of existing buildings. On New Montgomery Street, the historic
pattern of large lot development permits new buildings to have a horizontal orientation. In
order to ensure that an established set of proportions is maintained on Second Street, new
construction should break up facades into discrete elements that relate to prevailing building
masses. The use of smaller bays and multiple building entrances are ways in which to relate
the proportions of a new building with those of existing buildings.

The design of a new structure should repeat the prevailing pattern of two- and

three-part vertical compositions. One-part buildings without bases do not adequately define
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the pedestrian streetscape and do not relate well to the prevailing two- and three-part
structures.

(2) Scale. The existing scale can be accomplished in a variety of ways,
including: a consistent use of size and complexity of detailing with regard to surrounding
buildings, continuance of existing bay widths, maintenance of the existing streetwall height,
and the use of a base element (of similar height) to maintain the pedestrian environment.
Large wall surfaces, which increase a building's scale, should be broken up through the use of
vertical piers, detailing and textural variation to reduce the scale of Second Street.

Existing fenestration (windows, entrances) and rhythms which have been
established by lot width or bay width should be repeated in new structures. The spacing and
size of window openings should follow the sequence set by historic structures. Large glass
areas should be broken up by mullions so that the scale of glazed areas is compatible with
that of neighboring buildings. Casement and double-hung windows should be used where
possible since most existing buildings use these window types.

(3) Materials and Colors. The use of masonry and stone materials or
materials that appear similar (such as substituting concrete for stone) can link two disparate
structures, or harmonize the appearance of a new structure with the architectural character of
a Conservation District. The preferred surface materials for this District are brick, stone, terra
cotta and concrete (simulated to look like terra cotta or stone).

The texture of surfaces can be treated in a manner so as to emphasize the
bearing function of the material, as is done with rustication on the Rialto Building. Traditional
light colors should be used in order to blend in with the character of the district. Dissimilar
buildings may be made more compatible by using similar or harmonious colors, and to a

lesser extent, by using similar textures.
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(4) Detailing and Ornamentation. A new building should relate to the
surrounding area by picking up elements from surrounding buildings and repeating them or
developing them for new purposes. The new structure should incorporate prevailing cornice
lines or belt courses. A variety of Renaissance/Baroque, Gothic and Moderne ornament in the
District provides sources for detailing in new buildings in order to strengthen their relationship.
Similarly shaped forms can be used as detailing without directly copying historical ornament.

SEC. 8. TDR; ELIGIBILITY OF CATEGORY V BUILDINGS.

‘Category V Buildings in that portion of the New Montgomery- Mission-Second Street
Conservation District which is in the 150-S Height District as shown on Sectional Map 1H of
the Zoning Map are eligible for the transfer of TDR as provided in Section 1109(c).

NOTE TO EDITOR: Delete existing Map in Appendix F and replace with the following
Map:
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New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District

MARKET §T
i
E ¢ STE %NSON S}"f . .
3706 3708- - ﬁ
MEBSION ST
| |
[E
3 5
4 3723 v
i @
AT
HOWARD ST
¥
¥ TR aT -
3734 k 3736~
22 %. TEEINEES
I I o
| )
“Folsomst
o 250 500 1000 4

Appendix A TO ARTICLE 11 - Category | Buildings

CATEGORY |

BUILDINGS

Address of Building Block Lot(s) Name of Building
22 Battery 266 6 Postal Telegraph
98 Battery 266 8 Levi Strauss

99 Battery 267 1 Donahoe

100 Bush 267 4 Shell

130 Bush 267 9 Heineman

200 Bush 268 2 Standard Qil

225 Bush 289 1,7 Standard Oil

381 Bush 288 17 Alto

445 Bush 287 25 Pacific States
460 Bush 270 33 Fire Station No. 2
564 Bush 271 12 Notre Dame des
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Victoires

158 California 236 5 Marine

240 California 237 9 Tadich's Grill (Buich)
260 California 237 11 Newhall

301 California 261 1 Robert Dollar Bldg.
341 California 261 10A Harold Dollar Bldg.
400 California 239 3 Bank of California
433 California 260 16 Insurance Exchange
465 California 260 15 Merchants Exchange
554 Commercial 228 22

564 Commercial 228 23

569 Commercial 228 11 PG&E Station J

119 Ellis 330 23 Continental Hotel
42 -50 Fell 814 10

67 Fifth 3705 21,23 Pickwick Hotel

231 First 3737 23

234 First 3736 6 Phillips

54 Fourth 3705 4 Keystone Hotel

150 Franklin 834 12 Whiteside Apts.

251 Front 237 1 DeBernardi's

2 Geary 310 6

10 Geary 310 5 Schaidt

28 Geary 310 8 Rosenstock

108 Geary 309 4 Marion

120 Geary 309 5 E. Simon

132 Geary 309 6 Sacs

166 Geary 309 10 Whittell

285 Geary 314 12 St. Paul

293 Geary 314 11 Lincoln

301 Geary 315 1 Elkan Gunst

415 Geary 316 1A Geary Theater

445 Geary 316 18A Curran Theater

491 Geary 316 13 Clift Hotel

501 Geary 317 1 Bellvue Apt.

42 Golden Gate 343 2 Golden Gate Theater
200 Golden Gate 345 4 YMCA

1 Grant 313 8 Security Pacific Bank
17 Grant 313 7 Zobel

50 Grant 312 8 Ransohoff-Liebes
201 Grant 294 6 Shreve

220 Grant 293 8 Phoenix

233 Grant 294 5

301 Grant 286 5 Myers

311 Grant 286 4 Abramson

333 Grant 286 2 Home Telephone
334 Grant 287 17 Beverly Plaza Hotel
101 Howard 3740 1 Folger Coffee
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1049 Howard 3731 74

125 Hyde 346 3B Rulf's File Exchange

16 Jessie 3708 22 One Ecker

1 Jones 349 3 Hibernia Bank

25 Kearny 310 4 O'Bear

49 Kearny 310 2 Rouillier

153 Kearny 293 2 Bartlett Doe

161 Kearny 293 1 Eyre

200 Kearny 288 11

201 Kearny 287 8

251 Kearny 287 1 Charleston

333 Kearny 270 2 Macdonough

344 Kearny 269 9 Harrigan
Weidenmuller

346 Kearny 269 27p

362 Kearny 269 27p

222 | eidesdorff 228 6 PG&E Station J

1 Market 3713 6 Southern Pacific

215 Market 3711 18 Matson

245 Market 3711 14A Pacific Gas & Electric

540 Market 291 1 Flatiron

562 Market 291 5 Chancery

576 Market 291 5B Finance

582 Market 291 6 Hobart

641 Market 3722 69

660 Market 311 5

673 Market 3707 51 Monadnock

691 Market 3707 57 Hearst

704 Market 312 10 Citizen's Savings

722 Market 312 9 Bankers Investment

744 Market 312 6 Wells Fargo

760 Market 328 1 Phelan

783 Market 3706 48 Humboldt

801 Market 3705 1 Pacific

835 Market 3705 43 Emporium

870 Market 329 5 Flood

901 Market 3704 1 Hale Brothers

938 Market 341 5

948 Market 341 6 Mechanics Savings

982 Market 342 17 Warfield Theater

1000 Market 350 1 San Christina

1072 Market 350 4 Crocker Bank

1095 Market 3703 59 Grant

1100 Market 351 1 Hotel Shaw

1182 Market 351 22 Orpheum Theater

1301 Market 3508 1 Merchandise Mart

34 Mason 341 7 Rubyhill Vineyard
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101 Mason 331 6 Hotel Mason

120 Mason 330 13 Kowalsky Apts.

602 Mason 284 12

83 McAllister 351 32 Methodist Book
Concern

100 McAllister 348 6 Hastings Dormitory

132 McAllister 348 7 Argyle Hotel

447 Minna 3725 76

54 Mint 3704 34 McEInoy

66 Mint 3704 12 Remedial Loan

1 Mission 3715 1 Audiffred

647 Mission 3722 69

1018 Mission 3703 81 Kean Hotel

130 Montgomery 289 6 French Bank

149 Montgomery 288 1 Alexander

220 Montgomery 268 6-8 Mills

235 Montgomery 269 1 Russ

300 Montgomery 260 10 Bank of America

315 Montgomery 259 21 California
Commercial Union

400 Montgomery 239 9 Kohl

405 Montgomery 240 3 Financial Center

500 Montgomery 228 13 American-Asian Bank

520 Montgomery 228 15 Paoli's

552 Montgomery 228 28,29 Bank of America

116 Natoma 3722 6 N. Clark

147 Natoma 3722 13 Underwriter Fire

39 New Montgomery | 3707 35 Sharon

74 New Montgomery | 3707 33 Call

79 New Montgomery | 3707 14

116 New 3722 71 Rialto

Montgomery

134 New 3722 8 Pacific Telephone

Montgomery

201 Ninth 3729 82

20 O'Farrell 313 10 Kohler-Chase

235 O'Farrell 3261 8 Hotel Barclay

301 Pine 268 1 Pacific Stock
Exchange

333 Pine 268 16 Chamber of
Commerce

348 Pine 260 8 Dividend

57 Post 311 13 Mechanic's Institute

117 Post 310 22 O'Connor Moffat

126 Post 293 5 Rochat Cordes

165 Post 310 20 Rothchild

175 Post 310 19 Liebes
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180 Post 293 7 Hastings

201 Post 309 1 Head

225 Post 309 27 S. Christian

275 Post 309 22 Lathrop

278 Post 294 11 Joseph Fredericks

340 Post 295 5 Bullock & Jones

442 Post 296 8 Chamberlain

450 Post 296 9 Elk's Club

470 Post 296 10 Medico-Dental

491 Post 307 9 1st Congregational
Church

524 Post 297 5 Olympic Club

600 Post 298 6 Alvarado Hotel

1 Powell 330 5 Bank of America

200 Powell 314 7 Omar Khayyam's

301 Powell 307 1 St. Francis Hotel

432 Powell 295 8 Sir Francis Drake

433 Powell 296 5 Chancellor Hotel

449 Powell 296 1 Foetz

540 Powell 285 9 Elk's Club Old

114 Sansome 267 10 Adam Grant

155 Sansome 268 1A Stock Exchange
Tower

200 Sansome 261 7 American
International

201 Sansome 260 5 Royal Globe
Insurance

221 Sansome 260 4

231 Sansome 260 3 TC Kierloff

233 Sansome 260 2 Fireman's Fund

400 Sansome 229 3 Federal Reserve

401 Sansome 228 4 Sun

407 Sansome 228 3

71 - 85 Second 3708 19 Pacific Bell Building

121 Second 3721 71 Rapp

132 Second 3722 3

141 Second 3721 50

6 Seventh 3702 1 Odd Fellow's

106 Sixth 3726 2

201 Sixth 3732 124 Hotel Argonne

111 Stevenson 3707 44 Palace Garage

46 Stockton 328 4 J. Magnin

101 Stockton 314 2 Macy's

234 Stockton 309 20 Schroth's

600 Stockton 257 12 I\C/Ietropolitan Life Ins.

0.
108 Sutter 288 7 French Bank
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111 Sutter 292 1 Hunter-Dulin

130 Sutter 288 27 Hallidie

216 Sutter 287 9 Rose

255 Sutter 293 9 White House

256 Sutter 287 11 Sather

266 Sutter 287 12 Bemiss

301 Sutter 294 1 Hammersmith

312 Sutter 286 7 Nutall

391 Sutter 294 15 Galen

445 Sutter 295 10p Pacific Gas & Electric
447 Sutter 295 10p Pacific Gas & Electric
450 Sutter 285 6 Medical-Dental

500 Sutter 284 4 Physician's

609 Sutter 297 1 Marines Memorial
620 Sutter 283 aA

640 Sutter 283 22 Metropolitan

403 Taylor 317 3 Hotel California

624 Taylor 297 7 Bohemian Club

701 Taylor 282 4A

2 Turk 340 4 Oxford Hotel

11 Van Ness 834 4 Masonic Temple
700-706 Mission (86 3706 93 Mercantile or Aronson
Third)

145 Natoma 3722 14

Appendix C TO ARTICLE 11 - Category lli Buildings

CATEGORY I

BUILDINGS

Address of Building Block Lot(s) Name of Building

566 Bush 271 24 Notre Dame des
Victoires Rectory

608 Commercial 277 48 Original U.S. Mint &
Subtreasury

33 Drumm 235 5

37 Drumm 235 19

51 Grant 313 3 Eleanor Green

342 Howard 3719 8

657 Heoward 3735 + SantranciscoNews

667 Howard 37435 39

1097 Howard 3731 42 Blindcraft

1234 Howard 3728 14 Guilfoy Cornice

96 Jessie 3708 32

703 Market 3706 1 Central Tower

1083 Market 3703 61

1582 Market 836 10 Miramar Apts.
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658 Mission 3707 20

678 Mission 3703 21 Builders' Exchange
Building

1087 Mission 3726 106

615 Sacramento 240 14 Jack's Restaurant

343 Sansome 239 2

32 Sixth 3703 4 Seneca Hotel

83 Stevenson 3708 34 Calif. Farmer

72 Tehama 3736 91 Brizard and Young

1 United Nations 351 37 J.S. Godau

Plaza

41 Van Ness 834 22p

240 Second 3735 55 Marine Fireman’s and
Qilers and
Watertenders Union
Hall

572 Folsom 3736 25 J.E. Bier

606 Folsom 3735 8 Planters Hotel

608 Folsom 3735 9 Louis Lurie Co.

527 Howard 3736 83 Martin

531 Howard 3736 112 Mercedes

577 Howard 3736 100 Taylor

589 Howard 3736 98 Lent

440 Mission 3709 8 C.C._Moore; Terminal
Plaza

79 Stevenson 3708 31 SF Municipal Railway
Co. Substation

74 Tehama 3736 92

78 Tehama 3736 93

90 Tehama 3736 94

Appendix D TO ARTICLE 11 - Category IV Buildings

CATEGORY IV

BUILDINGS

Address of Building Block Lot(s) Name of Building

28 Belden 269 14

40 Belden 269 15

52 Belden 269 18

364 Bush 269 4 Sam's Grill

380 Bush 269 5 Shasta Hotel

415 Bush 287 23

429 Bush 287 22

447 Bush 287 20 Hansa Hotel

461 Bush 287 18 Mfg. Jeweler's
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507 Bush 286 1 St. Charles Hotel

515 Bush 286 22 Terbush

553 Clay 228 32

559 Clay 228 31

61 Ellis 329 6 John's Grill

111 Ellis 330 1 Powell

120 Ellis 326 5 Misses Butler

222 Front 236 6

235 Front 237 4

236 Front 236 8 Shroeder

239 Front 237 2

246 Front 236 9

250 Front 236 10

66 Geary 310 12 Hotel Graystone

88 Geary 310 13-15 Cailleau

100 Geary 309 3 Granat Brothers

101 Geary 313 1 Paragon

129 Geary 313 16

146 Geary 309 7

152 Geary 309 8

156 Geary 309 9

251 Geary 314 14 Werner

347 Geary 315 22 Hotel Stewart

366 Geary 307 6 Rosebud's English
Pub

381 Geary 315 20A

418 Geary 306 6 Paisley Hotel

436 Geary 306 7 Somerton Hotel

459 Geary 316 18

468 Geary 306 8

476 Geary 306 9 Hotel David

484 Geary 306 11

490 Geary 306 12 Hotel Maryland

39 Grant 313 5 Fisher

59 Grant 313 2

100 Grant 310 13 Livingston Brothers

166 Grant 310 17

251 Grant 294 3

255 Grant 294 2

321 Grant 286 3 Hotel Baldwin

45 Kearny 310 3 Oscar Luning

209 Kearny 287 7

215 Kearny 287 6

219 Kearny 287 5

227 Kearny 287 4

240 Kearny 288 14 Marston

246 Kearny 288 25 Hotel Stanford
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260 Kearny 288 16

315 Kearny 270 5

325 Kearny 270 3

334 Kearny 269 7 ,

353 Kearny 270 1 Kearny-Pine Buildin

358 Kearny 269 11

215 Leidesdorff 228 10

118 Maiden Lane 309 16 Lloyd

177 Maiden Lane 309 12

601 Market 3707 1 Santa Fe

609 Market 3707 2A

623 Market 3707 59 Metropolis Trust

300 Mason 315 16 Hotel Virginia

334 Mason 315 17 King George Hotel

425 Mason 306 2 S. F. Water Dept.

542 Mason 296 12A St. Francis Apts.

609 Mission 3722 1 Stevenson

617 Mission 3722 73 Koracorp

540 Montgomery 228 24 Bank of America

111 New 3722 72 Standard

Montgomery

137 New 3722 7

Montgomery

170 New 3722 22 Furniture Exchange

Montgomery

180 O'Farrell 314 6 St. Moritz Hotel

238 O'Farrell 315 10 Spaulding Hotel

272 O'Farrell 315 14

280 O'Farrell 315 15

340 Pine 260 7 Selsbach and Deans

358 Pine 260 9 Phoenix

369 Pine 268 12 Exchange Block

485 Pine 269 20

216 Post 294 7 Guggenheim

228 Post 294 8 Gumps - E. Arden

233 Post 309 17 Graff

251 Post 309 24 Mercedes

272 Post 294 10

438 Post 296 7 St. Andrew

545 Post 306 22 Hotel Cecil

620 Post 298 7 J. J. Moore Apts.

624 Post 298 8

45 Powell 330 2

100 Powell 327 12 Hotel Golden State

111 Powell 326 4

120 Powell 327 13

134 Powell 327 22 Elevated Shops
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151 Powell 326 2 Hotel Herbert

201 Powell 315 3,6-9 Manx Hotel

207 Powell 315 4 Howard

226 Powell 314 9

235 Powell 315 2

236 Powell 314 10 Hotel Stratford

421 Powell 296 6 United Airlines

435 Powell 296 14p

439 Powell 296 14p

445 Powell 296 2

333 Sacramento 237 18

558 Sacramento 228 9

560 Sacramento 228 10

568 Sacramento 228 11 PG&E Station J

576 Sacramento 228 12 Potter

415 Sansome 228 2 Fugazi Bank

20 Second 3707 2 Schwabacher

36 Second 3707 4 Morgan

42 Second 3707 5

48 Second 3707 6 Kentfield & Esser

52 Second 3707 7

60 Second 3707 8

70 Second 3707 9

76 Second 3707 10

90 Second 3707 12

120 Second 3722 2

133 Second 3721 51 Morton L. Cook

144 Second 3722 4

149 Second 3721 49

156 Second 3722 5 Jackson

163 Second 3721 48 Marcus Modry

165 Second 3721 5 Electrical

168 Second 3722 16

182 Second 3722 19 Barker,
Knickerbocker &
Bostwick

216 Stockton 309 13

222 Stockton 309 14 A. M. Robertson

334 Stockton 294 13p Drake-Wiltshire Hotel
Annex

340 Stockton 294 13p Drake-Wiltshire Hotel

417 Stockton 285 4 All Seasons Hotel

427 Stockton 285 3 '

171 Sutter 292 9

307 Sutter 294 23 Orpheus

310 Sutter 286 6

315 Sutter 294 22 Newbegin
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323 Sutter 294 21 Hotel Alamo

345 Sutter 294 19

371 Sutter 294 16 Nathalie Nicoli

400 Sutter 285 5p McCloud

524 Sutter 284 6 Cartwright

535 Sutter 296 13C Westphal

540 Sutter 284 8 John Simmons

547 Sutter 296 138 Lowell

559 Sutter 296 13A

575 Sutter 296 13

595 Sutter 296 128 Francisca Club

635 Sutter 297 13 Hotel Beresford

655 Sutter 297 12

679 Sutter 297 10

680 Sutter 283 7

690 Sutter 283 8

693 Sutter 297 9

701 Sutter 298 1

717 Sutter 298 34 Hotel DeLuxe

420 Taylor 316 10 NBC/KBHK

615 Taylor 298 5 Taylor Hotel

621 Taylor 298 4 Winterburn Hotel

625 Taylor 298 3 Eisenberg Apts.

627 Taylor 298 2 Hawthorne Apts.

125 Third (693 3722 257 Williams

Mission)

606 Howard 3722 20 Merritt

651 Howard 3735 42 Smith-Emery Co.

667 Howard 3735 39

163 Jessie 3707 32 California Demokrat;
Hess

602 Mission 3707 13 Atlas

611 Mission 3722 76 Koret

041 Mission 3722 70

657 Mission 3722 68 McLaughlin

663 Mission 3722 67 Grant

666 Mission 3707 21 California Historical
Society; Hundley
Hardware

161 Natoma 3722 11 Emerson Flag
Company

142 Minna 3722 058

657 Howard 3735 041 San Francisco News
Co.

Section 3. This Section is uncodified.
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Section 5. Under Sections 106 and 302(c) of the Planning Code, the Zoning Map,

Preservation District Sheet PD1, is hereby approved by placing every property listed beiow

into the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District.

Description of Property

Block Lot
3707 051
3722 013
3722 014
3722 283
3722 297
3722 298
3722 303
3722 329
3722 330
3722 333
3722 358
3735 041
3735A 005
3735A 007
3735A 011
3735A 012
3735A 014
3735A 021
3735A 026
3735A 045
3735A 046
3735A 048
3735A 050
3735A 056
3735A 079
3735A 084
3735A 086
3735A 092
3735A 097
3735A 105
3735A 107
3735A 117
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3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3707
3707
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3735
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3707

134
146
158
166
018
021
024
264
265
290
300
316
318
327
328
348
039
010
015
022
023
039
040
044
049
063
065
066
067
078
081
087
098
103
110
116
136
138
153
159
160
162
164
020
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3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3735
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
3735A
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Executive Summary
HEARING DATE: MAY 24, 2012

Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU
Transit Center District Plan Adoption
Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815
joshua.switzky@sfgov.org
SUMMARY

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt and implement the Transit Center District
Plan (“the Plan”). The result of a multi-year public and cooperative interagency planning process that
began in 2007, the Plan is a comprehensive vision for shaping growth on the southern side of Downtown
to respond to and support the construction of the new Transbay Transit Center project, including the
Downtown Rail Extension. In addition to laying out policy recommendations to accommodate additional
transit-oriented growth, sculpt the downtown skyline, improve streets and open spaces, and expand
protection of historic resources, the Plan would result in the potential to generate over $575 million for
public infrastructure, particularly the Downtown Rail Extension project.

Adoption of the Plan will consist of numerous actions. These include:

Adoption of CEQA Findings, including a Statement of Overriding Considerations
General Plan Amendments

Planning Code Amendments

Zoning Map Amendments

Administrative Code Amendments

AN N e

Approval of a Program Implementation Document

Together with actions related to certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report, these actions will
constitute the Commission’s approval of the Transit Center District Plan and its implementing
mechanisms. A detailed staff report and supporting materials for each of these items is included
separately for the Commission.

On May 3, 2012 the Planning Commission passed resolutions to Initiate the Amendments to the General
Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning Maps and instructed Planning staff to provide public notice for a public
hearing on the proposed amendments on or after May 24, 2012. Proper notification was provided
according to the requirements of the Planning Code, including a newspaper advertisement 20 days prior
to the hearing and mailed notice to all property owners within the Plan Area and within 300 feet of the
Plan Area 10 days prior to the hearing.
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PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends adoption of the draft Resolutions for all items related to adoption of the Transit Center
District Plan.

PLAN BACKGROUND

In 1985 the City adopted the Downtown Plan into the General Plan to guide growth in the Downtown
area. Recognizing the potential for transit-oriented growth in the vicinity of the Transbay Terminal south
of Market Street, the Downtown Plan called for concentrating the City’s greatest densities and building
heights in this area, as well as creating a system to transfer development rights from other parts of the
downtown to this area.

Since the adoption of the Downtown Plan several major infrastructure changes have happened or are
being undertaken. The Embarcadero Freeway was removed following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake,
allowing for the renovation of the waterfront and rethinking of the southern side of the downtown. The
City and region have embarked on a multi-billion dollar investment in improving and expanding transit
infrastructure in the area through construction of a new Transbay Transit Center on the site of the former
Transbay Terminal and an extension of intra-city rail from the current terminus near Mission Bay
northward into the Transit Center. This is the single largest investment in public transit in San Francisco
since the construction of BART and the Market Street Muni subway in the early 1970s. In 2005 the City
adopted the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to direct funding toward the Transit Center project and direct
the redevelopment of underutilized publicly-owned lands, primarily those that formerly housed the
Embarcadero Freeway, into a new high-density residential neighborhood. Together with the Rincon Hill
Plan, also adopted in 2005, this new urban neighborhood will become home to over 10,000 people.

In 2006 a Mayor’s Interagency Working Group published a report calling for the City to undertake further
land use studies around the Transit Center to investigate whether building densities and heights could be
increased further in recognition of the transit investment and whether such growth could be leveraged to
generated substantial new revenues to help fund the full Transit Center project, including the Downtown
Rail Extension.

In 2007 the Planning Department initiated a public planning effort called the Transit Center District Plan,
focused on the area roughly bounded by Market Street, Embarcadero, Folsom Street, and Hawthorne
Street, whose five fundamental goals were to:

(1) Build on the General Plan’s Urban Design Element and Downtown Plan, establishing controls,
guidelines and standards to advance existing policies of livability, as well as those that protect the unique
quality of place;

(2) Capitalize on major transit investment with appropriate land use in the downtown core, with an eye
toward long-term growth considerations;
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(3) Create a framework for a network of public streets and open spaces that support the transit system,
and provides a wide variety of public amenities and a world-class pedestrian experience;

(4) Generate financial support for the Transit Center project, district infrastructure, and other public
improvements; and

(5) Ensure that the Transit Center District is an example of comprehensive environmental sustainability in
all regards.

The Planning Department held numerous public workshops and worked with consultants throughout
2008 and 2009, resulting in the publication of a Draft Transit Center District Plan in November 2009. In
April 2012 the Planning Department published a Plan Addendum revising and clarifying aspects of the
Draft Plan.

The Transit Center District Plan (“the Plan”) supports and builds on the Downtown Plan’s vision for the
area around the Transbay Transit Center as the heart of the new downtown. The Plan enhances and
augments the Downtown Plan’s patterns of land use, urban form, public space, circulation, and historic
preservation, and makes adjustments to this specific sub-area based on today’s understanding of the
issues and constraints facing the area, particularly in light of the Transit Center project. The Plan’s core
recommendations include:

o Increasing allowable density and strategically increasing height limits in the Plan area to augment
the transit-oriented growth capacity of the area while recognizing the importance of these buildings with
respect to city form and their physical influence on both immediate and neighboring districts;

. Ensuring that major development sites incorporate commercial space in order to preserve the job
growth capacity for the downtown;

i Enhancing the public realm and circulation system to accommodate growth and provide a world-
class pedestrian experience, including widening sidewalks, providing dedicated transit lanes,
augmenting the bicycle network, adding signalized mid-block crosswalks, and converting certain alleys
into pedestrian plazas;

. Identifying and funding opportunities for new public open space and improved access to
planned spaces, including at 2nd/Howard, Transbay Park, Mission Square, and City Park on the roof of
the Transit Center, as well as providing additional funding for park improvements in the downtown
outside of the Plan area;

. Enlarging the New Montgomery-2nd Street Conservation District and updating individual
resource ratings based on a newly-adopted survey;

J Identifying opportunities to explore advanced district-level energy and water utility systems to
improve environmental performance beyond individual buildings; and

3



Executive Summary Case Number 2007.0558EMTZU
Transit Center District Plan
Adoption

o Adopting a funding program including two new key revenue mechanisms — impact fees and a
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District — to ensure that new development contributes substantially
toward the implementation of necessary public infrastructure, including the Transit Center/Downtown
Extension project. Between the two mechanisms, the Plan would create the potential for over $590 million
of new revenue for key public improvements, notably over $400 million for the Transit Center and
Downtown Rail Extension.

PLAN AREA

The Transit Center District Plan Area consists of approximately 145 acres centered on the Transbay
Transit Center, situated between the Northern Financial District, Rincon Hill, Yerba Buena Center and the
Bay. The boundaries of the District are roughly Market Street on the north, Embarcadero on the east,
Folsom Street on the south, and Hawthorne Street to the west. While these boundaries overlap with those
of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, this Plan will not affect the adopted land use or
development controls for Zone 1 of the Redevelopment Area and is consistent with the overall goals of
the Transbay Redevelopment Plan.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report on September 28, 2011. The Planning
Commission will consider certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report on the Transit Center
District Plan and adoption of CEQA Findings prior to consideration of this item at the hearing on May 24,
2012.
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Case Report
HEARING DATE: MAY 24, 2012

Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU
Transit Center District Plan —
Adoption of CEQA Findings
Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815
joshua.switzky@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval
DESCRIPTION

The Planning Department proposes amending the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco
in order to adopt and implement the Transit Center District Plan. The Plan supports the General Plan’s
vision of concentrating housing and jobs around the city’s greatest concentration of public transit service
in the Downtown. The Plan balances increased density in the heart of Downtown with the principles of
good place-making that are essential to maintaining and enhancing the distinctive qualities of Downtown
San Francisco.

Before agencies of the City can take approval actions that will implement the Transit Center District Plan,
they must consider the EIR and adopt certain findings required by CEQA. The CEQA Findings set forth
the basis for approving the Transit Center District Plan and its implementing actions (the "Project") and
the economic, social and other considerations, which support the rejection of alternatives in the EIR,
which were not incorporated into the Project. The Findings provide for adoption by the Planning
Commission all of the mitigation measures in the EIR. Finally, the Findings identify the significant
adverse environmental impacts of the project that have not been mitigated to a level of insignificance by
adoption of mitigation measures, and contain a Statement of Overriding Considerations, setting forth the
specific reasons in support of the approval of the implementing actions and the rejection of alternatives
not incorporated into the project.

In reviewing the Transit Center District Plan and preparing the amendments to the General Plan,
Planning Code, Zoning Maps, and Administrative Code as well as the Program Implementation
Document, staff has considered the EIR mitigation measures. Staff has also concluded that approval of
these amendments and actions now under consideration will not create new environmental effects or
substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant effects and no new information has
come to light that would require a review of the EIR. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning

Commission adopt the proposed CEQA Findings.
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Adoption of CEQA Findings and Case Number 2007.0558EMTZU
Statement of Overriding Considerations Transit Center District Plan

PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends adoption of the draft Resolution adopting Findings pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act, including a Statement of Overriding Considerations, for actions related to the
Transit Center District Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report on September 28, 2011. The Planning
Commission will consider certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report on the Transit Center
District Plan prior to consideration of this item at the hearing on May 24, 2012.

RELATED ACTIONS

As part of its actions approving the Transit Center District Plan, the Planning Commission will consider
Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Maps and Administrative Code, and approval
of a Program Implementation Document. These proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit II-2 Draft Resolution Adopting CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Consideration
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Exhibit HI-1:
Approval of
General Plan Amendments

Case Report
HEARING DATE: MAY 24, 2012

Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU
Transit Center District Plan —
Amendments to General Plan
Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815
joshua.switzky@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval
DESCRIPTION

The Planning Department proposes amending the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco
in order to adopt and implement the Transit Center District Plan. The Plan supports the General Plan’s
vision of concentrating housing and jobs around the city’s greatest concentration of public transit service
in the Downtown. The Plan balances increased density in the heart of Downtown with the principles of
good place-making that are essential to maintaining and enhancing the distinctive qualities of Downtown
San Francisco. Proposed amendments to the General Plan were initiated by the Planning Commission on
May 3, 2012 in Resolution 18612.

For background on the Transit Center District Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary staff
report.

PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends adoption of the draft Resolution to Recommend Approval of the draft amendments to
the General Plan.

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS SUMMARY

Following is a brief discussion of the proposed General Plan amendments necessary to implement the
Plan. The amendments include the addition of a new Sub-Area Plan to the Downtown Plan along with
related text and map amendments various Elements of the General Plan. To avoid duplicating all of the
proposed text here, short summaries are given. Detailed information on the complete additions and
revisions are in the attached and the draft Board Ordinance.

New Sub-Area Plan:
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Approval of Case Number 2007.0558EMTZU
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The key aspects of the Draft Plan are distilled into a proposed “Sub-Area plan” of the Downtown Plan.
That proposed Sub-Area plan contains the majority of the objectives, policies and supporting discussion
from the Draft Plan document, but excludes some background discussion, specific Planning Code
proposals, and graphics, and reflects minor non-substantive text edits of the Draft Plan.

General Plan Text Amendments:

To ensure that the policy direction specific to this area as reflected in the new Sub-Area Plan is fully
consistent across all parts the General Plan, the Department proposes minor amendments to language
contained in the Downtown Plan, General Plan Elements (including Commerce & Industry, Urban
Design, Recreation & Open Space, and Transportation) and Land Use Index.

General Plan Map Amendments:

Several maps within the General Plan are proposed for amendment to reflect the details of the Sub-Area
Plan. These include maps in the Downtown Plan, General Plan Elements (including Commerce &
Industry, Urban Design, Recreation & Open Space, and Transportation) and Land Use Index.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report on September 28, 2011. The Planning
Commission will consider certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report on the Transit Center
District Plan and adoption of CEQA Findings prior to consideration of this item at the hearing on May 24,
2012.

RELATED ACTIONS

In conjunction with the new Sub-Area Plan and General Plan amendments, the Department is proposing
amendments to the Planning Code, Zoning Maps and Administrative Code and approval of a Program
Implementation Document in order to implement the Sub-Area Plan and the proposed General Plan
amendments. These proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit I1I-2 Draft Resolution to Recommend Approval of General Plan Amendments
Exhibit III-3 Draft Ordinance
Exhibit I11-4 Transit Center District Sub-Area Plan
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Exhibit IV-1:
Approval of
Planning Code Amendments

Case Report
HEARING DATE: MAY 24, 2012

Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU
Transit Center District Plan —
Amendments to Planning Code
Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815
joshua.switzky@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval
DESCRIPTION

The San Francisco Planning Department proposes amending the Planning Code of the City and County of
San Francisco to implement land use policy changes contained in the Transit Center District Plan.
Proposed amendments to the Planning Code were initiated by the Planning Commission on May 3, 2012
in Resolution 18613.

For background on the Transit Center District Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary staff
report.

PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the draft Resolution to Recommend Approval of the proposed
amendments to the Planning Code.

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENTS

Proposed changes to the Planning Code include but are not limited to those related to land use, density,
height, open space, parking, conservation districts, and impact fees. Proposed Planning Code text and
related map amendments will make revisions to existing sections of the Planning Code and introduce
new sections necessary to implement the General Plan as proposed to be amended pursuant to adoption

of the Transit Center District Plan.

The following is a general description of the proposed Planning Code amendments necessary, in part, to
implement the Transit Center District Plan. Code sections to be added or amended are in bold type,
followed in normal type by a summary of proposed changes. The complete Code amendments proposal

is attached in the draft Ordinance.

Sec. 102.5 District.
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This amendment adds the C-3-O(SD) District under the list of “C-3 Districts.”

Sec. 102.9 Floor Area, Gross.

This amendment creates exemptions from the calculation of gross floor area for retail and restaurant uses
in buildings adjacent to the Transit Center where such uses are at the park level and directly accessible to
it, and for areas of public accommodation, such as observation decks, in the upper portions of buildings
taller than 600 feet.

Sec. 102.11 Floor Area Ratio.
This amendment eliminates a provision requiring the counting of non-existent floor area in buildings
with tall average floor-to-floor heights.

Sec. 123 Maximum Floor Area Ratio.
This amendment eliminates the maximum limit on FAR in the C-3-O(SD) District and establishes the
requirements to purchase Transferrable Development Rights for certain FAR exceeding the base FAR.

132.1 Setback and Streetwall Articulation: C-3 Districts.

This amendment adds design requirements in the C-3-O(SD) District for the creation of distinct building
bases that define the streetwall, features that enhance the pedestrian zone, and requirements for building
setbacks on certain frontages to provide necessary pedestrian circulation. The amendment also amends
the tower separation chart to extend requirements to buildings taller than 550 feet, and clarifies certain
situations that warrant exceptions to tower separation requirements.

136 Obstructions Over Streets and Alleys and in Required Setbacks, Yards and Usable Open Space.
This amendment expands the allowances for architectural features to extend over sidewalks in the C-3-
O(SD) District.

138 Open Space Requirements in C-3 Districts.

This amendment expands the requirements to all non-residential uses in the C-3-O(SD) District and
creates certain provisions for that district, including the creation of direct public connections from
development projects to the Transit Center rooftop park, publicly-accessible observation decks or sky
lobbies, certain mid-block pathways, and the payment of fees in-lieu of constructing on-site open space.

151.1 Schedule of Permitted Off-Street Parking Spaces in Specified Districts.
This amendment would establish the maximum amount of allowed off-street parking for non-residential
uses in the C-3-O(SD) District at 3.5% of gross floor area.

152.1 Required Off-Street Freight Loading And Service Vehicle Spaces In C-3, Eastern Neighborhoods
Mixed Use Districts, And South Of Market Mixed Use Districts.

This amendment would limit the required minimum number of off-street loading spaces to six spaces per
project.

Sec. 155 General Standards As To Location And Arrangement Of Off-Street Parking, Freight Loading
And Service Vehicle Facilities.

SAN FRANCISCO
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This amendment would add or extend certain street frontages in the Plan Area to the list of protected
frontages where access to off-street parking or loading is prohibited or requires Conditional Use
authorization.

Sec. 155.4 Bicycle Parking Required in New and Renovated Commercial Buildings.
This amendment would increase the amount of required bicycle parking for non-residential uses in the C-
3-O(SD) District.

Sec. 156 Parking Lots.
This amendment would prohibit new temporary surface parking lots in the C-3-O(SD) District and
establish certain requirements for car sharing, bicycle parking, and landscaping for the continuation of
existing temporary lots.

Sec. 163 Transportation Management Programs And Transportation Brokerage Services In C-3, Eastern
Neighborhoods Mixed Use, And South Of Market Mixed Use Districts.

This amendment would expand the transportation brokerage requirements to all non-residential uses in
the C-3-O(SD) District and to new residential projects larger than 100 dwelling units.

Sec. 201 Classes of Use Districts.
This amendment lists C-3-O(SD) among the list of “Commercial Districts.”

Sec. 210.3 C-3 Districts: Downtown Commercial.
This amendment adds a specific narrative description of the purpose of the C-3-O(SD) District.

Sec. 215-226 Use Tables.

These amendments add a column for the C-3-O(SD) District to all of the use tables in Article 2 and
establish permitted, conditional and not-permitted uses for the district. All use provisions are identical to
the C-3-O except that residential density would not be limited by lot area in the C-3-O(SD) district
pursuant to an amendment in Sec. 216.

Sec. 248 Transit Center C-3-O(SD) Commercial Special Use District.

This amendment would rename and re-purpose the Section. Currently the section establishes the C-3-
O(SD) as a Special Use District of the C-3, however the Zoning Maps currently treat the C-3-O(SD) as a
bona-fide unique zoning district and do not show the C-3-O(SD) on the Special Use District Maps. To
clarify this confusion, the amendments proposed pursuant to this Plan would clearly establish the C-3-
O(SD) as a unique zoning district separate from the C-3-O. The revised Section 248 would establish a new
Special Use District for a subset of the C-3-O(SD) where new development on large lots would be
required to feature a minimum ratio of 2 square feet of commercial uses for every 1 square foot of
residential uses.

Sec. 260 Height Limits: Measurement.
This amendment would establish height measurement rules for buildings taller than 550 feet in the S-2
Bulk District.
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Sec. 270 Bulk Limits: Measurement.
This amendment would add the “S-2” Bulk District and establish bulk controls for this district.

Sec. 272 Bulk Limits: Special Exceptions in C-3 Districts.
This amendment would add missing numeration to a subsection.

Sec. 303 Conditional Uses.
This amendment would add certain criteria for the consideration of Conditional Use for hotel uses in the
Transit Center C-3-O(SD) Commercial Special Use District.

Sec. 309 Permit Review in C-3 Districts.
This amendment would add cross-references to exceptions allowed elsewhere in the Code.

Sec. 412.1 Findings. (Downtown Open Space Fee)
This amendment would add a reference to the Downtown Open Space Nexus Study.

Sec. 427 Payment In Case Of Variance Or Exception For Required Open Space.

This amendments would add a subsection to specify the in-lieu fee for open space required open space
per Section 138 and to require payment of the fee for cases of variances for required open space in the C-
3-O(SD) District.

Sec. 4XX et seq. Transit Center District Open Space Impact Fee and Fund.

These new sections would establish the Transit Center District Open Space Impact Fee and Fund,
including findings, fee amounts, procedures for in-kind agreements, fee collection, and uses and
administration of fund revenues.

Sec. 4XX et seq. Transit Center District Transportation and Street Improvement Fee and Fund.

These new sections would establish the Transit Center District Transportation and Street Improvement
Impact Fee and Fund, including findings, fee amounts, procedures for in-kind agreements, fee collection,
and uses and administration of fund revenues.

Sec. 4XX Transit Center District Mello Roos Community Facilities District Program.
This new section would establish the requirement that proposed projects in the C-3-O(SD) District
seeking to exceed an FAR of 9:1 must participate in the Plan’s Community Facilities District program.

Sec. 1103.1 Conservation District Designations.
This amendment would change the name of the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District to

the New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District.

Appendix A to Article 11 Category I Buildings.
This amendment would add certain buildings to the list of Category I Buildings.

Appendix C to Article 11 Category III Buildings.
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This amendment would add to certain buildings to the list of Category III Buildings and delete one
building from the list.

Appendix D to Article 11 Category IV Buildings.
This amendment would add to certain buildings to the list of Category IV Buildings.

Appendix F to Article 11 New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District.

This amendment would update the name of the district, add text regarding the history of the district and
architectural character and features, and update the district map to reflect the proposed revised
boundaries.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report on September 28, 2011. The Planning
Commission will consider certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report on the Transit Center
District Plan and adoption of CEQA Findings prior to consideration of this item at the hearing on May 24,
2012.

RELATED ACTIONS

As part of its actions approving the Transit Center District Plan, the Planning Commission will consider
Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Maps, and Administrative Code and approval of the Plan
Program Implementation Document. These proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit IV-2 Draft Resolution to Recommend Approval of Planning Code Amendments
Exhibit IV-3 Draft Planning Code Amendments Ordinance
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Exhibit V-1:
Approval of
Zoning Map Amendments

Case Report
HEARING DATE: MAY 24, 2012

Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU
Transit Center District Plan —
Amendments to Zoning Map

Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815
joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

Reviewed By: David Alumbaugh - (415) 558-6601

david.alumbaugh@sfgov.org

Recommendation: ~ Approval

DESCRIPTION

The San Francisco Planning Department is proposing to amend the Zoning Maps of the City and County
of San Francisco in order to implement land use policy changes contained in the Transit Center District
Plan. Proposed amendments to the Zoning Map were initiated by the Planning Commission on May 3,
2012 in Resolution 18614.

For background on the Transit Center District Plan and project area, see the accompanying Executive
Summary staff report.

PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the draft Resolution approving proposed amendments to the Zoning
Maps.

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

Proposed amendments to the Zoning Maps include amendments to Sectional Maps ZNO1 (Zoning
Districts), SUO1 (Special Use Districts), HT01 (Height and Bulk Districts), and PD01 (Preservation
Districts). Proposed map amendments will reclassify properties as necessary to implement the General
Plan as proposed to be amended pursuant to adoption of the Transit Center District Plan.
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The following is a general description of the proposed Zoning Map amendments necessary, in part, to
implement the Transit Center District Plan. The proposed Zoning Map amendments, including the full
list of parcels to be affected, are contained in the attached draft Ordinance.

The Proposed Zoning Map Amendments would include:

Map ZN01

These amendments would reclassify all non-public properties in the Plan area (except for those in Zone 1
of the Redevelopment Area) that not already classified as such to C-3-O(SD) (Downtown Office Special
Development District). Certain parcels in public ownership not already classified as such would be re-
classified to P (Public).

Map SU01
This amendment would classify certain parcels as falling within the Transit Center C-3-O(SD)
Commercial Special Use District established by proposed Planning Code Section 248.

Map HT01

These amendments would reclassify the height and bulk district of certain parcels consistent with the
proposed Transit Center District Plan. All parcels with a height limit classification of 600 feet or greater
will be designated with the new S-2 Bulk District described in the proposed Planning Code amendments
(see Section 260 and 270). The bulk district for other parcels would generally continue to be classified as
current, typically as Bulk District S.

Map PD01

These amendments would classify certain parcels as falling within the New Montgomery-Mission-Second
Street Conservation District. The description of this district and its boundaries are further described in in
the proposed Planning Code amendments (Appendix F to Article 11).

Attached to this memo are illustrative maps as proposed to be amended.

To correct technical parcel identification errors in the draft Zoning Map Amendment Ordinance, an errata
sheet is attached as an exhibit to this case report.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report on September 28, 2011. The Planning
Commission will consider certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report on the Transit Center
District Plan and adoption of CEQA Findings prior to consideration of this item at the hearing on May 24,
2012.
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RELATED ACTIONS

As part of its actions approving the Transit Center District Plan, the Planning Commission will consider
Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, and Administrative Code and approval of the Plan
Program Implementation Document. These proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit V-2 Draft Resolution
Exhibit V-3 Draft Ordinance
Exhibit V-4 Draft Ordinance Errata
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DRAFT ZONING MAPS AS PROPOSED TO BE AMENDED

PROPOSED ZN01

Proposed Zoning

PROPOSED SU01
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PROPOSED HT01

ST N N AN 5,

: —

PROPOSED PD01

New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District

LS
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1650 Mission St.

Exhibit V-4: Suite 400

San Francisco,

Zoning Map Amendments A 941032479
. Reception:
Ordinance Errata 415.558.6378
HEARING DATE: MAY 24, 2012 Fax:
415.558.6409
Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU Planning
Transit Center District Plan — Information:
Amendments to Zoning Map 415.558.6377
Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815

joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

Following are technical corrections to correct parcel identification errors in the draft Zoning Map
Amendment Ordinance. The Zoning Map Ordinance should read as follows (strikeouts are deletions
from draft ordinance; additions to the ordinance are in italics):

Page 21 (Map ZNO01)

From To
3720001 p P/C-3-0(SD)
3720 009 P C-3-0(SD)
Page 45 (Map HTO01)

From To
3720001 30-X/80-X———100-X/1000-S-2
3720 009 30-X/80-X 1000-S-2
3720 010 30-X/80-X 100-X

Page 61 (Map SUO01)
3720001

3720 009
3720 010

www.sfplanning.org
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Administrative Code
Amendments

Case Report
HEARING DATE: MAY 24, 2012

Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU
Transit Center District Plan —
Approval of Amendments to the Administrative Code
Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815
joshua.switzkye@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval
DESCRIPTION

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt and implement the Transit Center District
Plan.

For background on the Transit Center District Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary staff
report.

In addition to General Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning Map amendments related to the Plan, the
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider and adopt a Plan Program Implementation
Document. The Program Implementation document inventories the public improvements recommended
by the Plan and lays out a Funding Program to allocate projected revenues from new and existing
funding sources to these improvements. The Board of Supervisors, with input from the Interagency Plan
Implementation Committee (“IPIC”), shall monitor and allocate revenues according to these proportional
allocations based on actual revenues over time and the readiness of the various public improvements for
expenditure.

Chapter 36 of the Administrative Code establishes the IPIC, a body which tracks existing and projected
Plan revenues, makes recommendations on expenditures of Plan revenues, and coordinates City agency
work programs to forward implementation of the Plan’s improvement projects.

Amendments to the City’s Administrative Code would add the Transit Center District Plan to the list of
adopted plans that are administered and monitored through certain established procedures and review
bodies. Proposed amendments to Chapter 36 would add the Plan to the list of plans for which the IPIC
currently oversees implementation, including the Eastern Neighborhoods and Market & Octavia Plans
(among others). The IPIC bases its recommendations on the Plan’s Program Implementation Document.
The proposed amendments also add the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) and BART to the list of
public agencies invited to participate in the IPIC, which is chaired by the Planning Director.
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Chapter 10E establishes monitoring programs for various adopted plans, including the Downtown Plan.
Reporting on outcomes and implementation of the Transit Center District Plan, adopted as a Sub-Area
Plan of the Downtown Plan, would be explicitly incorporated into the existing monitoring program for
the Downtown Plan required by Chapter 10E.

PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends adoption of the draft Resolution recommending approval of the draft amendments to
the Administrative Code.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report on September 28, 2011. The Planning
Commission will consider certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report on the Transit Center
District Plan and adoption of CEQA Findings prior to consideration of this item at the hearing on May 24,
2012.

RELATED ACTIONS

As part of its actions approving the Transit Center District Plan, the Planning Commission will consider
Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning Maps and approval of the Plan Program
Implementation Document. These proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit VI-2 Draft Resolution Recommending Approval of the draft Administrative Code Amendments
Exhibit VI-3 Draft Administrative Code Amendments Ordinance
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Exhibit VII-1:
Approval of
Program Implementation Document

Case Report
HEARING DATE: MAY 24, 2012

Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU
Transit Center District Plan —
Approval of the Plan Program Implementation Document
Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815
joshua.switzkye@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval
DESCRIPTION

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt and implement the Transit Center District
Plan.

For background on the Transit Center District Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary staff
report.

In addition to General Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning Map amendments related to the Plan, the
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider and adopt a Plan Program Implementation
Document. The Program Implementation document inventories the public improvements recommended
by the Plan and lays out a Funding Program to allocate projected revenues from new and existing
funding sources to these improvements. The Funding Program projects total net new Plan revenues from
Plan Imapct Fees of approximately $170 million and from a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District of
approximately $420 million. Plan revenues will be administered by the Board of Supervisors based on
recommendations by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee.

One of the key objectives of the Transit Center District Plan is to raise revenue from new development for
the Transit Center/Downtown Rail Extension project and other public infrastructure to support continued
growth in the Plan area, including circulation, streetscape, open space, and other transit improvements.
The Funding Program in the Program Implementation Document reflects Plan objectives and the legal
requirements of the Nexus Studies underlying the expenditure of the Impact Fees.

The revenue allocations shown in the Funding Program are for purposes of projecting expenditures only
and represent proportional allocation to the various public improvements based on the revenues
projected at the time of Plan adoption. Actual revenues will vary from these projections based on many
factors, including the amount and timing of new development which cannot be predicted with certainty.
The Board of Supervisors, with input from the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee, shall
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monitor and allocate revenues according to these proportional allocations based on actual revenues over
time and the readiness of the various public improvements for expenditure. No improvement project
listed in the Funding Program is guaranteed to receive the absolute amounts shown in the Funding
Program; allocations for all projects shall be increased or decreased proportionally based on actual
revenues received or revised projections over time.

PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends adoption of the draft Resolution recommending approval of the Transit Center District
Plan Program Implementation Document by the Board of Supervisors.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report on September 28, 2011. The Planning
Commission will consider certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report on the Transit Center
District Plan prior to consideration of this item at the hearing on May 24, 2012.

RELATED ACTIONS

As part of its actions approving the Transit Center District Plan, the Planning Commission will consider
adoption of CEQA Findings and Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Maps and
Administrative Code. These proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit VII-2 Draft Resolution Recommending Approval of the Plan Program Implementation Document
Exhibit VII-3 Draft Transit Center District Plan Program Implementation Document
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