CHAPTER S5
Draft SEIR Revisions

This chapter presents text changes for the Balboa Reservoir Project draft SEIR. The revisions
reflect changes identified in RTC Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the Project
Description, RTC 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 strikethrough.
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 draft SEIR 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  Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and
Introduction Chapter

To be consistent with the revisions made under the applicable resource topics in
response to comments, p. viii of the SEIR Table of Contents is revised as follows:

Table 3.B-8  ExistingTransit PelayExisting Transit Travel Times ...........ccoeeeeveveeenennnnee. 3.B-22

To reflect the addition of Appendix C4, Transit Delay Analysis and Capital
Improvements and Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum, p. vi
of the SEIR Table of Contents has been revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

Appendices
A Notice of Preparation
B Initial Study
C Transportation Supporting Information
C1 Travel Demand Memorandum
C2 Transit Assessment Memorandum
C3 Freight Loading Data
(4 Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements
D Noise Supporting Information
D1 Construction Noise Model Output
D2 Traffic Noise Model Output
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5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

T O ™

—

D3 Calculations of Long-Term Noise Metrics

D4 Sound Level Meter Reports

Air Quality Technical Memorandum

Water Supply Assessment

Biological Resources Supporting Information

Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Mitigation Measures

Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum

The new Appendix C4 and Appendix I are provided at the end of this RTC chapter.

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

The third paragraph on draft SEIR p. S-5 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown
in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

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

include one concrete pour per building, which could occur a total of 12 times throughout
the project construction period. Such Econstruction activities that-extend-beyondnermal

hours—would be subject to review, permitting, and approval by the San Francisco

Department of Building Inspection.
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5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

* In Table S-2, Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4 on draft SEIR p. 5-13 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough
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.B,Transportation and Circulation [EXCERPT]

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed S Moniter Cumulative Transit Travel Times-and-Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay. The SUM
project, in combination with prOJect sponsor under either pI’OjeCt opt|on shaII momtopeumumlatwe—t#ansﬂ—trwel-umes—ioﬂhe

reasonably foreseeable future

projects, may result in a potentially e

significant cumulative impact pro}eet—sponsor—shau-lmplement feaslble measures (as developed in consultation W|th SFMTA) to

related to public transit delay and reduce transit delay-and-meet-the-transit-travel-time-performance-standard for the identified segments

the project could contribute of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic.

crnsidesably. Transit Travel Time Performance StandardRoutes and Study Segments. Existing transittravel

hme—penods—a#e—shomm—mlable—M—G—IR—LThe oIIowmg routes and study segments shown—m

Fable-M-G-FR-4-represent routes and study segments most likely to have a cumulative impact to
which the project would have a considerable cumulative contribution.

e K/T Third/Ingleside (outbound): Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART)

e K/T Third/Ingleside (inbound): San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean

Avenue
e 29 Sunset (outbound): Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission St/Persia Avenue
¢ 29 Sunset (inbound): Mission St/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue

e 43 Masonic (outbound): Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva Avenue/Howth Street
e 43 Masonic (inbound): Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard

TapLe M-C-TR-4
“TrRANSITTRAVEL TIME PERFORMANCE - STANDARD

Existing.T T I Perf
Fime? Standardh
Line |Study Segment Period Period Period Peried
Jules-Ave/Ocean-Ave toBalboa .
KT Park BART 330 842 30 1242
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5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

San-dJose-AvelGeneva-Aveto
DoradoTerr/Ocean-Ave

328

10:03

Plymouth-Ave/OceanAveto
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5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

delay-to-thatroutethe-The project sponsor shall implement-contribute funds for the following capital

improvement measures that reduce transit travel times.-Fhese-measures-are-subject-to-agency

1._Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue. The project sponsor shall
fund the design and construction of signal timing modifications and restriping, as needed, at the
Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue intersection. The existing traffic signal shall be modified to
prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left
turns.

2. _Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue. The project sponsor shall
fund the design and construction of signal timing modifications and restriping, as needed, at the
Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue intersection. The existing traffic signal shall be modified to

1 A new major building is City College of San Francisco Ocean Avenue campus construction post-2019 that results in a cumulative net addition of more than 50,000

square feet to an existing building(s) or a new building(s), or a new or expanded parking facility of more than a 50,000 square feet.
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5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left
turns.

3. _Bus boarding island on southbound Frida Kahlo Way. The project sponsor shall fund the
design and construction of a bus boarding island on southbound Frida Kahlo \Way, north of the
Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue intersection, and restriping, as heeded.

The cost of these capital improvement measures is $200,000 in 2020 dollars, and shall be considered

the project’s fair share toward mitigating this significant cumulative impact. This amount shall be

increased by consumer price index per year. The fair share contribution, as documented by SFMTA?
shall not exceed this amount across all phases. Payment of the fair share contribution levels would
mitigate the impacts of the estimated transit delay added by full development of the proposed project
options.

If SEMTA adopts a strategy to reduce transit travel times along these routes that does not involve
signal timing modifications or bus boarding islands, the project’s fair share contribution shall remain
the same, and may be used for other transit travel time saving strategies on these routes, as deemed
desirable by SFMTA.

2

Development on March 30, 2020.

Henderson, Tony, SEMTA, e-mail communication to Elizabeth White, San Francisco Planning Department, and I eigh Lutenski, Office of Economic and Workforce
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5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance prior
to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

34469\13178387.1

* In Table S-2, the sixth bullet point of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 on draft SEIR p. 5-18 is revised as follows (deleted text is
shown in strikethrough 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 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.

e Undertake the noisiest activities (e.g., demolition using hoe rams) during-times-ofleast

{o {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 temporary or
permanent relocation of North Street.
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5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

In Table S-2, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d (Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule) on SEIR pp. 5-23 to S-
24 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethreugh 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.D, Air Quality [EXCERPT]
Impact AQ-2a: During S SUM
construction, the proposed project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d: Offset Construction Emissions for the Compressed Schedule.
would generate criteria air Under the compressed three-year construction schedule for either the Developer's Proposed Option
pollutants which would violate an or the Additional Housing Option, the project sponsor shall implement this measure. Prior to issuance
air quality standard, contribute of the final certificate of occupancy for the final building associated with Phase 1, the project sponsor,
substantially to an existing or with the oversight of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), shall either:
projected air quality violation, or ; . i, . L : : : :
result in a cumulatively 1. D/re_ctly fund or /mplement a spe_CIf/c offset project within San Francisco if available to achieve tr’1e
eotisiHarable netincragss inortaria equivalent to g one-time reduction of 2.0 tons per year of ozone precu.r.sors forthg Develgpers
air pollutants. Proposed Optlo.n or.:.3.2 t.ons per year of ozone.p.recur.so.rs for the Addlt.lonal Housing O.ptlon.. TF)
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
2. Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area Clean Air
Foundatlon or other governmental ent|t¥ or th|rd gartx The mltlgatlon offset fee—eu#enﬂ-y
5—pereent—ef—the—teta4—eﬁset— shaII fund one or more emlssmns reductlon pI’OjeCtS W|th|n the
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The fee will be determined by the planning-departmentERO,
the project sponsor, and the-air-district governmental entity or third party responsible for
administering the funds, and be based on the type of projects available at the time of the payment.
This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction projects to achieve reductions of 2.0 tons per
year of ozone precursors for the Developer’s Proposed Option or 3.2 tons per year of ozone
precursors for the Additional Housing Option, which is the amount required to reduce emissions
below significance levels after implementation of other identified mitigation measures as currently
calculated.
The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the project sponsor,
the-air-district governmental entity or third party responsible for administering the funds, 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
Balboa Reservoir Project 8 Case No. 2018-007883ENV
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5.A. Revisions to the Table of Contents, Summary, and Introduction Chapter

Level of Level of
Significance prior Significance
Environmental Impact to Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2c¢.

The total emission offset amount is-presented above was 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.B. Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description

The text on SEIR p. 1-14 is revised as follows to include Appendix C3 and to reflect
the addition of Appendix C4, Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements and
Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

- Appendix C: Transportation Supporting Information

= Appendix C1: Travel Demand Memorandum

*  Appendix C2: Transit Assessment Memorandum

*  Appendix C3: Freight Loading Data

*  Appendix C4: Transit Delay Analysis and Capital Improvements
- Appendix D: Noise Supporting Information

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

— Appendix H: Balboa Park Station Area Plan PEIR Mitigation Measures
- Appendix I: Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum

5.B  Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description

The following figure has been revised to show the revised street ownership; the
revised figure is provided at the end of this chapter.

e Figure 2-12 on draft SEIR p. 2-27
The last paragraph on SEIR p. 2-7 is revised as follows:

The site does not contain any permanent structures and currently contains 1,007 surface
vehicular parking spaces. The lot provides overflow vehicular parking for City College

students, faculty, and staff._The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

(SFMTA) is also temporarily using a portion of the project site for SEFMTA employee

parking, under an agreement with SFPUC. The SFMTA started temporarily using on

October 1, 2019, an approximate 29,100-square-foot area of the project site. This
temporary use will expire September 2020.

Balboa Reservoir Project 10 Case No. 2018-007883ENV
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5.B. Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description

The paragraph under Section 2.E.1, Developer’s Proposed Option on SEIR p. 2-13 is
revised as follows:

The Developer’s Proposed Option would include up to 1.64 million gsf in new
construction on 10 Blocks (Figure 2-4, Developer’s Proposed Option Site Plan and
Height Ranges). Construction under this option would provide 1,100 residential units
totaling about 1.3 million gsf. Housing would be provided on each block. A total of up to
50 percent of the new units would be designated affordable to persons earning between
55 and 120 percent of the area median income, depending on market surveys, funding
source restrictions and other stakeholder input on the affordable housing plan.
Affordable housing would be distributed throughout the site. For purposes of this SEIR,
the unit mix is assumed to be 40 percent studio/one bedroom units and 60 percent two-

or-more-bedroom units._The project proposes to provide approximately 150 moderate-
income dwelling units (as a component of the project’s 50 percent affordable housing
element) that would be deed-restricted to occupancy by educator households with an
average income of 100 percent of the area median income. Households with at least one
full-time employee of the City College of San Francisco or San Francisco Unified School
District would have preferential priority for all educator dwelling units, with City
College households having first priority and San Francisco Unified School District
households having second priority.

Figure 2-5, Ground Floor Use Plan for Developer’s Proposed Option, presents the
proposed ground floor use plan at the project site. With the exception of the townhome
blocks (Blocks TH1 and TH2), the ground floor areas on all blocks could include common
spaces, building lobbies, residential units, as well as utility and parking access. As shown
in Figure 2-5, the ground floor of Block B would contain approximately 10,000 gsf of
childcare and community space. Approximately 7,500 gsf of retail space, including a café,
could be provided on the ground level of Block A, C, D, E, or F.

The first bullet under Section 2.E.6, Vehicle Parking and Loading, on SEIR p. 2-23 is
revised as follows:

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

The text on SEIR p. 2-39 is revised as follows to clarify the compressed schedule:

As stated in the footnote to Table 2-2, the phasing of project implementation would be
subject to changes due to market conditions and other unanticipated factors.
Consequently, construction could be complete as early as 2024 under a compressed
schedule or extend beyond 2027. If construction occurs over a shorter period than shown
in Table2-2 (e.g., Phases1 and 2 occurring simultaneously following Phase0), a
relatively larger amount of construction would take place during a relatively shorter
period of time of three years, thereby increasing the typical daily construction activity.

Phase 0 would occur in 2021, followed by Phases 1 and 2 occurring simultaneously for
approximately 24 months from 2022 to 2023, and completed by early 2024. The

construction analysis in SEIR Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, is generally based on conservative assumptions where appropriate and
described in the “Approach to Analysis” section of the resource topic area.

Section 2.1.1, State and Regional Agencies on SEIR p. 2-50 is revised as follows:

California Department of Transportation
¢ Transportation permit for oversized or excessive load vehicles

Section 2.1.2, Local Agencies on SEIR pp. 2-50 to 2-51 is revised as follows to update or
correct local agency approval actions:

2.1.2 Local Agencies

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

¢ Adoption of CEQA findings

e Approval of general plan amendments

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

e Approval of a development agreement
® Approval of final subdivision map(s)

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

¢ Approval of an amended easement and access agreement with CitF-Coellege-ofthe San
Francisco Community College District for roadway access and any joint development

of streets, if applicable

o Approval of a resolution(s) authorizing the sale of property under SFPUC

jurisdiction and various license agreements for use, construction, and open space on
FP I r

¢ Approval of a resolution acknowledging City’s intention to fund affordable housing
in the project

Balboa Reservoir Project 12 Case No. 2018-007883ENV
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5.B. Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description

San Francisco Planning Commission

e (Certification of the final SEIR

¢ Adoption of CEQA findings

® Approval of special use district design standards and guidelines

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

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

* Approval of Design Standards and Guidelines

¢ Recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to approve a
development agreement

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission or General Manager

¢ Adoption of CEQA findings
® Actions and approvals related to a development agreement and purehase-and-sale-an

agreement for the sale of property under SFPUC jurisdiction, and various license

agreements for use, construction, and open space on SFPUC property and other
actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

* Approval of an amended easement and access agreement with the San Francisco
Community College District for roadway access and any joint development of
streets, if applicable

San Francisco Department of Public Works

® Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

e Actions and approvals related to a development agreement and approval of transit

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

San Francisco Fire Department

® Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority

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

¢ Nighttime construction permit, if required

San Francisco Department of Public Health

® Actions and approvals related to its jurisdictional authority
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5.C. Revisions to Section 3.A.6, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

City-Cellege-ofSan Francisco. Community College District
® Act as responsible agency under CEQA

* Approval of an amended easement and access agreement

5.C  Revisions to Section 3.A.6, Approach to
Cumulative Impact Analysis

To update the status of the potential City College east basin parking garage project
and passage of San Francisco Proposition A bond measure on March 3, 2020, the SEIR
text is revised on pp. 3.A-13 to 3.A-14 as follows:

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 Student Development Building was proposed at the location of the existing
Creative Arts Extension Building. The bond measure passed on March 3, 2020. The

various projects that could be funded through the bond are subject to approval by the
City College Board of Trustees. To support the college’s anticipated increase in
enrollment, the Balboa Reservoir project sponsor may fund a portion of a study
addressing a 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
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5.D. Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

5D Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and
Circulation

* Table 3.B-2 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-10 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in

strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

TaBLE 3.B-2

VEHICULAR COUNTS AT STUDY INTERSECTIONS

Number of Vehiclesa:P

Number | Intersection A.M. Peak Hour | P.M. Peak Hour
1 Ocean Avenue/Miramar Avenue 1,833 1,876
2 Ocean Avenue/Lee Avenue 1,898 2,021
3 Ocean Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue 2,090 2,293
4 Ocean Avenue/San Jose Avenue 1,376 1,413
5 Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 1,841 1,866
6 San Ramon Way/Southwood Drive/Plymouth Avenue 422268 409226
7 Greenwood Avenue/Plymouth Avenue 430 397
8 Geneva Avenue/San Jose Avenue 2,590 2,485
9 Judson Avenue/Frida Kahlo Way 1,030 1,040
10 Judson Avenue/Hazelwood Avenue 437 341
11 Judson Avenue/Gennessee Street 851 780
12 Monterey Boulevard/Gennessee Street 1,684 1,636
13 Cloud Circle (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 750 923
14 Cloud Circle (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 1,074 1,210
15 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (N)/Frida Kahlo Way 750 923
16 City College Upper Reservoir Lot (S)/Frida Kahlo Way 1,074 1,210
17 1-280 SB Off Ramp/Ocean Avenue 1,505 1,509
18 1-280 SB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 2,463 2,590
19 1-280 NB Ramps/Geneva Avenue 2,653 2,642
20 |-280 NB Ramps/Ocean Avenue 1,101 1,207
21 Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue 1,708 1,846
22 Ocean Avenue/Harold Avenue 1,905 1,981
23 Holloway Avenue/Lee Avenue 440 378

SOURCE: Quality Counts, 2018.

NOTES:

a Vehicle volume (number of vehicles) reflects the sum of all turning movements at the intersection.
The weekday a.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of vehicle traffic occurring between 7 a.m. and
9 a.m. The weekday p.m. peak hour is the peak one hour (four consecutive 15-minute intervals) of vehicle traffic occurring between
4 p.m.and 6 p.m.
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5.D. Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

The text on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-22 to 3.B-23 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown
in strikethrough 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 (outbound)
— San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue (inbound)
e 29 Sunset
- Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue (outbound)
- Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

e 43 Masonic

- Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound)
—  Gennessee Street/Monterey  Boulevard to  Geneva Avenue/Howth Street
(outbound)
¢ 49 Van Ness/Mission

— Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
(inbound)

- Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance
(outbound)

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-8, Existing Transit
Pelay_Existing 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 seconds-ef-delaya-transit vehicle encounters

travel times during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours-aleng-each-of the study-ecorridors.
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5.D. Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

TaBLE 3.B-8
ExisTING TRANSIT TRAVEL TIMES
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Transit Line | Study Segment A.M. Peak Period P.M. Peak Period
KT
29
43
49

Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance to
Mission St/Persia Ave (outbound)

I~
=
co
—_
N
N
an

Mission St/Ocean Ave to Frida Kahlo Way/City
College South Entrance (inbound)

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.am. peak hour, which operates with an average intersection delay above 100 seconds.
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5.D. Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

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 inthiseerrider-typically experience transit reentry delays of around 11 seconds.

Footnote 96 on draft SEIR p. 3.B-52 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

% The threshold uses the adopted the Transit First Policy, City Charter section 8A.103(c)1,
85; percent on-time performance service standard for Muni, with the charter considering
vehicles arriving more than four minutes beyond a published schedule time late.

The text on draft SEIR pp. 3.B-73 to 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 proposed project on transit delay (traffic congestion, transit reentry
delay, and passenger boarding delay) was evaluated along the following eerriders-ane

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 (outbound)
— San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado Terrace/Ocean Avenue (inbound)
e 29 Sunset
- Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission Street/Persia Avenue (outbound)
- Mission Street/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue (inbound)

e 43 Masonic

- Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey Boulevard (inbound)
—  Gennessee Street/Monterey  Boulevard to  Geneva Avenue/Howth Street

(outbound)
¢ 49 Van Ness/Mission

— Frida Kahlo Way/CCSF South Entrance to Mission Street/Persia Avenue
(outbound)

- Mission Street/Ocean Avenue to Frida Kahlo Way/City College South Entrance
(inbound)

The results of the transit delay analysis are summarized in Table 3.B-18, Transit Delay

Analysis;and. Synchro travel time calculation worksheets presenting transit delay along
the corridors are provided in AttachmentC, Corridor Delay Analy51s Synchro

Balboa Reservoir Project 18 Case No. 2018-007883ENV
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Caleulations;, of

SEIR  Appendix C2,

5.D. Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

Transit Assessment

Memorandum__and

supplementary transit analysis is provided in the SEIR Appendix C4, Transit Delay
Analysis and Capital Improvement Memorandum.

TaBLE 3.B-18
TrANSITDELAY ANALYSIS
delay)} delay)
Southbound! Neorthbound! Southbeound!
Georrider Westbound Eastbound Westbound
Fransit-Delay
Frida-Kahlo 15 5 28
Way
Deeanfvende 143 124 144
Seneva 53 * 48
Avenue
Existi ug Dovel s P | Ooti
Frida-Kahlo 74 29 104
Way
OseanAvende 182 182 244
Seneva 127 H# 127
Avente
Existi e Addifional Lousine Onti
Frida-Kahlo 87 46 114
Way
OceanAvende 207 208 272
Seneva 137 13232 137
Avenue
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5.D. Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

Weekday a-m-Peak Hour{seconds of Weekday p-rm-Peak Hour (secondsof
delay) delay}
Morthbound! Southbound/ Northbound! Southbound/
Corridor Eastbound Westbound Eastbound Westbound
Proicet-Related | in-Del
Beveloper'sProposed-Option
Frida-Kahlo 13 59 24 3
Way
Osear-Avende 88 39 58 400
Seneva 20 4 42 8t
Avenue
Additional Housing Opti
Frida-Kahle 18 2 41 83
Way
Osean-Avende 82 84 84 128
Seneva 30 84 58 X3
Avenue
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TaBLE 3.B-18
TrRANSIT DELAY ANALYSIS
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5.D. Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

. Exceeds Four-
Transit Project-Related | — ...
. Minute
Travel Time Change Threshold?2
A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M.
Transit Peak Peak Peak | Peak | Peak Peak
Mission/Persia to Plymouth/Ocean 814 12:03 1.04 2.08 No No
(inbound)
43 Geneva/Howth to 5.07° 6.07° 017 1.00 No No
Monterey/Foerster® (inbound)
Gennessee/Monterey to 5:39° | 6.07° 112 1:21 No No
Geneva/HowthC (outbound)
49 Frida Kahlo/City College South to 6:41 12:28 1:02 1:24 No No

Mission/Persia (outbound)

Mission/Ocean to Frida Kahlo/City 8:22 13:33
College South (inbound)

A
R
N
S

&

&

Developer’s Proposed Option

As shown in Table3.B-18, vehicle and transit trips generated by the Developer’s
Proposed Option would increase transit delay by a maximum of—%%eeeﬂds—aleﬂg—Fﬂda

minute and 40 seconds 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
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5.D. Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

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 TableSB 18, veh1cle and transit generated by the Addltlonal Housing

minutes and 8 seconds 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, tThe 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.

The last sentence on draft SEIR p. 3.B-79 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown
in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

The Developer’s Proposed Option would construct an up to 750658-space public parking
garage to partially replace the existing 1,007-space surface parking lot on the project site.

The following edits update draft SEIR pp. 3.B-95 to 3.B-98, including Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4, Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, to reflect the
impact conclusion updates regarding the 49 Van Ness/Mission and transit capital
improvements (deleted text is shown in strilcethreugh and new text is shown in
double underline):

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Meonitor—Cumulative—Transit—Travel Times—and
Implement Measures to Reduce Tran51t Delay. The project sponsor under either project
optlon shall i

spenser-shall-implement feasible measures (as developed in consultatlon with SFMTA)

3 Thid
Case No. 2018-007883ENV 23 Balboa Reservoir Project
April 2020 Responses to Comments

Screencheck Part 2 (April 2, 2020) — Subject to Change



Error! No text of specified style in document.. Error! No text of specified style in document.
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to reduce transit delay-and-meet-thetransittravel - ime performancestandard _for the
identified segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic.

Meﬁtmeﬁe&em&anee—&and&rdRoutes and Studgg Segment Ee&sffmg—ﬁﬁaﬂsﬁ

ai S : The following routes and
study segments she%qq—}n—"FableM—GT—R—él—represent routes and study segments most
likely to have a cumulative impact to which the project would have a considerable
cumulative contribution.

o K/T Third/Ingleside (outbound): Jules Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Balboa Park Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART)

o K/T Third/Ingleside (inbound): San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue to Dorado

Terrace/Ocean Avenue

e 29 Sunset (outbound): Plymouth Avenue/Ocean Avenue to Mission St/Persia
Avenue

e 29 Sunset (inbound): Mission St/Persia Avenue to Plymouth Avenue/Ocean
Avenue

e 43 Masonic (outbound): Gennessee Street/Monterey Boulevard to Geneva

Avenue/Howth Street
e 43 Masonic (inbound): Geneva Avenue/Howth Street to Foerster Street/Monterey
Boulevard
TaBLE M-C-TR-4
-TRANSIT TRAVEL THME PERFORMANCE-STANDARD
ExistinaT T : Perf
Time? Standard®
Line |StudySegment Period Period Period Period
Jules-Ave/OceanAveto BalboaPark BART 330 842 +30 1242
Ass San-Jose-AvelGeneva-Aveto-DeoradoTerr/
. A 3:28 10:03 728 1428
.
F’ i 2 8:01 12:09 12:014 16:01
29
- ; Y 740 955 LEILTa) 1510
Frida-KahloWay/CCSF South-Entrance to
420 437 8:20 837
Foerster-St/Monterey Blvd
43
Gennessee-StMonterey Blvd-to-Frida
446 423 846 8:23
Kahle\Way/GCCSF Seuth-Entrance
Frida-KahloWay/CCSF South-Entrance to
Mission-St/Persia-Ave
49
Y 748 1425 1448 1525
CGCSFE Seuth-Entrance
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5.D. Revisions to Section 3.B, Transportation and Circulation

eq&al—te—twe—mm&es—de}ay—te—that—feb&e—the—The pr0]ect sponsor shall fmplemeﬂt
contribute funds for the followmg capltal 1mpr0vement measures that reduce transit

travel times.

1. Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue. The project
sponsor shall fund the design and construction of signal timing modifications and
restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Brighton Avenue intersection. The
existing traffic signal shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a
protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.

2. Signal Timing Modifications at Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue. The project
sponsor shall fund the design and construction of signal timing modifications and
restriping, as needed, at the Ocean Avenue/Plymouth Avenue intersection. The
existing traffic signal shall be modified to prohibit eastbound left turns and provide a
protected green arrow signal phase for westbound left turns.

3. Bus boarding island on southbound Frida Kahlo Way. The project sponsor shall
fund the design and construction of a bus boarding island on southbound Frida
Kahlo Way, north of the Frida Kahlo Way/Geneva Avenue/Ocean Avenue

intersection, and restriping, as needed.

The cost of these capital improvement measures is $200,000 in 2020 dollars, and shall be
considered the project’s fair share toward mitigating this significant cumulative impact.
This amount shall be increased by consumer price index per vear. The fair share
contribution, as documented by SEMTAS, shall not exceed this amount across all phases.
Payment of the fair share contribution levels would mitigate the impacts of the estimated
transit delay added by full development of the proposed project options.

If SEMTA adopts a strategy to reduce transit travel times along these routes that does not
involve signal timing modifications or bus boarding islands, the project’s fair share
contribution shall remain the same, and may be used for other transit travel time saving
strategies on these routes, as deemed desirable by SEMTA.

5 Henderson, Tony, SEMTA, e-mail communication to Elizabeth White, San Francisco Planning Department, and
Leigh [ utenski, Office of Economic and Workforce Development on March 30, 2020.
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5.E. Revisions to Section 3.C, Noise

and-Implementation of these capital improvement measures would reduce transit delay

for the identified segments of the K/T Third/Ingleside, 29 Sunset, and 43 Masonic.
However, given the uncertainty of SFMTA approval ef-ether—measures—under—their

jurisdietion,—of these measures, and because SEMTA cannot commit funding to these
capital improvements, the impact of the proposed project options would remain

significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4.

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

5.E Revisions to Section 3.C, Noise

The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-23 is revised as follows to clarify nighttime noise
generating activity (deleted text is shown in steilcethrough 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 construction activity-and-weuld-net-eccur-duringnighttime
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5.E. Revisions to Section 3.C, Noise

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

Construction-Related Noise Sources

Project implementation would result in operation of heavy equipment on the project site
for the demolition of the west side berm, and north and east embankments, construction of
new structures and associated infrastructure, and open space improvements. Construction
activities would occur intermittently on the project site over the six-year construction
duration and could expose nearby existing and future sensitive receptors to temporary

increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. The project sponsor does
not anticipate frequent or regular nighttime noise-generating construction activity.

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, which could occur a total of 12 times throughout the project construction
period. Such construction activities that-extend-beyond-normal-hours-have not-been
speeificallyidentitied by—the-applicant-and-would be subject to review, permitting, and
approval by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.

The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-25 is revised as follows to correct the location of this
receptor (deleted text is shown in strilcethrough and new text is shown in double
underline):

Archbishop Riordan High School would be the receptor nearest to the eastern—northern
property line. Archbishop Riordan High School would be located approximately 80 feet
from Phase 0 demolition activities which would last approximately two months.

The text on draft SEIR p. 3.C-29 is revised as follows to clarify the noise analysis
under the compressed construction schedule (deleted text is shown in strikethrough
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 vears would increase the
intensity of construction and may result in more individual pieces 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
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5.E. Revisions to Section 3.C, Noise

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 increase by 3 dBA and onlv if development of Blocks G and TH2 would occur
simultaneously (see Figure 2-18). 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 a modest increase in noise levels over those

predicted for the proposed schedule.

The peak volume of truck trips under the compressed schedule would also occur over
four months in 2022 and would be 1.2 times greater than the six-year schedule due to the
simultaneous construction of Phase 1 and 2. As indicated in Table 3.C-8 on SEIR p.
3.C-27, the noise contribution of truck trips would be much less than that of off-road

construction egulpment There would not be a substantial increase in the severity of

eaeh—ph&se—Under the compressed construction schedule, the construction noise impact
from off-road equipment would be significant.

The sixth bullet point of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 on draft SEIR p. 3.C-30 is
revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):

o Undertake the noisiest activities (e.g., demolition using hoe rams) euring—times—of
least-disturbance-to-surrounding residents—and-eceupants—to (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 temporary or permanent relocation of North Street.

The second full paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.C-31 is revised as follows (deleted text is
shown in strilcethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. Implementation of
construction-related noise control measures in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 would
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reduce the project’s temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels. However,
given that there would still be periods of peak construction activity exceeding the
“Ambient + 10 dBA” standard at the nearest sensitive receptor locations for occasional
periods when activity would be conducted at the property lines nearest to receptors,
these occurrences would occur in all three phases of construction over an extended
period of up to six years.

Plywood barriers or moveable sound barrier curtains can provide, at best, 10 to 15 dBA
of sound attenuation but would not be effective for elevated receptors in the 1100-1150

Ocean Avenue residences._The feasibility of implementing either a temporary or
permanent North Street extension is unknown at this time, as it would require

development of an agreement on timing and right-of-way acquisition with City College.

If construction were to be conducted under the compressed schedule and be complete as
early as 2024, a relatively larger amount of construction would take place during a
relatively shorter period of time, thereby increasing the typical daily construction
activity. Therefore, in either case the construction noise impacts would be significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

The second paragraph of draft 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. Potential nighttime concrete pours would not involve the use
of vibration-generating equipment. 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 8:5-0.3 in/sec PPV could cause cosmetic damage to new or
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.
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5.F Revisions to Section 3.D, Air Quality

The background existing cancer risk and PM2s concentrations presented in the draft SEIR were
based on the most recent San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment database available at
the time the notice of preparation (NOP) and draft SEIR were released. This assessment was
conducted in 2012 and indicates that the project site is not located within an air pollutant
exposure zone (APEZ). In February 2020, the city, in collaboration with the regional air district,
completed a draft update to the Citywide Health Risk Assessment database in order to update
the APEZ map, as required by Health Code article 38. The draft 2020 Citywide Health Risk
Assessment database includes the following updates compared to the prior Citywide Health Risk
Assessment database:

® Vehicle activity is based on an updated San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process
(SF-CHAMP) model run for year 2020

® Vehicle emissions are updated for year 2020

® Vehicle emissions include re-suspended road dust, which was not included in the prior
citywide health risk assessment

¢ Maritime emissions now also account for ferry emissions (emissions that were not included
in the prior Citywide Health Risk Assessment database due to lack of available information
at that time)

¢ C(Caltrain emissions have been updated
e Stationary source emissions permitted by the air district have been updated
¢ Updated citywide air dispersion modeling was conducted

¢ Cancer risk estimates have been updated based on updated methodologies from the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

Based on this draft updated database, the San Francisco Department of Public Health issued a
draft updated APEZ map, issued a draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical
Support Documentation, and initiated a 30-day public review period.¢ The updated final APEZ
map shows that the project site is not located within an APEZ, consistent with the draft SEIR.

Based on the updated final APEZ map” and the draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk
Assessment: Technical Support Documentation, the proposed project would result in a significant
health risk impact to on- and off-site sensitive receptors during the project’s construction
activities without mitigation, consistent with what was presented in the draft SEIR. However,
with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Construction Emissions Minimization)
and M-AQ-4a (Install MERYV 13 Filters at the Daycare Facility), this impact would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level, also consistent with what was presented in the draft SEIR. Also
consistent with the draft SEIR, the health risks to existing offsite sensitive receptors may exceed

¢ San Francisco Department of Public Health, San Francisco Planning Department, and Ramboll, Draft San
Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical Support Documentation, February 2020
7 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Property Information Map, https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/.
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the cancer risk thresholds under the worst-case three-year construction phasing scenario, and
therefore this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Specifically:

® For excess cancer risk from construction and operation emissions for both offsite and onsite
receptors not in APEZ under existing conditions, the project’s contribution is either less than
the threshold of 10.0 cancers per 1 million and/or the project’s contribution would not place
any offsite or onsite receptor into a new APEZ.

® For excess cancer risk from construction and operation emissions for both offsite and onsite
receptors in APEZ under existing conditions, the project’s contribution is less than the
threshold of 7.0 cancers per 1 million.

® For excess cancer risk from construction and operation emissions under the compressed
construction scenario for offsite receptors in APEZ under existing conditions, this impact
would be conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

e For PM2.5 concentrations from construction and operation emissions for both offsite and
onsite receptors not in APEZ under existing conditions, the project’'s contribution is either
less than the threshold of 0.3 p/m? and/or the project’s contribution would not place any
offsite or onsite receptor into a new APEZ.

e For PM2.5 concentrations from construction and operation emissions for both offsite and
onsite receptors in APEZ under existing conditions, the project’s contribution is less than the
threshold of 0.2 y/m?.

e For PM2.5 concentrations from construction and operation emissions under the compressed
construction scenario for offsite receptors in APEZ under existing conditions, this impact
would be conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Therefore, the following text in the draft SEIR has been revised to update references to, and data
from, the updated citywide health risk modeling database. The revised text does not provide new
information that would result in any new significant impact not already identified in the draft
SEIR or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact identified in the draft SEIR that cannot
be mitigated to less than significant level with implementation of mitigation measure(s) agreed to
by the project sponsor. Therefore, recirculation pursuant to CEQA guidelines section 15088.5 is
not required.

To reflect the updated health risk analysis, the last sentence in the first paragraph on
draft SEIR p. 3.D-1 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and
new text is shown in double underline):

Supplemental air quality information supporting the analysis in this section is provided
in SEIR Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, and Appendix I, Updated
Health Risk Assessment Memorandum.
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To reflect the updated APEZ map and the draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk
Assessment: Technical Support Documentation, draft SEIR pp. 3.D-16 to 3.D-17, and
footnote 239, is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethreugh and new
text is shown in double underline):

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs
and elevated concentrations of particulate matter, the City and County of San Francisco
partnered with BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution exposure from vehicles,
stationary sources, and area sources within San Francisco. Citywide dispersion modeling
was conducted using AERMOD?># to assess the emissions from the following primary
sources: vehicles on local roadways, permitted stationary sources, port and maritime
sources, and diesel emissions from Caltrain. Emissions of PMiwo (DPM is assumed
equivalent to PMuw), PM:25, and total organic gases (TOGs) were modeled on a 20 by 20—
meter receptor grid covering the entire city. The citywide modeling results represent a
comprehensive assessment of existing cumulative exposures to air pollution throughout
the city. The methodology and technical documentation for modeling citywide air

pollution are available in the document entitled,—Fhe-San—Francisco—Community—Risk
ReduetionPlan—Technieal-Support Pocumentation_Draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk

Assessment: Technical Support Documentation.2®

Model results were used to identify areas in the city with poor air quality, which are
designated as the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ), based on the following health-
protective criteria: (1) cumulative PM2s concentrations greater than 10 pug/m3 and/or
(2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater
than 100 per one million persons exposed. See below for evidence supporting these
standards.

An additional health vulnerability layer was incorporated in the APEZ for those San
Francisco ZIP codes in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health Vulnerability scores (ZIP
Codes 94102, 94103, 9418594110, 94124, and 9443094134). In these areas, the standard for
identifying areas as being within the zone were lowered to: (1) excess cancer risk from

the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 90 per one million
persons exposed and/or (2) cumulative PM2s concentrations greater than 9 pg/m?.

Lastly, all parcels within 500 feet of a major freeway were also included in the APEZ,
consistent with findings in CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Health Perspective, which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at
approximately 500 feet from a freeway.2#

Citywide modeling results identified that the project site is not located within the APEZ,
including it is not located within a health vulnerable zip code. The closest parcels to the
project site within the APEZ are those within 500 feet of 1-280 bounded by Howth Street,
Ocean Avenue, and Geneva Avenue, located approximately 1,300 feet to the southeast of
the project site.
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¥ BAAQMB—San Francisco Department of Public Health, and-San Francisco Planning

Department and Ramboll, Fhe-San—Francisco-Community—RiskReductionLlan—Technical
Support—Deecwmentation—Draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical

Support Documentation, Pecember2032February 2020.

* To reflect the updated health risk analysis background values, draft SEIR p. 3.D-20 is
revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):

The project site is not located within an area with risk factors that meet the updated
APEZ criteria. Background cancer risk values on the project site range from 8 to 22 in one
million, with background values ranging from 13 to 439549 in one million within
3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the site. Background PM:2s concentrations range from 8.3 to
8.6 ug/m* on the project site, with background values varying between 837.8 and
H:318.2 pg/m? within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the site. The nearest offsite receptors
within an APEZ are located approximately 1,100 feet to the southeast and are so
designated due to the proximity of I-280. Receptors within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the
project boundary are located both within and outside of the APEZ and impacts are
assessed accordingly as discussed below in the “Approach to Analysis” section.

*

The last paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-36 and first two lines on p. 3.D-37 is revised
as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethroeugh and new text is shown in double
underline):

As part of this project, a health risk assessment was conducted for the proposed project to
estimate health risks from exposures to TACs. The assessment examined sensitive
receptors within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the project boundary, used the eitywide
Community RiskReduetionPlan(CRRPy-medel-draft 2020 San Francisco Citywide
Health Risk Assessment database to identify existing background risk, included updated
locations and emission rates of existing stationary sources provided by the BAAQMD,
and updated cancer risk values based on the latest (2015) guidance by OEHHA.

*  The third full paragraph and footnote 282 on draft SEIR p. 3.D-37 is revised as follows
to update the new draft Citywide Health Risk Assessment references (deleted text is
shown in strilcethreugh and new text is shown in double underline):

The threshold of significance used to evaluate health risks from new sources of TACs
associated with the project is based on the potential for the proposed project to
substantially affect the extent and severity of the APEZ at sensitive receptor locations.
The health protective standards used for determining the APEZ and evidence supporting
these standards are discussed in the Setting section above and were developed in
consultation with BAAQMD staff as part of the preparation of a—Cemmunity Risk
ReduetionPlan draft 2020 San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment.?? The project
site is not within an identified health vulnerable ZIP code; therefore, the APEZ criterion
for this location is based on: (1) cumulative PM2s concentrations greater than 10 pg/m?,
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and/or (2) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources
greater than 100 per one million population.

282 San Francisco has prepared a-Community RiskReduetionPlan Citywide Health Risk
Assessment Extenslve modehng has been conducted and is documented in—Fhe-San

ation_the draft San
Francisco Cztngde Health Risk Assessment: Techmcal Suggort Documentation. This modeling
provides the technical basis for development of the-Community RiskReductionPlan
Citywide Health Risk Assessment.

* The text on draft SEIR p. 3.D-39 and footnote 289 is revised as follows (deleted text is
shown in strilcethreugh and new text is shown in double underline):

TAC Concentrations

Consistent with the-Community RiskReductionPlan-Health-Risk-Assessment(CRRE-

HRA) draft 2020 San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment, the air toxics analysis
evaluated health risks and PM2s concentrations resulting from the proposed project upon

the surrounding community. For the proposed project, this would include construction
emissions over the course of buildout, operational traffic (which was assessed using the
CRRPHRA—draft 2020 San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment modeling),
operational heavy-duty delivery truck travel and idling, and stationary sources (the

emergency generators). The methods used to evaluate emissions for the proposed project
and cumulative health risk assessment are based on the most recent air district CEQA
Guidelines and the most recent Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment
Guidelines.?®”

The cancer risk analysis in the health risk assessment for the project is based on DPM
concentrations from on- and off-road construction equipment, as well as the operational
DPM concentrations from the emergency generators and delivery trucks. Concentrations
of TACs from the proposed project construction emissions were estimated using the
U.S. EPA’s preferred atmospheric dispersion modeling system (AERMOD), as were
project-related operational mobile sources (vehicle traffic and delivery vehicles) and
stationary sources (emergency generators and delivery trucks). The most-recent version
of the American Meteorological Society/U.S. EPA regulatory air dispersion model
(AERMOD version 9.6.5) was used to evaluate ambient air concentrations of DPM and
PM2:s at on- and offsite receptors.2®

AERMOD requires a number of inputs including meteorological data. For this project’s
health risk assessment, BAAQMD’s Mission Bay meteorological data for 2008 were used,
which aligns with the San Francisco-CRREHRAMethodelegy draft 2020 San Francisco
Citywide Health Risk Assessment.®® For detail with regard to terrain and land use
considerations, emission rates, source parameters, and risk characterization methods
applied in the assessment, please refer to AppendixE, Air Quality Technical
Memorandum.
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Sensitive Receptors

In order to evaluate health impacts to onsite and offsite receptors, receptors were placed at
locations co-located with the receptors used in the CRRP-HRA-draft 2020 San Francisco
Citywide Health Risk Assessment and within 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) of the project site.
Sensitive receptors were modeled at a height of 6 feet (1.8 meters), above terrain height, a
default breathing height for ground-floor receptors, consistent with the—CRRPHRA

analysis draft 2020 San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment.

% BAAQMD—San Francisco Department of Public Health, and-San Francisco Planning

Department and Ramboll, Fhe-San—Francisco-Community—RiskReductionLlan—Technical
Support—Deecwmentation—Draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical

Support Documentation, Pecember2032February 2020.

* The scenario descriptions are revised as follows to clarify the scenarios with
overlapping construction and operation on draft SEIR p. 3.D-40 is revised as follows
(deleted text is shown in strikcethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

Scenario 3. Construction Plus Operation: offsite receptors (residents, daycare, and school)

evaluated starting when construction commences and exposed to all
construction emissions and 27 years of operational emissions.

Scenario 4. Construction Plus Operation: onsite receptors (residents and daycare) present

at the project site once Phasel is complete evaluated starting when
construction for Phase 1 concludes and exposed to all Phase 2 construction
emissions and 30 years of operational emissions.

* The last paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-45 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown
in strikethrough and new text is shown in double underline):

With regard to construction schedule and phasing, the analysis assumed that Phase 0 (site
preparation and grading) would require a full year, followed by Phase 1 construction for
30 months, followed by Phase 2 construction for 30 months for a full construction duration
of six years. i

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 yet been identified, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d is revised as follows
(deleted text is shown in strikcethrough 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
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building associated with Phase1, the project sponsor, with the oversight of the
Environmental Review Officer (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 3.2tons 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

2. Pay mitigation offset fees to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area
Clean Air Foundatlon or_other governmental ent1tv or third Dartv The mltlgatlon

admm&s&&twe%eeef—ne%fe%mﬂé—pefeefwef—the—tetal—e&se# shall fund one or more

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

The agreement that specifies fees and timing of payment shall be signed by the
project sponsor, the-air-distriet governmental entity or third party responsible for
administering the funds, 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
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-presented above was calculated by summing the
maximum daily construction emissions of ROG and NOx (pounds/day), multiplying
by 260 work days per year, and converting to tons. 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.

The second paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-54 is revised as follows to reflect changes
in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d:

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d would offset emissions of ROG and NOx that would
exceed the respective thresholds of significance for these pollutants. Thus, these offsets, if
implemented, would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The measure allows
the project sponsor to directly fund or implement an offset project; however, no such
project has yet been identified. Additionally, implementation of the emissions reduction
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project could be conducted by the air—distriet—governmental entity or third party
responsible for administering the funds and is outside the jurisdiction and control of the
City and not fully within the control of the project sponsor. Therefore, the residual

impact of project emissions during construction is conservatively considered significant
and unavoidable with mitigation, due to some limited uncertainty in its implementation.
This finding does assume that the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-2a, M-AQ-2b, and M-AQ-2¢c, in addition to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d.
Although the specific offset projects are not known, it is anticipated that implementation
of this mitigation measure would not result in any adverse environmental effects.

The last paragraph on draft SEIR p. 3.D-54 is revised as follows to reflect changes in
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d:

The Developer’s Proposed Option would be less than significant under the assumed six-
year construction schedule. The Additional Housing Option under the assumed six-year
schedule would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation through the
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-2b. Given the potential that
the project could be developed under an accelerated construction schedule of three years’
duration, the potential exists that construction emissions of NOx would exceed the daily
and annual significance thresholds even with mitigation, which would be a significant
impact (see Table 3.D-8b). Therefore, in the case of the Developer’s Proposed Option or
the Additional Housing Option under the compressed three-year construction schedule,
the project sponsor would also be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2c,
which requires that all heavy-duty trucks greater than 19,500 pounds must have model year
2014 or newer engines, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2d, which requires the project
sponsor to implement emission offsets. However, because implementation of the
emissions offset project would be conducted by the air—istriet-governmental entity or
third party responsible for administering the funds and would be outside the jurisdiction
and control of the City and not fully within the control of the project sponsor, because no
specific emission reduction project has been identified, and because the project may be
constructed over a much shorter timeframe resulting in higher NOx emissions than
presented above, the impact with respect to criteria air pollutants is conservatively
considered significant and wunavoidable with mitigation. These conclusions are
summarized in Table 3.D-9, Summary of Construction Criteria Pollutant Impacts
(Impact AQ-2).

* To reflect the updated health risk analysis, the text on draft SEIR pp. 3.D-66 to 3.D-68
is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is shown in
double underline):

The maximum estimated excess lifetime cancer risk for each exposure scenario (see “Health
Risk Assessment Methods,” p. 3.D-38) for all sensitive receptor locations** for receptors not
in the APEZ under existing conditions is presented in Table 3.D-13a, Lifetime Cancer Risk
for Receptors Not Located in the APEZ but Would Be Located in the APEZ with the
Proposed Project — Developer’s Proposed Option, and Table 3.D-13b, Lifetime Cancer
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Risk for Receptors Not Located in the APEZ but Would Be Located in the APEZ with the
Proposed Project — Additional Housing Option.

TaBLE 3.D-13A
LIFETIME CANCER Risk FOR RECEPTORS NoT LocATED IN THE APEZ BuT WouLD BE LOCATED IN
THE APEZ wiTH THE PROPOSED PROJECT — DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED OPTION

Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in One Million)2:P
Unmitigated Mitigated®

Scenario / Receptor Type Bkgd. Project Total Project Total
Significance Threshold — 10.0d 100.0 10.0d 100.0
Construction
Resident (offsite)fe 78.1457 36.1674 114.282.8 4777 82.823.4
Resident (onsite)f 64.823-7 108.9 173.3132:6 95 74.2332
Daycare (offsite)f 62.024.9 87.5 149.6109-4 11.6 73.6335
Daycare (onsite)f 59.324-8 238.4 297.6260.2 20.9 80.1427
School (offsite)® 28.0475 12.9 40.830-3 1.5 29.519:0
Construction + Operations
Resident (offsite)fe 52,9457 61.867.5 114.883.3 7.984 60.823.9
Resident (onsite)f 64.823 4 110.3410-9 175.0134-6 11.4 75.9354
Daycare (offsite)f 62.024-9 87.7 149.7109-6 11.8 73.8336
Daycare (onsite)f 59.324-8 239.5 298.8261.3 22.0 81.343-8
School (offsite)® 28.0475 13.1 411368 1.7 29.749:2
Operations®
Resident (offsite)’ 28.964-7 2.655 31.5672 2.254 31.2672
Resident (onsite)ef 45.348-2 14.8 60.133-0 14.7 60.0329
Daycare (offsite)-<f 62.0443 0742 62.742.5 0.76-7 62.7226
Daycare (onsite)fe 50.849-4 7.0 57.826-4 6.9 57.7263
School (offsite)-£f 28.9354 0.6 29.535.7 05 29.535.6
SOURCE: Air

0. See Appendix E,

Py s-=-pariculate-malter less-than-or equal-te-2.5-microns-in-diameter-pgimd =micrograms-perecuble-meter-APEZ = Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value

a
b

Bold values = threshold exceedance

All receptors within 500 feet of 1-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB'’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.

Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.

The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 100; otherwise, the threshold does
not apply.

Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the ensite-MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.

Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the ensite- MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
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TaBLE 3.D-13B
LIFETIME CANCER Risk FOR RECEPTORS NoT LocATED IN THE APEZ BuT WouLD BE LOCATED IN
THE APEZ wiTH THE PROPOSED PROJECT — ADDITIONAL HousING OPTION

Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in One Million)a:P
Unmitigated Mitigated®
Bkgd.
Scenario / Receptor Type Project Total Project Total
Significance Threshold - 10.0d 100.0 10.0 100.04
Construction
Resident (offsite)fe 49.815.7 76.380:5 49.896-3 8.285 57.924.3
Resident (onsite)f 64.823-7 122.2422.6 186.914463 10.7 75.434.4
Daycare (offsite)f 62.024-9 101.7 163.7423-6 12.6 74.634.5
Daycare (onsite)f 59.324-8 267.7 326.9289.5 23.4 82.7453
School (offsite)® 28.0475 14.4 42,4349 1.6 29.619-4
Construction + Operations
Resident (offsite)fe 49.815.7 77.5812 49.897.0 9.49.2 59.125.6
Resident (onsite)f 63.923 7 125.6 189.54493 13.4 77.3374
Daycare (offsite)f 62.024.9 102.0 164.01423-8 12.8 74.834%
Daycare (onsite)f 59.324-8 269.6 328.8291.4 25.3 84.547 4
School (offsite)® 28.0475 14.8 42.832.3 1.9 29.9194
Operations®
Resident (offsite)’ 28.9647 4.27.8 29.069:5 3.267.6 32.269:4
Resident (onsite)ef 45.348-2 251 70.443-2 24.9 70.243 4
Daycare (offsite)ef 62.0443 1248 63.243.-0 11 63.1230
Daycare (onsite)ef 50.849-4 11.8 62.6312 1.7 62.5344
School (offsite)ef 29.0354 1.0 29.9364 0.7 29.7254

SOURCE:

PMas=

Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value

a

Bold values = threshold exceedance

b Al receptors within 500 feet of 1-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB'’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,

which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.

€ Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.
d The project-level threshold only applies when the background risk plus the project risk exceeds 100; otherwise, the threshold does

not apply.

€ Note that for these receptors, the unmitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the ensite-MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.

f Note that for these receptors, the mitigated cancer risk from the proposed project combined with the background cancer risk would
be less than 100; therefore, the ensite-MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the project
contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply.
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5.F. Revisions to Section 3.D, Air Quality

* To reflect the updated health risk analysis, the third paragraph on draft SEIR p.

3.D-69

is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is

shown in double underline):

For the offsite MEISR (daycare receptor), the mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk under
proposed project conditions for the Developer’s Proposed Option of 11.8 combined with
the background cancer risk of 21:962.0 would equal 33-573.8, which is less than 100; the
mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk under proposed project conditions for the
Additional Housing Option of 12.8 combined with the background cancer risk of 23-963.0
would equal 34:774.8, which is also less than 100; therefore, under mitigated conditions,

the offsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ under either project option, and
the significance threshold for the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not
apply. Consequently, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a alone would be
sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, and the excess cancer risk
impact on offsite receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than significant with
mitigation.

* To reflect the updated health risk analysis, the third paragraph on draft SEIR p.

3.D-70

is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is

shown in double underline):

Table 3.D-13a, p. 3.D-67, and Table 3.D-12b, p. 3.D-68, also show the cancer risk under the
mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions quantified for Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. For the onsite MEISR (daycare
receptor), the mitigated lifetime excess cancer risk under proposed project conditions for
the Developer’s Proposed Option of 22.0 combined with the background cancer risk of
21:859.3 would equal 43-881.3, which is less than 100; the mitigated lifetime excess cancer
risk under proposed project conditions for the Additional Housing Option of 25.3
combined with the background cancer risk of 21:859.3 would equal 47384.5, which is also
less than 100; therefore, under mitigated conditions, the onsite daycare MEISR would not
be placed in a new APEZ under either project option, and the significance threshold for
the project contribution of 10.0 per 1 million would not apply. As shown in Table 3.D-13a
and Table 3.D-12b, implementation of these mitigation measures would be sufficient to
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, and the excess cancer risk impact on
onsite receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
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5.F. Revisions to Section 3.D, Air Quality

To reflect the updated health risk analysis, draft SEIR pp. 3.D-73 to 3.D-75 is revised
as follows (deleted text is shown in stikethreugh and new text is shown in double
underline):

TaBLE 3.D-14A

LIFETIME CANCER RISk FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ — DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED

OPTION
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk_(in one Million)2:®
Unmitigated Mitigated®
Bkgd.
Scenario / Receptor Typed Project Total Project Total
Significance Threshold — 7.0 — 7.0 —
Construction
Resident (offsite) 80.974.0 43.442 1243782 6.00:5 86.974.5
Daycare (offsite) 104.8 37.3 142.0 51 109.8
School (offsite) 1455366 1.1 146.737.7 0.1 1457367
Construction + Operations
Resident (offsite) 80.974.0 44.144 125.078-4 6.74+4 87.658.0
Daycare (offsite) 104.8 37.4 1421 52 109.9
School (offsite) 1455366 1.3 146.837.8 0.3 145.836-8
Operations
Resident (offsite) 187.056-6 5.024 192.059.6 4.92.4 191.959-6
Daycare (offsite) 124.2 12 1254 1.2 125.4
School (offsite) 1455366 0.2 145.836.8 0.2 1457368

SOURCE: ESA, 2019

NOTES:

PM. 5= particulate-matter-less-than-or equal-to-2.5-microns-in-diameter; g/m®=micrograms-per-cubic-meter, APEZ = Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value; n/a = Not applicable; i.e., for this receptor type, there are no receptors that are currently
located in the APEZ.

a Bold values = threshold exceedance

b Al receptors within 500 feet of 1-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB'’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
which suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.

€ Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission
standards; and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.

d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents;-effsite-dayeare;-and_or onsite
daycare receptors in the modeling domain that are already located in the APEZ.

Offsite receptors considered in the health risk assessment include existing offsite
receptors currently located in the APEZ due to their proximity to I-280 (within 500 feet)
and Ocean Avenue. These tables do not show receptors types that are not already in the
APEZ, including onsite residents, offsite daycare, and onsite daycare; risks to these
receptors are discussed above. The majority of project-generated excess cancer risk at the
MEISR would be attributable to construction emissions. For these receptor locations, the
project would contribute cancer risks of up to 4437.4 per million and 5:443.1 per million
at offsite residentdaycare locations for the Developer's Proposed Option and the
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5.F. Revisions to Section 3.D, Air Quality

Additional Housing Option, respectively. The project’s excess cancer risk contribution
would net-exceed the significance threshold of 7.0 in a million. Therefore, without

mitigation, the impact with regard to increased cancer risk would be lessthan-significant

for offsite receptors located in the APEZ.

TaBLE 3.D-14B

LIFETIME CANCER Risk FOR RECEPTORS LOCATED IN THE APEZ — ADDITIONAL HousING OPTION

Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk (in one Million)2:®

Unmitigated Mitigated®
Scenario / Receptor Typed SR Project Total Project Total
Significance Threshold — 7.0 — 7.0 =
Construction
Resident (offsite) 80.974.0 48.54.9 129.478.9 6.30.6 87.374.6
Daycare (offsite) 104.8 43.0 147.7 55 110.2
School (offsite) 145.536.6 1.3 146.837.8 0.1 145.736.7
Construction + Operations
Resident (offsite)e 80.9/83.974-0 49.654 130.579-4 7448 91.2585
Daycare (offsite) 104.8 431 147.8 56 1104
School (offsite) 145.536.6 15 147.038.0 0.3 145.936.9
Operations
Resident (offsite) 187.056.6 7.03.4 194.080.0 6.93.4 193.960.0
Daycare (offsite) 124.2 18 126.0 17 1259
School (offsite) 145.536.6 0.3 145.936.9 0.3 145.836.9

SOURCE:

NOTES:

PMzs = particulate-matter-less-than-or equal to 2.5 microns in-diameter; pg/m®=-micrograms-per cubic-meter;; APEZ = Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone; Bkgd. = background value; n/a = Not applicable; i.e., for this receptor type, there are no receptors that are currently located

in the APEZ.

a Bold values = threshold exceedance

b Al receptors within 500 feet of 1-280 also included in the APEZ, regardless of their cancer risk value, which may be below the APEZ
criteria of 100 per million. This is consistent with CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which
suggests air pollutant levels decrease substantially at approximately 500 feet from a freeway.

€ Mitigation measures include: (1) M-AQ-2a: all off-road construction equipment was modeled with Tier 4 Final engine emission standards;

and (2) M-AQ-4a: all emergency generators were modeled with Tier 4 engine emission standards.

d Only receptor types that are already in the APEZ are shown in the table; there are no onsite residents;-offsite-dayeare;-and_or onsite
daycare receptors in the modeling domain that are already located in the APEZ.

Although-Because mitigation measures are net-required to reduce the impact to offsite
sensitive receptors located in the APEZ, Table 3.D-14a and Table 3.D-14b also show the
cancer risk under the mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions quantified
for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71, which are required
to reduce impacts to receptors not in the APEZ under existing conditions and to reduce

construction-generated emissions of criteria pollutants.
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5.F. Revisions to Section 3.D, Air Quality

Construction emissions contribute over 90 percent of the unmitigated project’s health risk
at the MEISR (see Appendix E, Air Quality Technical Memorandum, for additional
detail). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce cancer risk at the
offsite receptor locations currently located in the APEZ further below the significance
thresholds. As shown in Table 3.D-14a and Table 3.D-14b, under mitigated conditions,
the project would contribute cancer risks at the unmitigated MEISR of up to 445.2 per
million and 3:95.6 per million at offsite resident-daycare locations for the Developer’s
Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option, respectively. It is worth noting
that under mitigated conditions, the offsite MEISR is a different receptor location than
under unmitigated conditions; in other words, the greatest cancer risk for mitigated
emissions occurs at a different location than greatest cancer risk under unmitigated
conditions. This is because the reduction in construction emissions from mitigation
results in operational emissions being a relatively larger share of total emissions, and
thus the mitigated MEISR occurs during the project operations phase. The project would
contribute cancer risks at the mitigated MEISR of up to 2:46.7 per million and 3-47.4 per
million at offsite resident locations for the Developer’'s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option, respectively.

Although the cancer risk for the Additional Housing Option of 7.4 per million exceeds
the significance threshold for the project’s contribution of 7.0 per million, the project’s
contribution does not increase the severity of the cancer risk for this receptor, nor does
the project expand the geopgraphy of the APEZ. The background cancer risk value at the
offsite resident MEISR is 83.9, as presented in Table 3.D-14b. This value does not exceed
the APEZ criterion of 100 per million. Therefore, this receptor does not technically meet
the criteria for the APEZ. The reason this receptor is located in the APEZ is because the
APEZ is defined at the parcel level, and there are one or more receptor points within the
parcel where this receptor is located that exceed the APEZ criterion of 100 per million. In
other words, if one receptor point within a given parcel meets the APEZ criteria, all
receptor points within this parcel are also categorized as within the APEZ. The offsite
resident MEISR receptor is located at the mixed-use apartment complex at 1150 Ocean
Avenue, directly to the south of the project boundary. The entire two block area to the

north of Ocean Avenue from Plymouth Avenue to Lee Avenue is categorized as a single
parcel by the City. Because a few receptors located in this parcel do in fact meet the

APEZ criteria (notably those receptors located directly adjacent to Ocean Avenue), all

receptor points within this parcel are classified as within the APEZ. However, because
neither the background cancer risk value of 83.9 nor the combined total cancer risk value
of 91.2 (background of 83.9 plus the project's contribution of 7.4) at the offsite resident

MEISR exceeds the APEZ criterion of 100 per million, the project would not increase the
severity of the cancer risk for this receptor or expand the geopgraphy of the APEZ. In
addition, the cancer risk values presented above are the result of many conservative
assumptions and do not consider the effect of the building shell on outdoor TAC
concentrations to the resulting indoor concentrations and the associated sensitive
receptor exposure. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a alone
would be sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
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5.F. Revisions to Section 3.D, Air Quality

All of the other cancer risk values for both the Developer’s Proposed Option and the

Additional Housing Option are less than the significance threshold for the project’s
contribution of 7.0 per million. Consequently, implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-2a alone would be sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level
and the excess cancer risk impact on offsite receptors located in the APEZ would be less
than significant with mitigation.

As discussed above, the project may be constructed over a total of three years instead of
six years. If this were to occur, the excess lifetime cancer risk at offsite sensitive receptor
locations would increase. While the total exposure to TACs remains the same in this
compressed construction scenario, more exposure would occur when sensitive receptors
are younger and, thus, more susceptible to TAC exposure. It is estimated that cancer risks
could increase at least 30 percent for the offsite MEISR currently located in the APEZ
under the three-year construction schedule, leading to mitigated cancer risks of 79 to 810
per million for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 1011 to 312 per million for the
Additional Housing Option. Although the mitigated cancer risk for both the Developer’s
Proposed Option and the Additional Housing Option under the anticipated construction
schedule would be less than—the-thresheld-eof 7 0—4n—-amillien_significant as discussed
above, because the construction schedule is subject to change, this impact would be

conservatively considered significant. Therefore, the excess cancer risk impact on offsite
receptors would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Onsite Receptors

There are currently no onsite receptors located in the APEZ under existing conditions.
Therefore, no analysis was conducted.

PM2s Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions for Receptors Not in
APEZ under Existing Conditions

Offsite Receptors

The maximum estimated annual average PM2s concentrations from all project sources at
offsite receptor locations not in the APEZ under existing conditions are presented in
AppendixE-Adr Quality Fechnical Memerandwm SEIR Appendix I, Updated Health Risk
Assessment Memorandum, Tables 315 and 336. The project’s emissions would combine
with existing background concentrations and would exceed the APEZ criteria of either an
annual average PM:s concentration of 10.0 ug/m3, or a total lifetime excess cancer risk of
100.0 per million,® with the project contributing PM25 concentrations of up to 0.38 ug/m?
and 0.43 pg/m? at offsite daycare locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the
Additional Housing Option, respectively. The project’s annual average PM:s
concentrations would exceed the significance threshold of 0.3 ug/m?. Therefore, without

8  The APEZis defined for receptor locations that meet the criteria for either lifetime excess cancer risk or annual
average PMas concentrations. For example, if the lifetime excess cancer risk is 105 per million and the annual
average PMas concentration is 9.5 ug/m?3, and the receptor would be in the APEZ even though the annual
average PMas concentration does not exceed the APEZ criteria of 10.0 ug/m?3.
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5.F. Revisions to Section 3.D, Air Quality

mitigation, the impact with regard to PM:zs concentrations would be significant for offsite
receptors not located in the APEZ.

Tables 345 and 336 in—-AppendixE—Ar—Quality Technical Memorandum_new SEIR

Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum, also show the annual
average PM:s concentrations under the mitigated condition, which includes emission

reductions quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-
71. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce off-road PM:s exhaust emissions by 80 to
85 percent, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a would reduce generator PM:s exhaust
emissions by 93 percent. Construction emissions contribute over 90 percent of the
unmitigated project’s PM2s concentrations (see SEIR Appendix EI for additional detail).

For the offsite MEISR (daycare), the maximum mitigated annual average PM:s
concentrations under the Developer’s Proposed Option of 0.04 ug/m? combined with
background annual average PM2s concentrations of 8498.92 would equal 8:538.95, which is
less than 10.0; and the maximum mitigated annual average PM2s concentrations under
proposed project conditions for the Additional Housing Option of 0.04 ug/m* combined
with background annual average PM:s concentrations of 8:498.92 would equal 8:538.95,
which is less than 10.0. Therefore, under mitigated conditions, the offsite MEISR would not
be placed in a new APEZ under either project option, and the significance threshold for the
project contribution of an annual average PM:s concentration of 0.3 ug/m? would not
apply. Consequently, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a alone would be
sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, and the annual average PM:s
concentration impact on offsite receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than
significant with mitigation.

As noted above, the project may be constructed over a total of three years instead of six
years. If this were to occur, the annual average PM:s concentrations at offsite sensitive
receptor locations would increase. While the total PM:zs emissions remain the same in this
compressed construction scenario, annual average PM2s concentrations would increase
because the construction duration would be shorter. It is estimated that annual average
PM2s concentrations could increase at least 50 percent for the offsite MEISR currently
located in the APEZ under the three-year construction schedule, leading to mitigated
annual average PM2s concentrations of approximately 0.05 ug/m? for the Developer’s
Proposed Option and approximately 0.06 ug/m? for the Additional Housing Option.
Therefore, the annual average PM2s concentration impact on offsite receptors not located
in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.

Onsite Receptors

The maximum estimated annual average PM2s concentrations from all project sources at
onsite receptor locations are also presented in Tables315 and 336 in—AppendiE—Air

Quality Technical Memerandum SEIR Appendix I, Updated Health Risk Assessment
Memorandum. The project’s emissions would combine with existing background

concentrations and would exceed the APEZ criteria of an annual average PM:s concentration
of 10 ug/m?3, or a total lifetime excess cancer risk of 100 per million,'? with the project
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contributing PM2s concentrations up to 3331.32 pg/m? for onsite residential receptors and
1.33 pg/m? for onsite daycare receptors for the Developer’s Proposed Option and 1.49 pug/m?
for onsite residential receptors and 1.50 ug/m? for onsite daycare receptors for the Additional
Housing Option. The project’s annual average PM:s concentrations would exceed the
significance threshold of 0.3 ug/m?. Therefore, without mitigation, the impact with regard to
PM:25 concentrations would be significant for onsite receptors not located in the APEZ.

As noted above, this analysis conservatively assumes that the daycare would be fully
operational and occupied as part of Phase 1 and exposed to all Phase 2 construction TAC
emissions. However, the daycare would be part of Block B in Phase 2 and will likely not be
operational and occupied until the proposed projects is fully built-out in 2027 with the
completion of Phase 2. This was assumed to provide a worst-case analysis of health risks to
the onsite daycare receptor in the event that the daycare would be occupied in Phase 1 and
exposed to all of Phase 2 construction TAC emissions. Likely, the daycare receptors would
not be exposed to any construction emissions at the project site.

Tables 315 and 336 in-AppendixE-Air Quality Technical Memerandum SEIR Appendix
I, Updated Health Risk Memorandum, also shows the annual average PM:s

concentrations under the mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions
quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. For the
onsite resident MEISRs, the maximum modeled mitigated annual average PMo:s
concentrations under proposed project conditions for the Developer’s Proposed Option
of 0.12 ug/m? combined with background annual average PM2s concentrations of 8:488.90
would equal 8:609.02, which is less than 10.0; and the maximum mitigated annual
average PM2s concentrations under proposed project conditions for the Additional
Housing Option of 8:340.13 ug/m?® combined with background annual average PM:s
concentrations of 8:488.90 would equal 8:629.04, which is less than 10.0. Therefore, under
mitigated conditions, the onsite MEISR would not be placed in a new APEZ under either

project option, and the significance threshold for the project contribution of an annual
average PMa2s concentration of 0.3 pug/m*® would not apply. Consequently,
implementation of these mitigation measures would be sufficient to reduce this impact to
a less-than-significant level, and the annual average PM2s concentration impact on onsite
receptors not located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.

It should be noted that if construction durations and phases are spread out over a longer
period of time, this could result in increased PM:s concentrations to onsite receptors
compared to what has been modeled. Under an extended construction schedule, onsite
receptors could be exposed to construction for longer periods of time, which could result
in a significant and unavoidable impact. However, it should also be noted that by the
time the project buildings are constructed, it is likely that MERV 13 filtration would be
required by the Building Code.® This would presumably result in less than significant
health risk impacts to new onsite sensitive receptors.

®  Currently being confirmed.
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PM:5s Concentrations from Construction and Operation Emissions for Receptors
in APEZ under Existing Conditions

Offsite Receptors

The maximum estimated annual average PM2s concentrations from all project sources at
offsite receptor locations in the APEZ under existing conditions are presented in

Tables 357 and 378 in-AppendixE-Air Quality Technical Memerandum SEIR Appendix

I, Updated Health Risk Assessment Memorandum. For these receptor locations, the
project would contribute PM2s concentrations of 8:020.64 pg/m? and 0:030.72 ug/m? at

offsite resident locations for the Developer’s Proposed Option and the Additional
Housing Option, respectively. These values would net-exceed the significance threshold
of 0.2 pg/m3. Therefore, without mitigation, the impact with regard to PMo:s
concentrations would be less-than-significant for offsite receptors located in the APEZ.

Hewewver—Tables 357 and 378 in SEIR Appendix El also show the annual average PM2s
concentrations under the mitigated condition, which includes emission reductions
quantified for Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a, p. 3.D-48, and M-AQ-4a, p. 3.D-71. These
mitigation-measures—arerequired—to-reduce—the-exeess—eaneerrisk-impaet—The annual
average PMas concentrations from the proposed project would be reduced as a result of
these mitigation measures, as shown in Table 3.D-14a, p.3.D-73, and Table 3.D-14b,

p- 3.D-74. For these receptor locations, the project would contribute PM»s concentrations
of 0.06 ug/m? and 0.07 ug/m? at offsite resident locations for the Developer’s Proposed

Option and the Additional Housing Option, respectively. These values would not exceed
the significance threshold of 0.2 m3. Consequently, implementation of Mitigation

Measure M-AQ-2a alone would be sufficient to reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level, and Fherefore—the PM2s concentration impact on offsite receptors
located in the APEZ would be less than significant.

As noted above, the project may be constructed over a total of three years instead of six
years. If this were to occur, the annual average PM:s concentrations at offsite sensitive
receptor locations would increase, contributing further to the impact. While the total PM2s
emissions remain the same in this compressed construction scenario, annual average PMas
concentrations would increase because the construction duration would be shorter. It is
estimated that annual average PM2s concentrations could increase at least 50 percent for the
offsite MEISR currently located in the APEZ under the three-year construction schedule,
leading to mitigated annual average PMzs concentrations of approximately 8:050.09 ug/m?
for the Developer’s Proposed Option and approximately 8:860.10 pig/m? for the Additional
Housing Option. Therefore, the annual average PM:zs concentration impact on offsite
receptors located in the APEZ would be less than significant with mitigation.
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5.G. Revisions to Chapter 5, Variants

5.G  Revisions to Chapter 5, Variants

The text in the second paragraph on SEIR p. 5-6 is revised as follows to update the
mitigation measure title:

Thus, the operational-related mitigation measure identified for the Developer’'s Proposed
Option would be applicable to Variant1 (Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Meniter
Cumulative Transit Travel Times—and-Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay
[under Impact C-TR-4], p. 3.B-96).

The first paragraph on SEIR p. 5-9 for Variant 2: South Street Alignment and
Aboveground Public Parking at North End of Site is revised as follows:

Variant 2 would have the same mix of land uses, square footages, and construction and
operational characteristics as the Developer’s Proposed Option, except the 750-space
multilevel public parking garage would be constructed aboveground on Block G towards
the north end of the site and would be wrapped by housing, or in dedicated public
parking areas within several of the residential garages. South Street would be shifted
south and occupy SFPUC’s 80-foot-wide strip of land located along the southern edge of
the site and south of Blocks A and B. As a result of this change in configuration, Blocks A,
C, and D would have slightly different footprints. The maximum height (seven stories)
would not change between the Developer’s Proposed Option and Variant 2.

5H Revisions to Chapter 6, Alternatives

The text in the last bullet on SEIR p. 6-3 is revised as follows to reflect changes to the
mitigation measure:

Mitigation would require the project sponsor to meniter—transit—traveltimes—and
implement measures to meet the transit travel time performance standard; however,
given the uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of TDM measures and if SFMTA would
approve other measures under their jurisdiction, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4, this impact is conservatively considered to remain significant and
unavoidable with mitigation. (Impact C-TR-4)

The text in the second paragraph under “Alternative Strategy to Address Transit
Delay” on SEIR p. 6-6 is revised as follows to update the mitigation measure title:

As discussed under Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94, given the uncertainty regarding the
effectiveness of TDM measures and if SFMTA would approve other measures under their
jurisdiction, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Meniter
Cumulative Transit Travel Times-and-Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, p.
3.B-96, the proposed project options and variants would result in a significant and
unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impact with respect to transit delay.
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5.H. Revisions to Chapter 6, Alternatives

The text in the first paragraph on SEIR p. 6-13 is revised as follows to update the
mitigation measure title:

Therefore, the mitigation measure identified for the proposed project options and
variants (Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4, Meniter-Cumulative Transit Travel Timesand
Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay, p. 3.B-96) would not be applicable.

The text at the top of SEIR p. 6-21 is revised as follows to update the mitigation
measure title:

Menitor-Cumulative Transit Travel Fimes—and-Implement Measures to Reduce Transit
Delay, p. 3.B-96, as with the proposed project options and variants, Alternative B would
result in a significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impact with respect to
transit delay.

The text at the top of SEIR p. 6-39 is revised as follows to update the mitigation
measure title:

approve other measures under their jurisdiction, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-C-TR-4, Menitor-Cumulative Transit Travel Fimes-and-Implement Measures
to Reduce Transit Delay, p. 3.B-96, as with the proposed project options and variants,
Alternative C would result in a significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative
impact with respect to transit delay.

* The text under “Transportation and Circulation” on SEIR p. 6-45 is revised as follows

to update the mitigation measure title:

Project- and cumulative-level construction and operational transportation and circulation
impacts would be the same as under the proposed project options. Cumulative
operational-related mitigation measures identified for the proposed project options and
variants would be applicable to Alternative D (i.e, Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4,
Menitor-Cumulative Transit Travel Times—and-Implement Measures to Reduce Transit
Delay, p. 3.B-96). Alternative D impacts for cumulative transit delay would be significant
and unavoidable with mitigation (Impact C-TR-4, p. 3.B-94).
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5.1. Revisions to Appendix D2, Noise Supporting Information

5.1 Revisions to Appendix D2, Noise Supporting
Information

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

Existing CALCULATED | Receptor |Adjustad|Distance  [Distanca
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise [from from
ROAD SEGMENT # VEHICLES  Auto MT HT Aute kh MT kih HT kh Aot MT HT |15 maters from | Roadway | Level [Roadwayto [Roadway ta
Calvena B5 dBA 65 dBA
Peak
from:  to: Aute % MT % HT roadway center) |Center (m)] ({dBAY |im.) ()
F. Kahla Ocean  Cloud 1179 11436 [ 2 [25.58] 1 [11.79 a0 607 555 6O B4.1 40 598 12.1 34.7]
F. Kahlo C. Call N. Judsen 514 88658 [ 2 |18.28[ 1 | 9.14 4 598 544 590 83.0 40 58.7 9.4 30.8]
Lee Ocean  Site 67 16199 [ 2 | 5.54 1.67 a0 522 470 518 556 40 513 1.7 5.6
Lee Ocsan  Holoway 56 161.02 [ 2 a0 522 470 516 55.5 4 515 17 5.6
Plymouth ~ Ocean  S.Wood 77 17189 [2 40 524 472 519 55.8 4 516 1.8 §.0)
City CollN F_Kahlo Site 23 31331 [ 2 3.23 A0 551 48.8 545 58.4 [ 54.2 5.3 109
Judson F_Kahlo Genesea| 670 6468 [ 2 5.7 a0 582 530 577 616 4 57.4 5.9 22 |
Assumptions: PM peak hour traffic data from Kttleson
Existing + Developer's Project CALCULATED | Receptor |Adjusted|Distance  [Distance
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise [from from
ROAD SEGMENT # VEHICLES  Auto [T HT Aute Wh MT kb HT Wh  Aoto T HT |15 meters from | Roadway | Level [Roadwayto |[Roadway to
Calveno 5 dBA 65 dBA
Peak
from: to: HT roadway center) |Center (mj| (dBA} Iim.) (ft)
F. Kahlo Ocean  Cloud 1179 11.78 [25] 40 [25] 607 555 601 4.1 40 558 12.1 35.7]
F. Kahlo . Coll N. Judsen 597 9.97 600 548 594 88.3 40 58.1 10.2 33.8]
Les Ocean  Site B7 3.87 558 506 553 50.2 a0 55.0 an 13.0
Lee Ocean  Holoway 09 .09 532 48.0 528 56.6 a0 52.3 24 7.0
Plymouth  Ocean  S.Wood 77 1.77 524 472 518 55.8 40 51.6 1.8 5.0)
City Coll N F.Kahlo Site 58 5.68 556 504 551 59.0 a0 547 5.8 12.4
dudson F.Kahlo Geneses 00 7 564 532 5789 61.8 a0 575 7] 23]
Assumptions:  PM peak hour traffic data from Kitleson
Existing + Additional Housing Scenario CALCULATED | Receptor |AdjustediDistance  [Distance
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise ffrom from
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES  Auto T HT Autc kih MT kh HT Kh Auto  MT  HT [15meters from |Roadway | Level Roadwayto [Roadway to
Calvano 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak
from: to: roadway center) |Center (m)] (dBA) Jim.) (ft)
F. Kahlo Qcean  Cloud 1179 607 555 601 2N a0 566 121 36.7]
F. Kahlo €. Coll N. Judsen 1063 802 550 597 838 40 59.4 10.9 35.8)
Lee Ocean  Site a54 565 511 558 59.7 a0 55.5 as 14.5
Lee Ocean  Holoway [ 396 555 483 528 56.9 40 526 (k] 79
Phymouth  Ocean  S.Wood 7 524 472 519 55.8 40 516 1.6 5.0)
City Coll N F. Kahlo  Site 79 568 518 562 80.2 40 55.9 49 18.1
Judson F.Kahlo Geneses 33 586 534 5.1 62.0 a0 57.7 7.5 24.7)
Assumptions: P\ peak hour traffic data from K ttleson
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5.1. Revisions to Appendix D2, Noise Supporting Information
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Existing + Construction Trucks CALCULATED | Receptor |Adjusted|Distance Distance
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise |from from
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES  Auto T HT Autc Kh MT kh HT k'h Auto MT HT |15 meters from | Roadway | Level [Roadwayio |Roadwayto
Calveno B5 dBA 55 dBA
Peak
from: to: % Auto % MT % HT roadway center) |Center m.)] (dBA) [im.) (ft)
F. Kahlo Ocean  Cloud 1201 95 | 1153 1201 3 |26.03 40 40 40 807 525 B50 66.5 4 B2.3 1.3 70.0
Gty GollN F.Kahlo Site 345 65 | 3174 [1 | 545 [7 |24.15 [25]40 25|40 [Z5]40 851 471 832 53.9 4 59.7 11.8 38.5]
Trucks Alone ) 0.0z [0 |0.052 [T00)21.65 an 40 4 135 252 628 528 E 59.8 a1 258
Assumptions: Pl peak hour traffic data from Kittlesan
Existing CALCULATED | Receptor |Adjusted|Distance Distance
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (4BA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noise [from from
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES Aute AT Aulc Wh MT kh A7 Kh Auto  MT  HT [15 meters from | Roadway | Level [Roadwayto [Roadwayto
Calveno 65 dB& 65 dBA
Peak
from: to: % Auto % MT % HT roadway center) |Center (m.)] ([dBA} fim.} (ft)
Plymouth ~ Ocean  S.Wood T . 17168 . 354 . T 524 472 518 558 an 516 18 8.0
Plymauth SanRamewildwd [ | || ] ]
Assumptions: PM B
Existing + Developer's Project Alternative C CALCULATED | Receptor |Adjusted|Distance  [Distance
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Naise |from from
ROAD SEGMENT #VEHICLES  Auto MT HT Autc Kh MT kb HT kh Auto MT HT |15 meters from | Roadway | Level [Roadwayto |[Roadway to
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak
frome to: % Auto %  MT %  HT road centsr) |Center (mj] (@BA) |(m.) (ft)
Plymouth  San Ramcwidwd [ 222 57 [ 21554 El 444 lil 2.22 534 482 528 56.8 40 52.6 b 75
Assumptions: P peak hour traffic data from Kittleson
Existing + Additional Housing Alternative C CALCULATED | Receptor |Adjusted|Distance Distance
e VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED MOISE LEVEL (dBA) [NOISE LEVEL | Dist from | Noaise [from from
ROAD SEGMENT # VEHICLES “Alto T HT Aulc Wh MT Wh HT Kh Aute  WT  HT |15 metersfrom | Roadway | Level [Roadwayto [Rosdwayte
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak
from: to: % Auto % WMT % HT roadway center) |Center (m| (ABAY Jim.) ()
Plymouth San Rame Wild wd 256 o7 | 22802 El 47z H 2.36 557 485 531 57.1 40 528 24 7.9)
Assumptions:  PM peak hour traffic data from Kittleson
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5.1. Revisions to Appendix D2, Noise Supporting Information

Figure 2-12  Proposed Street Type Plan [Revised]
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