CHAPTER 5

Draft SEIR Revisions

This chapter presents text changes for the Balboa Reservoir Project SEIR initiated by planning
department staff. The following changes to the text of the draft SEIR are made in response to
comments on the draft SEIR or are included to clarify the draft SEIR text. The revisions reflect
changes identified in Chapter 4, Comments and Responses, or staff-initiated text changes; all of
which clarify, expand or update information and/or graphics presented in the draft SEIR. Staff-
initiated changes to clarify information presented in the draft SEIR are highlighted with an asterisk
(*) in the margin to distinguish them from text changes in response to comments. For each change,
new language is double underlined, while deleted text is shown in strikethreugh. The changes are
organized in the order of the draft SEIR and initial study table of contents.

These revisions do not result in any changes in the analysis or conclusions prepared pursuant to
CEQA, and thus do not constitute “new information of substantial importance” within the meaning
of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3). Therefore, recirculation of the draft SEIR is not required.

5.A°  Summary

To be consistent with the revisions made under the applicable resource topics in
response to comments, the following revisions are made to Table 5-2, Summary of
Impacts of the Proposed Project—Disclosed in this SEIR including the Initial Study.

In Table S-2, the sixth bullet point of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 on SEIR p. $-18 is
revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.A. Summary

(REVISED) TABLE S-2: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT-DIscLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY [EXCERPT]

Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
SEIR Section 3.C, Noise [EXCERPT]
Impact NO-1: Project construction S Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures. SUM

would cause a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels at noise-
sensitive receptors above levels
existing without the project.

Undertake the noisiest activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents and
occupants (9 a.m. to 4 p.m.); and select or construct haul routes that avoid the North Access Road
and the adjacent Archbishop Riordan High School and residential uses along Plymouth Avenue_and
Lee Avenue, such as the relocation of North Street described in Variant 4. North Street Extension on

page 5-22 and depicted in Figure 5-4 on page 5-20 of the SEIR.

In Table S-2, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d (Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule), is revised as follows
(deleted text is shown in strilcethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

(REVISED) TABLE S-2: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT-DIScLOSED IN THIS SEIR INCLUDING THE INITIAL STUDY [EXCERPT]

Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
SEIR Section 3.C, Noise [EXCERPT]
Impact AQ-2a: During S SUM

construction, the proposed project
would generate criteria air
pollutants which would violate an
air quality standard, contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria
air pollutants.

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

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

5.A. Summary
Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

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

Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean Air
Foundation_or other governmental entity or third party. The mitigation offset feeeurrently

astim nnroxim NeTa n n admini i o Mo

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The fee will be determined by the planning department, the
project sponsor, and the_governmental entity or third party responsible for administering the funds
air-distriet, and be based on the type of projects available at the time of the payment. This fee is
intended to fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0 tons per year of ozone
precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Additional Housing Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions below significance
levels after implementation of other identified mitigation measures as currently calculated.

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

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

5.B. Section 3.A.6 Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

5.B

Section 3.A.6 Approach to Cumulative Impact
Analysis

To update the status of the potential City College east basin parking garage project, the
SEIR text is revised on p. 3.A-14 as follows:

5.C

At subsequent 2019 Board of Trustees meetings, City College staff presented a facilities
planning update on a potential bond measure that would be anticipated to fund
construction of the facilities master plan projects, shown under the “Bond Measure”
column in Table 3.A-2. In that update, a number of the facilities master plan projects were
included in the list of potential bond-funded improvements. However, the East Basin
Parking Garage was no longer included, the Performing Arts and Education Center was
replaced by a new Diego Rivera Theater and a smaller STEAM building (both on the east
basin), and a Multi Media Building was proposed at the location of the existing Creative

Arts Extension Building. To support the college’s anticipated increase in enrollment, the
Balboa Reservoir project sponsor may fund a portion of a study addressing the potential
City College garage on the east basin, if the college decides to consider pursuing such a
project. A parking garage on the east basin would have independent utility from the
Balboa Reservoir project—in other words, the east basin parking garage could move
forward regardless of whether the Balboa Reservoir project on the west basin occurs.
Consequently, this SEIR analysis need not address an east basin parking lot as part of the
Balboa Reservoir project other than accounting for it as part of the cumulative analysis.

Transportation and Circulation

To clarify the existing transit travel times, the text on SEIR p. 3.B-22 and continuing to
SEIR p. 3.B-23 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethreugh and new
text is shown in double underline):

Muni transit operations in the study area were evaluated using transit delay analysis. The
transit delay analysis presents the delay associated with traffic congestion, transit reentry,
and passenger boarding along the following eerriders-and-Muni lines for the weekday a.m.

and p.m. peak hours:

e K/T Third/Ingleside:
—  Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park BART Station

—  San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.C. Transportation and Circulation

e 29 Sunset

- Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
- Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue

e 43 Masonic

- Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance to Foerster Street/Monterey

Boulevard

- Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South

Entrance

¢ 49 Van Ness/Mission

- Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
— Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-8, Existing Transit
PelayExisting Transit Travel Times, and provided in Attachment C, Corridor Delay
Analysis Synchro Worksheets, and Attachment D, Transit Reentry and Passenger
Boarding Delay Analysis Calculations, of SEIR Appendix C2, Transit Assessment

Memorandum. Transit ridership and capacity analysis are provided in AttachmentF
(transit ridership and capacity analysis) of SEIR Appendix C2 for informational purposes.
Table 3.B-8 presents the estimated seeends-ef-delaya-transit vehicle encounters-travel

times during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours-aleng-each-of the study-cerridors.

TapLe 3.B-8
-ExisTing TRANSIT-DELAY
Northbound/ Southbound/ Northbound/ Southbound/
Corridor Eastbound Westbound Eastbound Westbound
FridaKahlo\Way 3 12 3 25
Ocean-Avenue 110 432 3 133
Geneva-Avende 0 48 66 41
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.C. Transportation and Circulation

TaBLE 3.B-8
ExisTING TRANSIT TRAVEL TIMES
Existing Transit Travel Time?
Transit Line | Study Segment A.M. Peak Period P.M. Peak Period
KIT Jules Ave/Ocean Ave to Balboa Park BART 3:30 842
San Jose Ave/Geneva Ave to Dorado 3:28 10:03
Terr/Ocean Ave
29 Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave to Mission St/Persia 8.01 12:09
Ave
Mission St/Persia Ave to Plymouth Ave/Ocean 710 9:55
Ave
43 Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance to 4.20 4.37
Foerster St/Monterey Blvd
Gennessee St/Monterey Blvd to Frida Kahlo 416 4.23
Way/City College South Entrance
49 Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance to 5:39 10:04
Mission St/Persia Ave
Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo Way/City 718 11:25
College South Entrance

As shown in Table 3.B-8, the highesttransit-delays-most variability in transit travel times
are experienced along Ocean Avenue-betweenPlymeouth-Avenue-andJudsenAvenuein
the westbound direction where there is a difference in travel times of over 6.5 minutes
between the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. This is primarily caused by the vehicular
traffic at the Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue intersection_during the weekday p.m. peak
hour, which operates with an average intersection delay above 100 seconds. Additionally,

as a result of the high volume of vehicle traffic velumes-in the curbside travel lane on
westbound Ocean Avenue (between 900 and 930 vehicles per hour) transit vehicles in-this
eorrider-typically experience transit reentry delays of around 11 seconds.

To clarify the project-related increase in transit travel times, the text on SEIR p. 3.B-73
and continuing to SEIR p. 3.B-74 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

The impact of the Developer’s Proposed Option and Additional Housing Option on transit
delay (traffic congestion, transit reentry delay, and passenger boarding delay) was
evaluated along the following eerriders—and-Muni lines for the weekday a.m. and p.m.

peak hours:
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.C. Transportation and Circulation

e K/T Third/Ingleside:
—  Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park BART Station

—  San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue

e 29 Sunset

—  Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
—  Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue

e 43 Masonic

— Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance to Foerster Street/Monterey

Boulevard

- Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South

Entrance

e 49 Van Ness/Mission

—  Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
—  Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-18, Transit Delay
Analysis, and provided in Attachment C, Corridor Delay Analysis Synchro Worksheets,
and Attachment D, Transit Reentry and Passenger Boarding Delay Analysis Calculations,
of SEIR Appendix C2, Transit Assessment Memorandum.

TapLe3.B-18
TransITDELAY-ANALYSIS
Weekday am-Peak Hour {secondsoidelay) | Weekday p-m-Peal Hour {seconds-of delay}
Nerthbound! Southbound/ Nerthbound! Southbound!
Corrider Eastbound Westbound Eastbeound Westbound
FransitDelay
Existina Conditi
Fridatcahlo-Way 5 15 5 28
Beean-Avepde 124 143 124 144
Geneva-bvenve frie] 852 * 48
Existi - s P | Ooti
Fridatcahlo-Way 18 74 29 104
Oseanfvenue 187 182 182 244
Ceneva-bvenue 99 127 H“z 127
Existi fiyeAdelifional Haneinan
FridatcahloWay 21 87 48 114
Oseanfvende 183 207 208 272
Geneva-hvenue 109 137 132 137
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.C. Transportation and Circulation

Nerthbound/ Scouthbound! Nerthbound/ Southbound!

Corridor Eastbound Westbound Eastbound Westbound
Proicet-Related | Dol

Beveloper'sPropesed-Option
FErida-cahlo\iay 13 59 24 73
Oeean-Avende 68 39 58 100
Seneva-fvenye 20 4 42 81
Additional Housing Opti
Fridetahic\Way 18 72 41 83
Oeean-fvenue 82 84 84 128
Ceneva-bvenue 30 84 58 91
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.C. Transportation and Circulation

TaBLE 3.B-18
TrANSIT DELAY ANALYSIS
T LTi
Threshold?/
Transit Project-Related Exceeds
Travel Time Change Threshold?
AM. | PM. | AM. | BM. | AM | BM
Transit Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak
Existing Conditions®
KT | Jules/Ocean to Balboa Park BART 330 | 842 730 12:42 — —
San Jose/Geneva to Dorado/Ocean 328 | 10:03 | 7:28 14:03 — —
29 Plymouth/Ocean to Mission/Persia 8:01 | 12:09 | 12:01 16:09 — —
Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean 710 | 955 | 11:10 | 1355 — —
43 Frida Kahlo/City College South to Monterey/Foerster 420 | 437 8:20 837 — —
Gennessee/Monterey to Frida Kahlo/City College South 416 | 423 816 8:23 — —
49 Frida Kahlo/City College South to Mission/Persia 539 | 10:04 | 9:39 14:04 — —
Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City College South 718 | 11:25 | 11:18 | 1525 — —
Developer’s Proposed Option
K/T | Jules/Ocean to Balboa Park BART 436 | 940 1.06 0:58 No No
San Jose/Geneva to Dorado/Ocean 407 | 11:43 | 0:39 1:40 No No
29 Plymouth/Ocean to Mission/Persia 9.07 | 13:07 | 1.06 0:58 No No
Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean 749 | 10:35 | 0:39 1:40 No No
43 Frida Kahlo/City College South to Monterey/Foerster 433 | 501 013 0:24 No No
Gennessee/Monterey to Frida Kahlo/City College South 515 | 536 0:59 113 No No
49 Frida Kahlo/City College South to Mission/Persia 645 | 11:02 | 1.06 0:58 No No
Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City College South 757 | 13:05 | 0:39 1:40 No No
Additional Housing Option
KT | Jules/Ocean to Balboa Park BART 432 | 10:08 | 1.02 124 No No
San Jose/Geneva to Dorado/Ocean 432 | 1211 | 1.04 2.08 No No
29 Plymouth/Ocean to Mission/Persia 9.03 | 13:33 | 1.02 124 No No
Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean 814 | 1203 | 1.04 2.08 No No
43 Frida Kahlo/City College South to Monterey/Foerster 436 | 518 016 041 No No
Gennessee/Monterey to Frida Kahlo/City College South 518 | 546 1.02 1.23 No No
49 Frida Kahlo/City College South to Mission/Persia 641 | 1228 | 1.02 124 No No
Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City College South 822 | 13:33 | 1.04 2.08 No No
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.C. Transportation and Circulation

Developer’s Proposed Option

As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit trips generated by the Developer’s Proposed
n would increase transit delay by a maximum of—%%eeeﬂds—aleﬂg—Fﬂda—IéahleWay

Opt10

econds along Ocean Avenue in the westbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak
hour and a maximum of 1 minute and 6 seconds along Ocean Avenue in the eastbound
direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour.

Based on an analysis of the project-related change in delay attributable to traffic
congestion, transit reentry, and passenger boardings/alightings, tFhe majority of the

transit delay increase is attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting
from the project-generated transit riders. The Developer’s Proposed Option would not
create additional transit reentry delay during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.

As shown in Table 3.B-18, tFhe Developer’s Proposed Option would not result in transit

delay greater than or equal to four minutes. Therefore, based on the established thresholds
of significance, the Developer’s Proposed Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay.

Additional Housing Option

As shown in Table 3.B-18, vehicle and transit generated by the Additional Housing Option
would increase transit delay by a maximum of—SSseeeﬂds—aleﬂg—FHda—K&hle—WayL

ho d A D O
od Siwivimavme OonR,—w d v - O - O
O

econds along Ocean Avenue in the westbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak
hour and a maximum of 1 minute and 2 seconds along Ocean Avenue in the eastbound
direction during the weekday a.m. peak hour.

Based on an analysis of the project-related change in delay attributable to traffic
congestion, transit reentry, and passenger boardings/alightings, tFhe majority of the

transit delay increase is attributable to the increase in passenger boarding delay resulting
from the project-generated transit riders. The Additional Housing Option would not create
additional transit reentry delay during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.

As shown in Table 3.B-18, tFhe Additional Housing Option would not result in transit
delay greater than or equal to four minutes.! Therefore, based on the established thresholds
of significance, the Additional Housing Option would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to transit delay.

1 Ibid.
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.D. Noise

5.D Noise

The text on SEIR p. 3.C-23 is revised as follows to clarify nighttime noise generating
activity (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):

Construction activities would generally occur between the hours of 7 am. and 8 p.m., up

to seven days a week. The project sponsor does not anticipate frequent or regular nighttime
noise generating activity—and-—would-net-eccur—duringnighttime -hours. Consequently,

construction activities would be consistent with San Francisco Police Code section 2908.

To further address this comment with respect to potential noise impacts to Riordan
High School, the text of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 on SEIR p. 3.C-30 is revised as
follows (deleted text is shown in steikethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):

Undertake the noisiest activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents
and occupants (9 am. to 4 p.m.); and select or construct haul routes that avoid the North
Access Road and the adjacent Archbishop Riordan High School and residential uses along
Plymouth Avenue_and Lee Avenue, such as the relocation of North Street described in

Variant 4: North Street Extension on page 5-22 and depicted in Figure 5-4 on page 5-20 of
the SEIR.

The text under “Construction-Related Noise Sources” under Impact NO-1, SEIR p. 3.C-
23 is revised as follows to clarify nighttime work (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

While-eCertain construction activities such as large concrete pours, may require earlier
start or later finish times to accommodate such time-specific activities, and could include

one concrete pour per building. Such construction activities that-extend-beyondnormal
hourshavenotbeenspecifically-identified by theapplicantand-would be subject to review,

permitting, and approval by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.

The text on SEIR p. 3.C-29 is revised as follows to clarify the noise analysis under the
compressed construction schedule (deleted text is shown in strikethreugh and new text
is shown in double underline):

As stated in the footnote to Table 2-2, p. 2-38, the phasing of project implementation would
be subject to changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors.
Consequently, construction could be complete as early as 2024 or extend beyond 2027. If
construction occurs over a shorter period than shown in Table 2-2 (e.g., Phases 1 and 2
occurring simultaneously following Phase 0), a relatively larger amount of construction
would take place during a relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical

daily construction activity. Compression of the construction schedule from six to three
years would increase the intensity of construction and may result in more individual pieces
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.D. Noise

of equipment operating simultaneously than under the proposed six-year construction
period of the project. Under the compressed scenario, Phase 0 would occur over a 12-
month period, as under the six-year construction scenario; therefore, the construction noise
impacts for Phase 0 would be the same. Under the compressed scenario, Phases 1 and 2
would be constructed simultaneously after Phase 0 and would involve more equipment
operation but not at the same location, as Phase 1 and Phase 2 are in separate geographic
areas of the project site. Consequently, construction noise impacts at Archbishop Riordan
High School as assessed in Table 3.C-8 would marginally increase by at most 3 dBA and
only if development of blocks G and TH2 were to occur simultaneously (see Figure 2-18

while all other Phase 1 development would be over 300 feet away, such that construction
noise would be attenuated by distance so as not to contribute considerably to construction
noise from concurrent development of Phase 2 area under the compressed schedule.
Additionally, because construction noise analysis involves consideration of the
simultaneous operation of the two-noisiest pieces of equipment, the compressed
construction scenario would not appreciably result in a change in the character of the
significant and unavoidable construction noise impact identified. Therefore, due to the
distances involved, the compressed construction scenario would only have a potential for
amodest increase in noise levels over those predicted for the proposed schedule. Fhesame

would be significant.

The second paragraph of SEIR p. 3.C-32 is revised as follows to correct the vibration
standard for older residential structures (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and
new text is shown in double underline):

This analysis evaluates the significance of construction-related vibration on structures and
people (receptors), specifically cosmetic damage effects on structures and sleep disturbance
and associated health effects on people. For building damage, the threshold limit depends on

the

architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 3.C-6,

p- 3.C-14)but. fFor modern residential, industrial and commercial buildings, a standard of
0.5 in/sec PPV is applied, while for older residential structures, a standard of 0.3 in/sec PPV is
applied. The potential for sleep disturbance vibration effects are evaluated only when
construction activities are proposed during the nighttime hours, which would not occur
under the proposed project, therefore, there would be no sleep disturbance vibration impacts.

The fourth paragraph of SEIR p. 3.C-32 is revised as follows to correct the vibration
standard for older residential structures (deleted text is shown in steikethreugh and
new text is shown in double underline):

As shown in Table 3.C-6, p. 3.C-14, depending on the type of vibration (transient versus
continuous), groundborne vibration generated by project-related demolition and
construction activities above 85-0.3 in/sec PPV could cause cosmetic damage to new or
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.E. Air Quality

older nearby structures. As shown Table 3.C-9, estimated vibration levels of PPV’s would
be well-below the 8:5-0.3 in/sec threshold and this impact would be less than significant.

5.E

Air Quality

In response to the air district’s request, acknowledging that the air district’s emissions
reduction grant program is evolving, and because individual emission reduction
projects needed to support the ozone precursor offsets required by Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-2d (Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule) have not been
identified, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed
Schedule. Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer’s

Proposed Option or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor shall implement
this measure. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building
associated with Phase 1, the project sponsor, with the oversight of the ERO, shall either:

1.

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

Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean
Air Foundatlon or other governmental ent1t¥ or thlrd party. The mltlgatlon offset fee—

fee—ef—ne—mefe—thaﬂé—pefeeﬁt—ef—the—tetal—e&set— shall fund one or more emissions

reduction projects within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The fee will be
determined by the planning department, the project sponsor, and the_governmental
entity or third party responsible for administering the funds-air-distriet, and be based
on the type of projects available at the time of the payment. This fee is intended to fund
emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0tons per year of ozone
precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone precursors
for the Additional Housing Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions
below significance levels after implementation of other identified mitigation measures
as currently calculated.

The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project
sponsor, the_governmental entity or third party responsible for administering the
funds-air-distriet, and the ERO prior to issuance of the first site permit. This offset
payment shall total the predicted 2.0 tons per year of ozone precursors for the
Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2tons per year of ozone precursors for the
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5. Draft SEIR Revisions

5.F. Appendix D2, Noise Supporting Information

5.F

Additional Housing Option above the 10-ton-per-year threshold after implementation
of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c.

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

Appendix D2, Noise Supporting Information

Pages 1 and 2 of SEIR Appendix D2 are revised as follows:

Existing CALCULATED | Recsptor JAdj Distancs Distance

TOTAL WEHICLE TYPE % WEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (4BA) INOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Moise |from ifrom
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES  Auto HT Autc kh MT k/h HT kh  Auto MT HT [15 meters from | Roadway | Level [Roadwayto [Roadway to
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak

fram: to: Auts % MT % HT roadway center) [Genter (m)f (dBA) |im.) (ft)

F. Kahlo Ocean Cloud 1173 11438 | 2 |2358| 1 111.79 40 BOB7 555 B0 B4.1 40 598 121 387
F. Kahlo C_Coll N. Judson 14 88858 | 2 [18.28| 1 ]| 914 40 558 544 530 B3.0 40 587 54 308
Lee Ocean  Site 57 16198 | 2 |1 5.34 | 1 | 1.67 40 522 470 516 55.6 40 51.3 b7 5.6
Les Ocean  Holoway | 166 16102 | 2 1532 | 1 1166 40 522 470 516 55.6 4 51.3 17 5B
Phymaouth Ocean  S.Wood 77 17168 [ 2 | 354 | 1] 1.77 40 524 472 518 558 4 51.6 18 6.C
City Coll N F.Kahla Site 23 31331 | 2 1646 [ 11528 40 551 488 545 584 4 54.2 33 10.8
Judson F.Kahlo Genesee 70 64008 |2 | 134 |1 | 67 40 582 530 577 B16 4 574 BS 23 E

Agsumptions: PM peak hour traffic data from Kittleson

Existing + Developer's Project CALCULATED | Receptor |Adj Distance  [Distance

TOTAL WEHICLE TYPE % WEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) INOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise |from from
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES  Auto HT Autc kh MT kR HT kh Auto MT HT [15 meters from | Roadway | Level [Roadwayto [Roadway to
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak

fram: to: roadway center) [Genter (mf (dBA) |im.) (fty
F. Kahlo Ocean Cloud 1173 BO.7 555 801 B4.1 40 588 121 387
F. Kahlo C. Coll N. Judson 897 60.0 548 524 63.3 40 58.1 10.2 3.6
Lee Ocean  Site a7 558 506 553 58.2 40 55.0 4.0 13.8
Les Ocean Holoway 209 532 48D 526 56.6 4 523 24 2L
Phlymouth Ocean S wood 177 524 472 518 558 4 516 1.8 B.0
City Coll N F.Kahlo  Site 3B8 556 504 551 58.0 4 547 38 124
Judsen F. Kohlo  Genesec 700 584 532 57.9 B1.8 575 72 238

Agsumptions:  PM peak hour traffic data from Kittleson
Existing + Additional Housing Scenario CALCULATED | Receptor JAdj Distance  [Distance

TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % WEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL ({BA) |NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Moise (from from
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES  Auto HT Autz kih MT kih HT kih Auto MT HT [15 meters from | Roadway | Leval |Roadwayto |Roadway to
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak

fram. to: MT % HT madway center) [Center (m)| (@BA) Jim) (ft)

F. Kahlo OCcean  Clowd 1179 Z [2z58]| 1 |11.79 BO.7 555 BOA 40 59.8 121 39.7)
F. Kahlo C. Coll N. Judson 1063 21.26[ 1 |10.83 602 550 587 63.6 40 59.4 10.8 35.6
Lee Ocean  Site 4 566 [1 |43 563 511 558 58.7 40 55.5 45 14.]
Lee Ocean  Holoway [ 225 452 [ 1 |296 535 483 529 56.9 4 558 23 7.6
Plymouth Ocean Sood Fid 3.54 [ 1] 197 524 472 518 55.8 4 518 18 B.0]
City Coll N F.Kahla Site 79 958 [ 1 ]478 568 518 582 BO 2 4 558 49 181
Judson F.Kahlo Genesee 33 4 B8 “ 753 586 534 31 B2.0 4 577 75 24 7]
]
Agsumptions: Pl peak hour traffic data from Kittlason
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Existing + Construction Trucks CALCULATED | Receptor |Ad] Distance  [Distance
TOTAL WEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise [from from
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES Auto TAT T Rutc h T Wh HT_Kh Asto  MT  HT [15meters from |Roadway | Levsl o to
Calveno 85 dBA 65 dBA
Peak
from: tar % Auto % % HT roadway center) |Center (ft)
F. Kahlo Ocean  Cloud 1201 % | 1158 12 m 3 [36.08 807 525 B50 6.5 40 625 213 708
CityColl N F.Kahlo Site - 3174 - 345 7 24.15 851 471 632 63.9 a0 59.7 11.8 8.6
Trucks Alone g [o1] ooz [T]ooz2 n 2185 135 252 B2E 628 30 58.8 a1 98
Assumptions: P peak hour traffic data friom Kittleson
Existing CALCULATED | Receptor |Ad) Distance Distance
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise [from from
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES Auto T HT Aulc Wh MT Kh HT Wh Auto  MT  HT [15meters from |Roadway | Level w o to
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak
from: % Auto % HT ruad cenler Center(m.) (dBA} |m.) (ft)
Pymouth  Ocean SWocd 77 57 17169 2 3 54 1177 524 472 518 a0 516 1.8 6.0
Phymouth  San RamcWikd wd ‘:I ‘:I |:| |:|
Assumptions: PMp
Existing + Developer's Project Alternative C [CALCULATED | Receptor |Ad] Distance  [Distance
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise [from rom
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES Auto TAT T Rutc Wh T Kh FT_Wh Auto  MT  HT [15msters from | Roadway | Level o to
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak
from:  to: % Aum % MT % HT roadway center) |Center ()| @BA) |m.) ()
Piymouth  San RamcWild wd [__222 97 [21554 | 2 | 444 H 232 452 528 56.8 a0 526 23 7.5
Assumptions: P psak hour traffic data from Kitilsson
Existing + Additional Housing Alternative C CALCULATED | Receptor [Ad) Distance  [Distance
TOTAL WEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise [from rom
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES Auto T HT Autc Wh MT Kh HT kh Auto  MT  HT [15meters from |Roadway | Level to to
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak
from:  tor % Auo % MT % HT roadway center) [Center (my| (@BAY |im.) (1)
Piymouth  San RamcWild wd [ 236 97 |zz89z |2 | 472 lil T 485 531 571 a0 528 24 7.8
Assumptions:  PM peak haur traffic data from Kittlsson
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